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Foreword 
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Introduction 

Following the successful conclusion of the 
long Allied struggle against the Axis, the Amen­
can people looked forward to an era of peace and 
prospedty. World condihons in late 1945 appeared 
favorable for a permanent peace Great faithwas 
placed in the Uruted Nations Orgaru.zab.on which, 
it was hoped, would be able to prevent any future 
world war. Yet, w1thin the next decade, the Uruted 
States was compelled to erect the most powerful 
air defense system that the free world has ever 
known. Tins monograph relates the development 
of that an defense up to the creatlon on 1 September 
1954 of the Continental Au Defense Command. 

The construction of a continental air defense 
system during peacebme was not without prece­
dent. Dunngthe 1920's and early 1930'schscussion 
concerning such a system h.ad taken place among 
airmen but, at that early stage m the development 
of the ru.rplane, was largely academic, Geography 
was stl.11 considered Amenca's best defense. 
Nevertheless1 in the late 1930;s, Jome efforts 
were made by the air arm to provide and test an 
aucraft warning service manned by volunteer 
civilians. 

B'y the outbreak of World War II in 1939, the 
United States had lagged behind other nabons in 

the development of air defense elements. There­
fore, Maj. Gen. Henry H. Arnold, Chief of the Air 
Corps, proposed the establishment of a command 
to study defensive doctrine and eqwpment. 
Arnold's proposal resulted m tile! activation of the 
Air Defense Command-a planmng agency-on 26 
February 1940. 

The new command was given no forces; all 
avmlable forces were assigned to GHQ Air Force, 
a predecessor of the Army Air Forces. Responsi• 
b1lity for au defense rested with four mterceptor 
commands until early 1941 when it was also 
assigned to GHQ Au Force in recogrution of the 
belief that air defense should be the respons1b1hty 
of one air command. GHQ Air Force, m turn, was 
to control four continental air forces. Each air 
force was to create an interceptor command to 

control the air defense means, including the air­
craft warrung service and antiaircraft units, Jn its 

area, 

The Army Air Forces, created 20 June 1941, 
undertook to establish an aircraft warmng net 
along both seacoasts. The AAF goal was a chain 
of radar stations 70 miles apart. By 7 December 
1941, only 8 stati.ons were fully operational, 2 on 
the east coast and 6 on the west coast. However, 
when the Japanese success at Pearl Harbor indi­
cated that, for the first time, the American people 
faced the possibility ofbemg bombed, installation 
of the radar network was accelerated. Eventually, 
95 radar sites were constructed-65 on the Pacific 
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 tell 
the direction and distance of approaching aircraft. 
The network was supported by a Ground Observer 
Corps 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 to function aga.tnst an actual 
enemy attack. By February 1943 the J01nt Chiefs 
of Staff had approved a report that the danger of 
an air attack on the Umted States was slight. By 
September the AAF had begun to dismantle the 
system, substituting a standby system. Finally, 
1n Apul 1944 the JCS decided to inactivate the 
aircraft warning network. 

Although the continental arr defense system was 
untested, World War II produced several significant 
dec1S1ons regarding au defense doctrine and 
responS1b1hty for air defense. Defense against 
au attack was recognized as an air force respons1-
b11l ty and War Department doctrine called for air 
force control of all air defense elements. Also, 
an aircraft warning service was recogn1zed as an 
essential part of an a1r defense system. Further­
more, air defense doctrine spec1fically called for 
an air defense command as part of an air force. 
These wartime innovations were reflected in, and 
had great influence on, postwar efforts to set up 
a conbnental au defense system. 
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CHAPTER 

POST WORLD WAR II ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE 

Defense of the continental U n1ted States against 
au attack was to be one of the most important 
misS1ons of the postwar military establishment 
This opinion was apparent m 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 estabhsh­
ment had recognized continental au defense as a 
requirement.1 

An Force leaders, of course, realized the 
necessity for a peacetime air defense. They 
assumed that the Umted States would not be the 
aggressor many future war but would undoubtedly 
have to defend its continental limits against an 
imbal surpnse attack. As an AAF staff officer 
explained, this assumption chd not mean that an 
air defense m being was needed because air 
def~nse could be considered relatively ummpor­
tant at that time. Nevertheless, he stated, plans 
were reqmred so that the AAF would never ''dupli­
cate the woeful madequacy of the system that 
existed before the war'' and could avoid uthe 
extravagant and comparatively ineffective but 
necessary makesh1fts" that were resorted to after 
7 December 194P 

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 1f the existing radar sites 
were adequate for a postwar radar network, By 
June, however, the responsible orgaruzahon, the 
Continental A:tr Forces (CAF), * had submitted no 
information.3 Also, m April, AAF had requested 

"'contment11l A11; Forces, activated 12 December 1944, 
had been ass1gned the m.iss1on of conhnental air de­
fense upon actlv11b.on (ltr, Hq AAF to CG CAF, subJ: 
Dire ch ve, 14 Dec 44, in H1st CAF, 15 Dec 44--21 
Mar 46, doc 47), 

1 

the First and Fourth Air Forces to review the ait• 
craft control and wanung (AC&W) requirements 1n 

then 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
quarters, AAF and CAF. met to discuss the air 
defense problem and, in the following montlt, CAF 
submitted 1ts recommendaticms, If the United 
States hoped to protect itself against the type of 
attack that would be possible in the future, CAF 
believed, an air defense system would have to be 
m place "on a standby status with competent, 
full crews available in not more than twelve 
hours." World War II radar would be of limited 
value agamst future air attacks. Therefore, CAF 
recommended that research and development be 
undertaken on radar and allied equipment for an 
au defense system capable of meetmg the future 
threat. 5 

AAFJs Deputy for Operations, Brig. Gen. W1lham 
F. McKee, acknowledged the vahd1ty of CAF 's 
beliefs. Takmg a more reahstJ.c view of the s1tu­
ahon, however, he stated that the need for post­
war au defense plans was too urgent to await 
future developments m radar. Currently avatlable 
equipment and personnel would have to be used. 
Training and operational techniques developed 
during World War II would have to form the basis 
for a postwar AC&W system. Mtl1tary character-
1sl:1cs for radar capable of combating future mr 
attacks could be drawn u·p. McKee said, but untll 
the kmd of defense needed to counter future 
attacks coul~ be detemuned, 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 eqwpment would be available 
for an interim force, he stated that the formation 
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2 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENT AL AIR DEFENSE 

of a postwar AC&W radar plan was an essential 
consideration. *6 

AAF Plans for Reorganization 

Although some au defense plannlllg was being 
done, realistic plans could not be made until 
responsibility for air defense was fumly fixed, 
Air defense. as an important miss1on of the post• 
war militacy establishment, was properly an au 
force responsibility, AAF planners believed. 
Unless the AAF was prepared orgamzationally to 
assume the respons1b11ity, a staff ofhcer wamed, 
"strong representations" might be made for trans• 
ferriag the function to the air arm of the Navy, 
Marines, or Coast Guard. 7 

Based upon this consideration, Headquarters, 
AAF had ptepared a plan by 15 June 1945 for a 
reorganization of air defense activities. Follow• 
fag closely the postwar mihtaiy organization 
ptoposed by AAF planners, the reorganfaation 
called for two air defense commands under the 
"direct command and adlllinistrative jurisdtctionn 
of the Commanding General, Continental Air Forces. 
These commands would have the same areas of 
responsibility as the wartime Eastern and Western 
Defense Commands (i,e., east and west of the 
103d meudian).8 

According to the plan, the proposed air defense 
commands would not be concerned solely w1th air 
defense. In addJ.tion 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 pte<hcted 
that the air defense commands might become 
"permanent tra.ming organizations" through wluch 
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 aucb a plan in Januaiy 1946. Accord­
ing to the plan, :radar would be Io c ate d to defend 
strategic industrial areas and population centers and 
would be manned by Regular Army and Air Reserve 
personnel augmented by the Air Nabonal Guard. Since 
CAF reah2ed that Lt was not feaslble or pracucal to 
set up a complete radar screen around the nation, the 
proposed plan would provide a nucleus aromi.d which a 
complete system could be 1.I11med1ately constructed 
when needed, The proposal Ji.ad not been approved by 
the time CAF was abohsned m March (Hr, Hq CAF to 
CG AAF, subJ: Radar Defense Report for Continental 
United States, 28 Jan 46, ut Case Hist AC&W System, 
doc 9; R&R comment 2, AC/ AS-5 to P&TE Br, AC/ AS-
3, subj: Radar Defense Report for Continental United 
States, 12 Mar 46, ID DRB 413,44 Radar 1946-47 v 1), 

continue war-tested AAF policy calling for an 
air defense command as part of a typical air 
force,10 

Two other proposals for AAF reorganizatJ.on 
were made, both of which revealed different con­
cephons 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 end a 
Provisional Air Force Headquarters, respectively, 
while a Continental Air Forces would prepare for 
air defense and conduct training.11 

The second plan, which was sent to Headquar­
ters, AAF by Continental Air Forces on 20 June, 
stressed training activities. It called fot the 
establishment of an ope1ational air force consist­
ing of two tact.teal air commands and a bomber 
command. bne of the m1ss1ons of the operational 
air force would be to provide air force units to 
assist in continental air defense. i:i 

Although these orgaruzational plans were still 
under consideration when hostillhes ended in 
August, the advent of peace necessitated changes 
in planning. On 14 September, Headquarters, AAF 
announced its pe<1cet.ime objectives m a revised 
V-J Plan based on a xequirement for an Army Air 
Forces of 70 groupS'.*'s Probably with advance 
information of this announcement, CAF had sub­
mitted to Headquarters, AAF a week earlier a 
proposal to combine the AAF V·J 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. uu Headquarters, AAF1s Director of Oper· 
abons, MaJ. Gen. C. C, Chauncey, regarded the 
CAF plan as a valuable contribution to the solution 
of the AAF postwar problem. However, for the 
present, he informed CAF on 1 October, AAF 
organization had to be bas~ on the existing armed 
fo1ces structure and on any arrangements which 
might develop in the establishment of a unified 
department of national defense. 15 Nevertheless, 
Contmental Air Forces sent copies of the organi­
zational correspondence to its air forces for in-

*Two previous postwar plans had called for l0S and 
75 groups respecb.vely ,(Draft) Record of Development 
of Plans for Postwar Au Force, provided by Special 
ProJects Off.r.ce, 24 Jan 1945, in USAF HD 145,041A-
12), 
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POST WORLD WAR ll ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE 3 

formation and planning.1 6 And, 1n the meantime, 

Headquarters, AAF had restated CAF's respons1-
b1hties for air defense 1n AAF Regulat:J.on 20-1, 
dated 15 September 1945. 

On 14 November, m another organ1zabon plan, 
Maj. Gen. St Clau Streett, CAF's Deputy Com­
mander, showed the influence of the opinions 
expressed by Headquarters, AAF personnel. Con­
tinental Au Forces would be reorganized under 
tlus plan to consist of four commands, an Eastern 
and a Western Air Command, dealing largely with 
air defense, a Central Air Command for training, 
and a Tactical Air Command. Strategic forces 
would operate directly under the Commanding 
General, AAF m an M-Day StJ:ateg1c Au: Task 
Force,17 

Nothing concrete resulted from these vanous 
plans and, early m December, an ad hoc comllllttee 
was des1gnated in Headquarters, AAF to study 
the pto~lem of armed forces 1eorgan1zation. The 
committee considered all of the proposed plans, 
each calling for sb:ateg1c, tactical, training, and 
air defense commands m some follll, Finally on 2 
J anuaty 1946 Genetal Carl Spaatz, Deputy Com• 
mender, AAF, approved an organizational plan 
which would set up an Au Force Combat Command 
with four corps. strategic, tactical, and two 
regional cotps, one for defense east of the 
M1ssiss1ppl and one for defense west of the nver, 
Then ucl e1 for these four corps would be CAFts 
four continental an forces. By 29 January,* tl11s 
organizab.on was revised to delete the A1r Force 
Combat Command and to distribute its functions 
among an Air Defense Command, a Strategic Aa 
Command, and a Tactical Air Command,u Thus, 
after months of d1scuss1on and planning, the 
organization approved was bas1cally the same as 
provided in World War II doctune, i.e., the normal 
composition of an au force included a strateg1c 
au force, a tactJ.cal air force, an air defense com­
m and, and vanous supporting commands. u 

Almost two months were to elapse before the 
reorganization actually took place. It was 
originally intended that the 1eorgaruzation would 
go into effect about 15 February with Continental 

* On 22 January 1946, the mission of Continental A,.r: 
Forces-including the prov1s1on of continental a.II" de• 
fense-was restated by Headquartere, AAF, Apparently 
a ma1or reorgaru.zahon was not expected 1m1ned.J.ately 
(!tr, Maj.Gen,C.C. Chauncey, Actg C/AS to CG CAF, 
subj: Mission of the Conbnental. Air Forces, 22 Jan 
46, in USAF HD 168,64-16), 

Au Forces becoming the Air Defense Command.211 

CAF had planned, therefore, that as the Air 
Defense Command it would be organized to work 
with the six exisbng anny areas. Thus, six air 
districts were planned, each of which would con­
tam National Guard and Reserve units in addition 
to those of the Regular Army. No reorganization 
had taken place by 15 Februaiy and planm.ng con­
tinued until, on 12 March, 1t became known 
definitely that CAF would be the nucleus for 
Strategic Air Command.21 On 21 March the AAF 
reorganizatlon became official with the activation 
of Strategic Air Command, Tactical Air Command, 
and the ~~Air Defense Command, the latter at 
Mitchel Field.22 Such plans as CAF had made in 

expectabon that it would become ADC were 
passed on to the new command.23 

With this reorganization, the AAF completed a 
maJor pomt m its postwar rebuilding program/◄ 
although 1t remained to he seen how well the new 
commands could funcb.on with the personnel and 
equipment available to them, An Au Defense Com­
mand existed but not an au defense. 

Effect ol Demobilization 

The reorganizabon of the AAF came in the 
midst of a rapid and drasb.c postwar demobtl1-
zabon fostered by the prevaihng nabonal mood 
m the months after V-J Day. Nearly four years had 
been required for the subjugabon of the Axis 
nabons and the American people were eager for 
peace. The Umted States, as the sole possessor 
of the atomic bomb, appeared to be ftee from 
danger as long as its monopoly continued, Most 
people believed that there was no enemy in sight 
and, even 1f one should appear, the United Nations 
offered hope that peace could be maintmned. The 
combination of a monopoly of atomic weapons and 
a functtonmgintemabonal organization engendered 
the popular belief that a large militaty establish­
ment was no longer a requnement R ap1d demobil1· 
zation became the order of the day. By the end of 
1945 what had been the world's finest military 
force had been reduced to a shadow of 1ts former 
self. All that remained 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 early discharge OI were untrained, And this 
force was destined to be cut in half by the end of 
1946,2 s From a peak wartime strength of 243 
groups, the AAF had been reduced by the end of 
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4 DEVELOPMENT 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 
111 this total of 25 groups.76 But even these totals 
were unrealistic because many 0£ the groups were 
at skeleton strength or were manned by inexpen• 
enced personnel, The AAF was rapidly approa.ch­
ing a low state of combat readiness which caused 
one wtiter to report that, in the middle of 1946, 
the AAF could not put a single B-29 squadron m 
the air. n As demobilization continued AAF hopes 
of retaining even an establishment of 70 groups 
appeared slim. 

ADC Has Mission Withou1 Means 

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

In view of tlus situation, it 1s not surprising 
that, from its inception, the new Air Defense Com~ 
mand ,.vith a low priority suffered from inadequate 
resources. The command was assigned an interim 
mJssion to organize and adzrunister the integrated 
air defense s y stem of the continental United 
States, to exercise "direct control of all active 
and coordinate all passive means of air defense," 
to tram units and personnel ltl air defense oper­
ations, and to operate and mamtam Air National 
Guard (ANG)* and Air Reserve units.~• 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, 20 S1x air forces 
were assigned to ADC-First, Second, Fourth, 
Tenth Eleventh and Fourteenth-but only the 

I I 3G 
Fust and Fourth were in an active status. 

*The organization of the ANG began on 25 April 1946 
and the first ANG unit rcce1ved federal recogru.ti.on on 
30 June of the same year, 

Obviously such a force would be inadequate to 
d1scharge the Air Defense Command m1ssion. 

Shortly after his assumption of command of 
ADC, Lt Gen. George E. Stratemeyer considered 
the means at his dis po s a 1 for performing his 
mission, According to his interpretation, '~e 
Air Defense Command, w1th its subordinate Air 
Forces, will have primary interest in the repelhng 
of an air attack, and we should therefore have at 
our command all air, ground, and sea forces which 
may be necessary to repel such an attack. mi 
Clearly he d1d not have sufficient forces to repel 
an air attack, Therefore, he attempted to obtain 
the use of o the r for c e s in the event of an 
emergency. 

The mission directive had assigned to ADC the 
maintenance and tra1ning of ANG and Au Reserve 
units. Since the bulk of the meager AAF combat 
forces was assigned to SAC, Stratemeyer assumed 
that uthe means available to the Air Defense Com­
mand for the purpose of implementing the m1ss1on 
of that command, are the Air National Guard and 
A1r Reserve programs.'' i 3 He ad q u art er s, AAF 
immed1ately rnformed him that his assumption was 
not enttrely c;orrect, The ANG and the Air Reserve 
constituted a total AAF reserve; they would be 
used 1n an emergency to support the entire AAF. 
Thus, 1£ the AAF position remaltled unchanged, 
Air Defense Command would continue to be w1th• 
out adequate forces with which to perform its air 
defense m1ss1on. In so fat as air defense was con­
cerned, ADC would be relegated largely to the 
role of a planning agency. 

The scarcity of resources was emphasized 
further 1n joint planning between the Fourth Air 
Force and the Army and Navy commanders on the 
Pacific Coastal Frontier. Because plans had 
progressed by Aprtl 1946 to the point where Fourth 
Air Force had to know what forces 1t would have 
in an emergency, General Straterneyer recommended 
that Headquarters, AAF specify what forces would 
be available for a.tr 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 en-iergency and inform those commanders 
that the Commanding General, ADC was autho~ 
1zed to deal directly w1th them in forming plans 
for the use of those units. 33 Headquarters, AAF 
chose to reply by c1nng the condltlon of the AAF 
combat wiits 1n the continental Uruted .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• 
t1veness would be only 65 percent, The only AA 
un1ts in the United States were one group at Fort 
Bhss and another at Orlando, Flonda, both at 
cadre strengtp. with no combat effectiveness. 14 

Headquarters, AAF could not assign noneKistant 
forces to the Au Defense Command. 

Air Defense Planning 

Even though forces wete not available, planning 
for an defense began, However, attempts to formu• 
late plans revealed several differences of opm1on­
some th at could be settle d only at the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff level *-resolution of which would 
greatly affect the availability of forces for air 
defense. Based upon its interpretatlon of existing 
air defense doctnne and on wartime experiences, 
Headquarters, AAF had ass 1 g n e d to the Air 
Defense Command the organization and admm1s-, 
tration of the ''integrated air defense system of 
the Conbnental United States/' with direct control 
of all active air defense measures. Actually, AAF 
did not possess the au defense mission which it 
had assigned to ADC. This anomaly was revealed 
in April when, m response to a request from 
General Stratemeyer, Headquarters, AAF prepared 
a compilation of documents pertaining to conti­
nental air defense. AAF had assumed responsi­
billty for the air defense of the United States. 
Yet these documents disclosed that as of the date 
of the assignment of the interim mission to ADC 
(12 March), continental defense, including au 
defense, belonged to the Army Ground Forces 
(AGF), to be exercised in conjunction with desig­
nated naval and air commanders. This irregular 
situation had been partially clanfied as of 8 April 
by a War Department letter which placed au, 
naval, and ground commanders 111 coequal status 
in regard to the defense of the United States. 
Nevertheless, from the comptlation of documents 
Maj. Gen. Lauris Norstad, Aai;istant Chief of Air 
Staff for Plans, concluded thal: "theresponstbtlity 
for Air Defense of the Continental United States 
was given to the Air Forces 1n 1942; m 1944 was 
~iven to the Defense Command Commanders, and 
now, .. is in the process of reverting to tile Air 
Forces. "as 

"'see chapter n, 

Disregardmg the uri certainty :surroundmg 
mission responsibility, ADC sent a preliminary 
planning directive to its subordinate commands 
early m May. The commands were informed that 
unul general plans were publlshed by the War 
Department ADC would begin preliminary planning 
for active air defense. This planmng would be 
conducted in con3unchon with AGF and in coordi­
nation with appropnate naval commanders and 
passive defense agencies.36 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 declared, the duec­
ti ve was based on the best assessment of the 
informahon available, it did not offer much assist­
ance to the ADC air forces because of 1ts scope 
and because responsibilities for a.tr defense had 
not been claufied. Smee ADC was anxious to 
issue more specific instructions to its subordi­
nate commands, information was requested. 37 

Headquarters, AAFJs reply five weeks later 
did little to clarify ADC's posit10n. Because a 
clanficahon of responsibilities was hnked with 
the quesb.ons of unification and the missions of 
the land, sea, and air forces, AD C's quenes could 
not be denmtely answered. When unification was 
achieved and the missions of the services were 
clearly defmed, Headquarters, AAF believed that 
the questions posed by ADC would be automatically 
answered. AAF could only state that it had f!Ol 

been given a definite mission directive sunilar to 
the one issued to AGF on 8 ApriLu 

Stratemeyer's ddemma was recognized m 
Waslungton m the summer of 1946. Headquarters, 
AAF personnel realized that he would welcome 
any action which designated more clearly his 
responSJbihty and authonty m perfonnmg his 
''comphcated and 1mportant task"; furthermore, 
every possible assistance should be given him.s~ 
By August, tlus recognition of his problems had 
resulted in no satisfactory solutions and 
Stratemeyer, told to execute a m1sS1on with 10· 

adequate means, was concerned 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 respons1bli1hes. The analyS1s 
was based on the current allocation of forces and 
existing assignment of respons1b1lihes and 
authoutv •40 
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Accord.mg to Lt Gen. Eade 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 
thmugh the recommended courses of act.ton. 
Stratemeyer's decisions were cons1dered reasona• 
ble and could be approved, Partridge stated, but 
"such approval should not imply that specific 
actions taken as a result of the approved 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, concuuence should contain a request for 
ADC to draw up plans containing specific recom­
mendations upon which AAF could take act.ton. 
Siglllficantly, Partridge stated that one assumption 
contained in the analysis should not be sanctioned. 
An au defense in being should not be mruntamed 
at that time because the size and shape of the 
integrated system was still a matter of conjecture. 
According to the approved troop basis, he pointed 
out, ADC would have msufftc1ent troops to mam­
tam an an defense system and "in peacetime 
will have only enough troops and equipment to 
provide a thin peripheral early warning screen 
with a negligible amount of interception control. ,,..l 

This explanation was not given to Stratemeyer, 
possibly because it was not the unanimous opm10n 
of the AAF. Headquarters, AAF merely approved 
the analysis in general and recommended minor 
changes.4i When the AAF reply was received, a 
membe. of Stratemeyer's staff expressed the 
opinion that the app1oval might be "more apparent 
than real.'' It appeared to him that Headquarters, 
A AF had not given thorough study to the anal.y sis. 43 

Nevertheless, there was notlung in the AAF reply 
to cause ADC to discontinue its plannmg for au­
defense. 

Before approval of the analysis of its mission 
was received ftom Headquarters AAF, the Air 
Defense Command had issued to Jts subordinate 
air forces a new planning directJ. ve which rescinded 
the one of 2 May 1946. This new duective .md1-
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 
Wat Department. Headquarters, ADC would issue 
general plans, policies, and directives from wh1ch 
air force commanders were to prepare detaded 
plans. Au fol'Ce 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 crihcal areas within their assigned 
areas; to iQtegrate additional forces which m1ght 
be allocated into their active au defense oper­
ations; to inst:J.tute pass1ve defense measures; 
and to attack ''floating targets of opportunity 
within the capabilibes of assigned forces.n In 
preparing their plans, the commanders should 
assume that eacli would be tesponsible for all air 
defense measures 1n his area unless relieved by a 
commander appointed by the War Department and 
th at, when needed for air d e fens e puipo ses, 
additional forces would be allocated.44 Plans 
were to be made even though differences of 
opinion still existed and even though no one could 
be certam that the forces would be on hand when 
required to carry out the plans. 

The Problem ol Operational Controt 

In the absence of forces of his own, Stratemeyer 
was compelled to look to the forces of the Anny, 
the Navy and the other AAF commands. This 
gave use to the problem of operational control. 
Accordmg to the interim mission, Headquarters, 
AAF had given control of all acttve air defense 
means to Stratemeyer who interpreted tlus to in­

clude command of all forces hav.mg an air defense 
potential. Current Joint Chiefs of Staff and War 
Department policies invested command of all 
forces in "the force primarily concerned with the 
element that the enemy is utilizing for attack"­
wh1ch meant that ADC would be m control only if 
the enemy's primary attack came by air. Stratemeyer 
felt that such a general policy did not directly 
ass1gn ADC " ... the control of all three forces 
in opposition to the most logical modem attack, 
the Air-Borne attack." He recommended that the 
Commanding General, ADC be given control of all 
forces to be used in repelling an rur attack or an 
aubome invaS1on. ◄5 

Lt. Gen,' Ira C, Eaker, Deputy Commander, AAF 
explained in reply that the Commander, AAF had 
been assigned respons1bihty for the air defense 
of the Umted 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. 11 Furthermore, the air defense com­
mander was responsible for coordinating withm 
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the cont.mental United States the air defense 
means avatlable from the Army and Navy. Effec­
tive coordination was possible only through. 
asS1gnment of operational control of these means 
to the air defense commander dunng periods of 
emergency; to this principle all services apparently 
agreed. In Eaker's opinion, command over land 
and sea forces not participating in air defense 
was not required by the Commandmg General, ADC 
for the discharge of his au defense responsibility. 
If a sustained attack occurred on the United 
States, the JCS would declare a theater of oper­
at1ons, appoint a theater commander, and allocate 
to him swtable 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 bemg 
conducted by Headquarters, AAF. 4 ' Further clan• 
flcatlon was not 1mmediately forthcoming and the 
quesb.on of operational control was not settled 
unt11 December 1947, almost two years after the 
assignment of the au defense m1ss10n to the Air 
Defense Command. 

General Stratemeyer had also discovered that 
his authonty to control the forces of the other air 
commands m event of emergency was not unmu­
mously accepted within the AAF, In September, 
following a conference held at Tactical Air Com­
mand Headquarters, he informed Headquarters, 
AAF that he and the Commandmg General, TAC 
disagreed on his respons1btlities m the event of 
an air attack. He remmde<l Headquarters, AAF 
that 

You have 1nd1cated that a theater commander is expected 
to be appointed 1t1 any area of the United States wb1ch 
1S attacked or threatened with attack, My concern is for 
the period between the time hostile acbon occurs or is 
fust ex pe c te d to occur, and the tinie a th.eater com­
mander has actually been appointed and assume'S re• 
s ponslb1hty m the area, Dunng thJS period I beheve a 
unified air command rn any one area is essenhaL 47 

Only a fmn decision by Headquarters, AAF on 
his responsibilities would give Stratemeyer a 
sohd basis for further air defense planning. Tltere­
fore, he asked approval for the ADC air force 
commander to command or conti:ol any forces in 
his area that could contribute to au defense dur­
ing an emergency. The au force commander would 
continue to exercise this c.lrnmand or control 
unti.l a theater commander assumed respons1bihty 
at the direction of higher headquarters. 48 Witlun 
the Au Staff, Plans Directorate again urged that 
Stratemeyees concept of his respons1btlities be 

approved, with mmor exceptions, and stated that 
plans "should penmt 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 rur defense responsibility until a theater 
commander was designated,49 Although. the direo­
to1ate was preparing an air defense plan which 
would consider all available air defense forces,5° 
Headquarters, AAF sbll issued no directive to 
that effect to the Air Defense Command. 

ADC Air Defense Plans 

While the decisions on the allocation of forces 
and responsibility for air defense were still pend­
mg, ADC compiled three plans. The fust plan 
was received in 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 air defense 
"usmg only the forces, weapons, fac1ltties and 
resources currently available."* Thus, the an 
defense system env1s1oned was of World War II 
v1ntage. Although the plan recognized a number 
of v1tal strategic areas that m1ght be subject to 
attack, its objective was defense of the one area 
considered most likely to be the target of the . 
type of attack which an ene1Py could launch 1n 

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 
little prospect of a strong enemy force capable of 
making a large scale attack m the immediate 
future. t The short term plan assumed a "very 
great" calculated nsk but there was no other 
way to assume a concentration of the meager 
forces available.st Also, as General Stratemeyer 
admitted a month later, the plan "states many 
things as fact which have not yet been approved 

* Accordmg to the plan, effecbve forces for continental 
air defense dunng 1946,,1947 1ncluded only 6 ughter 
groups, w1th an average combat effectiveness of about 
50 percent, 3 AC&W groups, and one AA group (ADC 
Air Defense Plan (Short Term), 18 Oct 46, 1n USAF 
HD 419,01), 

t Intelligence es ti.mates at this time maintamed that 
the Soviet Union would have only harrassmg capa­
bihtJ.es unttl they developed the atom bomb, Soviet 
development of the bomb was considered a remote 
poss1btlity m two years and a probability 1n about 
three years (A.tr Intelligence D1v Study, Air Defense 
of the United States, 2 Oct 46, in OPD 373,24 (3 May 
46) sec 1 Annex 2). 
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by Army Air Forces or agreed between the 
services. ' 1 

" 

Although tentative allocations of forces were 
made to the ADC air forces for implementing the 
short term plan and were revised s1x months later 
to bring them up-to-date, AAF approval of the 
plan was not received by ADC. n Nevertheless, 
formulation of the short tenn plan convincingly 
demonstrated to ADC the "mability of the Army 
Air Forces to provide an adequate air defense for 
this counuy under present condibons1 particularly 
if a surprise attack , • , were to occur. 1154 Head­
quarters, ADC -submitted, therefore, on 19 October, 
preliminary personnel and equipment estimates 
for a second plan which called for an air defense 
in being, The air defense 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. '"5 

A month later Headquarters, AAF received the 
complete plan-actually a requirement study­
ftom ADC for fue establishment of an air defens~ 
in being. As a preface to the plan, ADC stated 
that 

It is general17 recognized that this country will most 
likely be the 111itial obJect1ve of any future aggressox 
and that the start of hostilities 1e very apt to take the 
form of a surprise air attack against the United States, 
Our security therefore depends, unless this country 10s 

prepared to initiate offensivf;l operaltons, who11y upon 
tbe establishment of a permanent air defense in the 
most vital areas in this country, 56 

According to the plan, regular air force units 
would be deployed for the defense of the five most 
vital areas, "mnumbers adequate to give a reasona­
ble chance of interception and destruction of 
minor air attacks, " The nation would be div1ded 
into three areas of responsibility, each of which 
could be given a minimum air defense as soon as 
resources were made available. If Headquarters, 
AAF m2dethe necessacy decisions by 31 December 
1946, ADC believed that defenses-except AA­
could be in operation between April 1948 and 
March 1949. Also, ADC stated that it could expand 
this air defense system when n e c es s a r y if 
assigned sufficient forces.17 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 ADC1 a long 
term plan, was a requirement study for establish­
ment of an air defense by 1955. Such factors as 
the type of war to be expected, the methods of 
defense needed to meet that type of warfare, the 
resources required, and the dates when the 
resources would be required were consideratmns, 
The plan-preparation of which had barely begun 
in 1946-was designed to provide Headquarters, 
AAF w1th a basis for coordination of effort so 
that an adequate air defense could be estabhshed 
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 a1r 
defense system which would move toward the 
possible enemy, When tlus perimetei; defense, 
which would mclude an extensive radar screen 
for early wammg, reached its practical limit, 
defenses in depth would be built rearward to cover 
the vital industt1al and population centers. 11 

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 
was for an early warning network composed of 
high-performance radar equipment, General 
Stratemeyer had stated in October 1946 that, for 
the long term plan, the radar screen would have to 
have an effecbve range of 1,500 miles and an 
effective altitude coverage of 100 miles. 511 These 
requirements, of course, far exceeded the capabili­
ties of the currently available or planned radar 
equipment. When Continental Au Forces had 
called the lack of imp roved e q u 1 p men t to the 
attention of Headquarters, AAF m July 1945, AAF 
had replied that radar defenses would have to 
depend upon the available radar, most of which 
had been developed during World War II. By 1946 
air defense personnel realized that prolonged 
reliance on obsolescent equipment could not be 
tolerated and steps were taken to investigate 
radar requirements, At a conference held in June 
at the Watson Laboratories in New Jersey vanous 
electronics manufacturers were invited to express 
interest in the problem of more efficient early­
waming radar equipment 60 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 detecbng and tracking 
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the V-2 rocket u In an attempt to fill tlus need, a 
tadar early warning system was ptoposed by the 
Research and Eng1neeringDivision1 Headquarters, 
AAF. The proposal was sent to the Air Matenel 
Command for study and comment even though 
hmi ted funds would p rob ab 1 y preclude its 
acceptance. 62 

Despite these efforts, the outlook for air defense 
at the end of 1946 was not encouraging. In a. 
rev1ew of the situation, the Chief of the Gtuded 
Missiles and Air Defense DiviS1on m Headquar• 
ters, AAF, Bng, Gen. W.tlham L. Richardson, 
pointed out that the means for perfomung the a1r 
defense m1ss1on were still meager. In fact, no 
AC&W umts had been activated foI ass1gmnent to 
ADC and none were planned for the near future. 
The entire radar equipment picture looked dis• 
couragmg, General Richardson reported, because 
fiscal year 1948 budget allocations for gxound 
radar equipment production had been cut from 
$88,000,000 to $15,000,000, Such lHnited funds 
would curtail greatly any developmental work and 
would necessitate reductions 1n equipment and 
personnel. The primacy difficulty, as Richardson 
saw it, was that 

Overall pobc1es and pTograms affecting au defense are 
subJect to considerable controversy inasmuch as the 
means requued for estabbshmg a.II' defense systems 
are excess1ve when compared with the amount of 
insurance ga1ned BIJd the actual need for au defense 
systems m the next few years has not been firmly 
established,"' 

The uncertainties-which actually apphed to 
the entire military establishment-indicated by 
General Richardson could also be seen outside of 
the AAF. At the begmning of the second year of 
peace the cause of air defense was hampered by 
an apparent contrad1chon in the attitudes. of the 
people and their representatives m Congress. 
Although no real danger was felt by most people, 
some interest 1n an adequate national defense was 
apparent in the results of pubhc opm1on polls and 
statements of congressional and other govern­
mental leaders, 6• On the other hand, two factors 
seemed to indicate that economy was the para­
mount consideration: the congressional elec­
tions of 1946 had resulted m a victory for the 
Republican Part.y after a campaign waged on an 
economy platform, and, the Truman Administration 
had declared tn favor of reductions in expenditures, 
This desire for economy was reflected in the status 
of the AAF at the end of 1946, Total strength of 

the AAF was only 228,000, * wfoch was little more 
than half of the strength considered acceptable 
in the planned intenm air force, The goal of a 
70.group AAF was maintwned by AAF planners 
yet only 55 groups were acbvated. 65 And of these 
55 groups, only two were considered as combat 
effective. Budget~w1se, only 17 percent of the 
total War Department funds lll fiscal year 1948 
would be appropriated for the Au Force, The de­
crease in funds for radar eqwpment production 
1nd1cated by Richardson was destmed to be 
repeated in other phases of AAF activity. 

Differences of Opinion in Headquarters, AAF 

Of more immediate concern to the Ai:r Defense 
Command was the fact that, in spite of pers1stent 
urging by General Stratemeyer, Headquarters, 
AAF continued to refrain from issuing a mission 
directive to the command. Although possession 
of a mission duecbve would not prov1de the com­
mand with the means for carrying out its mission, 
1t would make planning more reahsbc and clanfy 
the problem of responstbtlities. Stratemey€'r1s 
plight m attemptmg to perfonn his m1ss1on with­
out clear-cut authority was recogmzed within 
Headquarters, AAF yet attempts early 1n 1947 to 
draw up an ADC mission directive were fruitless. u 
Finally, General Spaatz, Commanding General, 
AAF informed Stratemeyer m March that, although 
h1s staff had completed its studies on the assign• 
ment of the ADC llllSSlon, because of budgetary 
discussions and the pending reorganization of 
the War Department, action would be w1thheld 
unhl a more appropriate time. 67 

W1th1n Headquarters, AAF, discussions were 
held concerning an AC&W policy dr,awn up in the 
office of General Partridge. These discussions 
revealed in March 1947 that a serious difference 
of opinion-which would have to be reconciled 
before Stratemeyer's problems could be solved­
sttll existed. The policy repeated the belief 
expressed earher by General Partndge that an 
au defense should not be mmntamed, The hm1-
tation:s of the Wotld WBI II au defense system 
were generally known, 1t pomted out, as was the 
fact that personnel and eqlllpment were not avail~ 

* Although ADC strength had increased proporb.onately 
to about llpercent-25,906 out of the total of 228,048-
this d.t.d not necessauly mean more emphasis on an­
defeose, Most of the u,crease 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 1£ they were 
properly supported. In order to concentrate on the 
development of new radar and on an improved 
AC&W system, the pohcy paper proposed talung 
a calculated risk m continental air defense-do 
without aircraft control and warning tather th an 
spend money tehab11itatin-g the World War II 
system 01 constructing new systems of the same 
type. To set up an obsolete system with the 
currently available equipment would be "a 
scandalous waste of public funds,' 1 1t asserted, 
and would tend to create the illusion of an a.it 

defense system where none existed. Partridge's 
staff main ta in ed 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, est ab 1i sh men t of nuclei AC& W 
systems only on a training basis, production of 
current radar equipment solely for traming and 
limited stockpiling purposes, and elimination of 
the existing fixed operational radar systems. 0 

Although the Intelligence and Matenel div1s1ons 
agreed with t1us proposed AC&W policy,69 Maj. 
Gen. 0. P. Weyland of Plans felt that it was too 
sweeping in its 1rnplications. The proposed policy, 
he believed, tended to create the impression that 
AAF was taking a negative ayproach 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 penod ofgrace­
estimated at apt,ro xi m ately five years-during 
which a calculated risk collld be taken. This 
period of grace was the result of the luru.ted capa­
bilities of potential enemies "and for no other 
reason." At the end of that five year period, he 
warned, some sort of an air defense in being 
would have to be in existence and probably would 
have to be continued indefinitely. Regardless of 
the type of def en s e which was maintained-it 
might be only a passive defense-Weylandbeheved 
that;70 "The American people would not tolerate 
uninterrupted attacks without warning against 
their cities by atomic laden aircraft or gmded 
missiles, even if the attacks were of a sporadic 
nature, They look to the Air Forces for protection.' 1 

As better eqwpment would always be ''Just around 
the comer," he stated, the AAF would have to 

use what was on hand when the period of grace 
was over. In the meantime, AAF should be pro­
gressively developing an au defense system even 
if eqwpment and persollllel were inadequate. At 
least a skeleton system had to be maintained, 
Weyland declared, "into which we can ht new 
developments and with which we can formulate 
and test the techniques of an air defense, such as 
the rapid deployments and control of interceptor 
forces,"'1 Before m1sS1on directives could be 
assigned or forces allocated, tlus question of the 
necessity of an air defense system in being had 
to be resolved 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 techmques and equip­
ment against actual air attack. Air defenses h8d 
been greatly improved during the course of World 
War II hut their operational use was not extensive; 
continental defenses, of course, were completely 
untried. In order to fill this v01d, Headquarters, 
AAF requested the Ak Proving Ground Command 
in June 1947 to establish a project to detennme 
the potential value of AAF air defenses. Not 
only would the results of such a test aid in air 
defense plannmg-and help resolve the differences 
of opinion that existed-but by forestalling any 
basic errors which might exist,• "the security of 
the nation would be measurably increased as well 
as the wasteful spendmg of great sums of money 
avoided. "n Although a plan was drawn up later 
in the year,71 no test was made, mainly because 
the necessai:y eqwpment and personnel could not 
be diverted from other tasks. 

In the meantime, Straterneyer conbnued to press 
Headquarters, AAF for action on his many re­
quests. To assist the Plans Directorate in the 
cons1deration of his problems-and, 1t is suspec­
ted, to keep headquarters personnel aware of 
them-Stratemeyer submitted a prlodty list of ah 
defense matters which required action, Approval 
of the short term air defense plan was considered 
most urgent for, m order to complete the plan, 
ADC needed authority to make arrangements with 
other AAF commands, Secondly, ADC continued 
to be without an up-to-date statement of its 
mission, and thirdly, the question of operational 
control of AA needed to be settled,* Next in 
priority was implementation of the short term plan 
and deciding on the plan for an air defense in 

*see chapter n. 
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being. In connection with the latter proposal, AAF 
had to decide whether or not an air defense m 
bemg was desired and, 1f so, what forces would 
he allocated. Present plans would give the ADC 
"almost sufficient forces to establish the rud1• 
ments of an au defense 1n being" but additional 
forces were desirable. Stratemeyer once again 
emphasized his conception of the problem, which 
agreed in the mw.n with the ideas el{pressed by 
General Weyland: 

I consider it esscnhal that some kmd o[ a1r defense m 
bemg be established if for no other reason than to 
keep alive the art and science of provldmg an mte• 
grated att defense system; once estabhshed, 1ts extent 
can be read1ly adJusted to the resources made avatla• 
ble for the purpose. However, we must have authon• 
zahon from your headquarters to make any plans or 
preparat1011s-and some 1nd1cation as to the ttoop basis 
on which these plans can be pred1ca ted, 14 

EU{ect ol 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 planners 
had been fo1eed to regard any recommendations 
they might desue to make in light of their possible 
effect on the pend1ng unif1cahon legislation.* As 
the new Secretary of the Air Force Stuart Symington 
had stated; "What has stumped us 1s the contro• 
versy over the unification of the services mto 
a streamlined single department. Until that is 
settled, 1t is hard for the Air Force to know where 
it 1s gomg or where it can go, m 5 Now that inde­
pendence has been secured, the Au Force could 
better determine its own future. Furthermore, 
events m 1947 such as the situations m Greece 
and Turkey which prompted the ISsuance of the 
Truman Doctrine, and that in Western Europe 
which resulted m 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, m 
the latter part of 1947 the USAF took several 
definite steps, which strengthened the cause of 

* A:n. unoffic1al opuuon was expressed that "one of the 
most serious consequences of delay m armed forces 
urufrc.ahon 1s that the AAF, lackutg autonomy, has 
been powerless to fight for enough funds to support 
even a m1mmum plan for ai.r defense," (Kendall K. 
Hoyt, "What Pr1ce Air Power?" m Air Force, XXIX, 
no 7 (Jul 47), 24.) 

air defense. Au defense planners hai realized, of 
course, that an aircraft control and warning 
system was of primary importance in a successful 
air defense system. Much planning and discussion 
concenung an AC&W system had been cairied on 
m Headquarters, AAF since 1945.* Efforts had 
been made, but without success, to have funds 
for such a system 1ncH.tded in the regular mihtai:y 
budgetsforthefiscalyears 1947, 1948, and 1949. t 
Also, m 1947, a Joint development•productton 
contract had been let with the General Electric 
Company for the AN/CPS-6B radar, an improved 
search radar. 76 Nevertheless, for seve1al reasons 
in addition to the un 1 fl cation negotiations, 
announcement of an AC&W plan was delayed. 
W1thm the Air Staff, as pointed out above, 'the 
adv1sability of a major expenditure for au defense 
was questioned and no agreement was reached as 
to when an AC&W system should be operating in 
place. Other delaying factora were: disagreements 
on the theories of air defense; changes in requh~ 
ments for AC&W because of the mass destruction 
weapons; and the fact that enurely new radars 
would not be available until at least 1953.77 

Despite these handicaps, an aircraft control and 
warning plan had been completed by November 
1947,tt 

The aircraft control and wammg plan, which 
was approved by Chief of Staff Spaatz on 21 
November, was based on all mformabon available, 
including the vanous plans submitted by the Au 
Defense Command. It was to be implemented 
within five years from the time funds were allo-­
cated and would provide 2,l.hour operation of 
Alaska and conbnental penpheral stations and 
part-time ope rah on of mterior United States 
stations. The plan-known as SUPREMACY-was 
to be implemented m three phases: Phase I to run 
to 30 June 1948; Phase II for fiscal yeat 1949; 
and Phase III for fiscal years 1950 through 1953. 
A total expenditure of $388,000,000 was called 
for which would eventually provide 411 radar 

*see above pp. 1-3. 

t The over-a 11 finan01al p1cture was altered st.ill 
further m March 194 7 when future funds for AAF were 
reduced. As a result, the Au Staff d etermmed that 
only 55 rather than the planned 70 groups could be 
supported (Report of Chief of Staff USAF to Secretary 
of the Air Force, 30 Jun 48). 
tt Secretary of Defense James Fonestal pubhcly an-
nounced on 12 November 1947 that the Defense De­
partment was malting plans for an air warnmg network 
(TI1e New York Tzmes, 13 Nov 47), 
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sfat1ons, 374 of which would be in the Umted 
States. Operab.ng persomel would consist of 
25,138 Regular Air Force and 13,788 National 
Guard troops. 78 Although this network would be 
~'the heart" of any integrated air defense system 
which would be established, admittedly it, in 
itself, would not provide air defense; nor would 
it provide an "air tight" wanung and control 
systemt prmiarily because of radar limitations. It 
would constitute a "moderately i,}ff1cient" system 
against conventional long-range a.tr attacks and 
would afford facilities for trairung and developmg 
tactics and techniques. Also, the system could 
be easily modernized and expanded as more 
efficient radar became available. 751 

Following a presentation of SUPREMACY to 
General Stratemeyer and his staff on 25 November, 
General Weyland, the Acting Deputy Chief of 
Staff, Operations, requested Stratemeyer's com• 
ments on the proposed system. Since the Au 
Defense Command was to be the implementing 
agency for the plan, 1t would be concerned with 
detailed planning. 80 Stratemeyer replied that, in 

general, the proposed system would "provide a 
minimum aircraft control and warning coverage 
for the strategic areas of the continental United 
States within the inherent capabtlitles of presently 
available equipment." In order to make the radar 
screen more effecb.ve, he believed that it was 
essential for the Air Defense Command to be 
connected by reliable commumcations with the 
Canadian Air Defense system, the Alaskan Air 
Command, and the proposed Northeast Air Co~ 
mand. In addition, coastal radar coverage should 
be extended by the use of radar picket vessels or 
airborne early warning stations. As for imple­
menting the plan as proposed, Stratemeyer stated 
that initial radar siting ought to be undertaken 
without delay; ADC would do this as far as availa­
ble resources would permit Ill, rn SUPREMACY, the 
Air Force now had a definite AC&\V system plan 
from which to worli:. 

A secona step taken by USAF in late 1947, un­
doubtedly as a result of the achievement of inde­
pendence, was the granting to the Air Defense 
Command of a defan1te m1ss1on directive. In the 
event of emergency, and as a basis for planning, 
Stratemeyer was info.med on 17 December that he 
was to provide for the defense of the United States 
against hostile au .attack. lnitlally he would be 
assigned operational control of those SAC and 
TAC units which had been designated for partici-

pation in air defense. For planning putposes, this 
was to mclude any units which possessed an air 
defense potential. Stratemeyer was directed to 
prepare and keep Clll'l'ent, in coordmation with the 
commanding generals of SAC and TAC, plans for 
the mtegrated use of such forces. 8' 

In another s1gnif1cant 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, u 

Thus, after nearly two years, Headquarters 
USAF issued a definite m1ssion duective to the 
Air Defense Command and designated the means 
for carrymg out that mission. As a result of these 
duecl:lves, the ADC staff could plan more real­
istic ally. Of equal s1gruflcance, tlus and other 
actions by Head quarters USAF indicated to 
Stratemeyer uthat at the Washington level ever­
increasing importance 1s being placed on require­
ments for the air defense of the continental United 
States. 84 

Outside of the Air Force there was also ev1• 
dence that, at the "Washmgt.on level," interest 
1n airpowet, including a.tr defense, was re-awaken­
ing. Several rumors circulating of Soviet atomic 
test exploSions mcluded one story of a test 
which had taken place 15 June 1947. This story 
assumed added sigruficance because it had been 
preceded by a statement by V. M. Molotov, Russian 
Foreign l\hnister, that "the secret of the atom 
bomb ceased to exist a long time ago." 5~ Also, 
several Air Force leaders, such as General. s 
Spaatz and Doolittle, had pointed out to the 
pubhc in 1946 and 1947 the weakness of the 
American air forces and the importance of main­
taining a strong air force in betng. H General 
Stratemeyer had put the case more strongly m 
mid-1946 when he had stated publicly that the 
Air Force was 1n a worse state than after the 
Wodd War I amustice. He revealed to the members 
of the Aviation Writers Association that "we 
couldn 1t punch our way out of a wet paper bag. n 17 

The decline in the nation's air strength had been 
further publicized during the first half of 1947 m 
the hearings and debates which had preceded the 
adoption of the Unification Act. 

Because of the generally unfavorable condition 
of American aviation-civtl as well as military­
and 1n order to form an aviation policy for the 
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nation. President Truman appointed an Air Policy 
Commission, under Thomas K. Fmletter, on 18 
July 1947, Hearings were held throughout the 
last four months of 1947, and copious tesb.mony­
most of which illustrated a growing interest m 
airpower-was heard from mtl1taty and c1vihan 
leaders. Acc.ording to The New York Times: 
"Thr& 1s the senous situation in which we fmd 
ouiselves today m the matter of au power. 
Practically without excepbon, witnesses, rnih­
tai:y and civil, have hammered with all the force 
at their command on the fact that the nab.on1s 
secunty rests on adequate air defense, •tss The need 
for an adequate air defense was brought home 
forcibly to the public when, m perhaps the most 
startling testimony before the Finletter Com­
mission, General Spaatz disclosed that Russia 
was building copies of the B-29 long-range 
bomber.*~9 

• Actually, this had been known for some tune for the 
Soviets had tried no.successfully to buy 13-29 type 

In 1ts entirety, the testimony presented before 
the commission revealed a grave situation* and 
most interested persons could agree with Chai~ 
man F1nletter that "in these times air defense 
assumes a special importance in the creation of 
national policy." so Plan SUPREMACY, if approved 
by Congress and implemented, would constitute 
an important step in the creation of an adequate 
cont.mental au defense. 

tires, wheels, and brake assembhes 1n the United 
States in December 1946 (Stuart Symington, "We've 
Scuttled Our Air Defense/1 m The Americ&nMea&,..ine, 
CXLV, no 2 (Feb 48), 50), Furthermore, a flight of 48 
B-29 type aircraft had been observed m Russ12 on 23 
October 1947 (Dept of the Army, Intelligem;;:e Division, 
~telllgence Rev1ew, no 102, 5 Feb 48). 

Senator Henry Cabot Lodge (R-Mass,), appeanng 
before the Senate Foreign Relabons Coml!llttee, also 
stressed the necess1ty for an adequate a,rdefenae, He 
beheved that the Air Force was stunted and th at the 
Uruted States was w1thout a nabon-w1de organization 
to cope w1th mass1ve air attacks (The New York 
Times, 14 Nov 47), 
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CHAPTER II 

USAF RECEIVES THE AIR DEFENSE MISSION 

Background o( the Key West Meeting 

Although the "Unification Act" (National Se­
curity Act) of 1947, which set up an independent 
Air Force, was a most important step forwaro in 
the creation of an effective muitacy establish­
ment, many problems concerning the roles and 
missfons of the services remained unresolved. 
The statute, as well as President Truman's fol­
low-up Executive Order "Functions of the Armed 
Forces," was expressed m such general terms 
that each service had its own interpretation of 
many of its assigned functions. For example, 
neither document spec1facally assigned the mis­
sion of air defense to the USAF; yet USAF con­
tinued to regmd air defense as its mission. As a 
1esult of the different intetpretations, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff struggled unsuccessfully during 
the ensuing months to reconcile interservice 
views in otdei: to prepare a unified plan of 
action.1 

Because neither the congressional legislation 
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 tom arrow'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 m1btary establishment. a 
Two months late1 the Congressional Aviation 
Policy Board also criticized the JCS for its 
failure to achieve real unity.* Stating that it had 

*Representauve Carl :Hmsbaw (R•CaL), a member of 
the Eoaro., stated that delay and d1 vers1 on m the 
National Mtlitart Estabhshment had created a "shock­
ing, deplorable s1tuation." Instead of unification, 
Hinshaw declared that the Ameucan people were get­
ting "triphficatio11" (The New 'York Times, 12 Mar 
48). 

14 

been unable to secure a unified plan of achon 
from the Joint Chiefs, the Board added that 

We are not uuaware of the fact that the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, wno im:hv1dually represent the three separate 
services, may find it difficult to prepare truly coordi­
nated and lntegrated plans, Toe loyalty of each 
service to its trad1bons 1s undetstandable, but un• 
yielding adherence to serv1ce loyalues at the exw 
pense of natJ.onal security is a luxury the Nation no 
longer can afford, s 

Within the USAF these views were endorsed by 
an Air Policy Board which was fomed to review 
the findings of the two civihan commissions.4 

Moreover, another USAF gEoup, an Ait Defense 
Policy Panel, expressed similar beltefs when it 
recommended to the Chief of Staff that the JCS 
establish a fundamental military pohcy based 
upon aupower. Th1s policy, the panel reported, 
should contain a clear defmitton of mterrelated 
missions and roles of the services.5 

The need for real unification and for a con­
sistent basic strategic plan for the military es-­
tablishment had been recognized by Secretai:y 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 Chlefs of Staff to meet at Key West, Flon­
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 1£ 
the JCS failed to make them/ 

* The Commurust seizure of Czechoslovakia on 24 
February 1948 was the start of a period of several 
weeks dunng which tens1on was !ugh in the CapdaL 
Wiule the JCS was meeting m Florida, Congress was 
cons1de1'11lg ways and means-such as Universal !hh­
tary Training-to strengthen the nauon. This tension 
was an important factor in the sett:i.nE: up of an active 
air defense later jn the year (see ch.apter III). 
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lnterservice Controversyover Missions 

Before considering the results of the Key West 
meeting, 1t 1s pertinent to examine the disagree­
ments concerning the au defense mission. The 
puncipal difference of opinion existed between 
the Air Force and the Army and was an outgrowth 
of the controversy over the control of Antiaucraft 
Arbllei:y (AA). Dunng World War ll the AAF had 
made continuous efforts to brmg about the inte­
gration of AA with other air 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 air force control. Consequently, AAF 
planners looked forward to integration and in­
cluded m their postwar plans the assumption that 
AA would he mtegrated mto AAF ,7 Support for 
integration came from several highranking AAF 
officers, mcludmg Generals Arnold* and Par­
tridge. 8 

The AA question was revived late m 1945 as 
a result of an Army Ground Forces (AGF) re­
orgamzation, As part of this reorganization all 
previous mstructions to the commmding generals 
of the wartime Eastern and Western Defense 
Commands had been rescinded, and a new War 
Department directive, making those commmders 
responsible for the defense of the contmental 
United•States, had been JSsued. They were 
to comm and, trarn, and make plans for the 
use of all army forces assigned to their com­
m ands. For air defense, the Commandmg 
General, AAF was to designate an AAF com­
mander rn each Defense Command to prepare air 
defense plans "under the general supervision of 
the Defense Commander. " 9 Under this directive, 
AAF had been given no control over AA. In Feb­
ruai:y 1946, the Defense Commands were placed 
under the control of the Cornmandmg General, 
AGF who was to assume their m1ss1ons and to in­
activate them as soon as practicable.10 

Following ds assurnphon of responsibility for 
the defense of the continental United States, 

*rn August 1945 General Amold stated that 1ntegrauon 
should take phi.ce at once so that the AAF could bene­
fit from the experience of demob1l1zmg AA to 1ts 
peacetime size and of applying the lessons of fue war 
to poacctime training (memo for C/S from CG AAF, 
subJ: Integration of Antiaircraft Artillery mto the Army 
All' Forces, 4 Aug 45, m DRB 381 War Plans "Miscel­
laneous" Nahonal Defense 1945 v 2). 

Headquarters, AGF submitted a proposal in 
March for a revised statement of its defense 
mission. Anha1rcraft Artillery, according to thIS 
proposal, would be a respons1bihty of the Army 
Gtound Forces except when part of the defense 
of a1r and naval installations.11 This assignment 
of an active air defense means to a ground service 
did not agree with the mterim mission that Head­
quarters, AAF had delegated to ADC a week 
earlier. Nor did it coincide with the report of the 
Board of Officers on the Organization of the War 
Department (Simpson Board), This report had 
stated on 28 December 1945: "The Air Force is 
charged with the mission of air defense and wlll 
require antiaircraft artillery under its command to 
carry out this mission," Although the Simpson 
Boatd had added that it did not advocate inte­
gration of AA with the AAF at that time, Head­
quarters, AAF cited thJS report as the ba:sis for 
its rejection of the proposedAGF defense mission 
msofar as it pertained to AAF, Because the AAF 
was charged w1th air defense and the command 
of AA employed therein, Maj. Gen. Lauds N orstad, 
Ass1stant Chief of Air Staff for Plans, remmded 
General Spaatz that an Att Defense Command had 
been activated to carry out the air defense mis­
sion. Smee that command had to be an integrated 
whole, plannmg for all air defense elements had 
to be a function of the Comrnanc\ing General, 
AAF.u 

Based upon the behef that it possessed the air 
defense mission and would be assigned AA, 
Headqua1ters, AAF prepared a lengthy study 
setting forth its AA requirements for au de­
fense. 13 On 17 April 1946, this study was sub­
mitted to General Jacob L, Devers, Commanding 
General, AGF. His reply revealed that the two 
services were not in agreement on the meaning 
of the term "au defense." He descr1bed the mis­
sion of the AAF as "defense by au;" therefore 
he could not agree to an extension of AAF 
responsibility to include over-all AA operations 
other than those necessary for the defense of 
airfields and AAF mstallations. General Devers 
did, however, agree that a unified defense com­
mand-air defense as part of over~all defense­
was a necessity.14 This Army Ground Forces 
interpretat:10n, if accepted by the AAF and the 
War Department, would have far-reachmg effects 
not only on the status of AA m the air defense 
system but on control of guided missiles m the 
future. 
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The appearance of War Department Circular 133, 
14 May 1946 clanfled somewhat the relationship 
between AAF and AGF in au defense matters. 
Based priruanly on the reports of two War DE;­
partment reorganization boatds (the Simpso:i 
Board and its precedessor, the Patch Board), tho 
circular was issued as tentahvedoctr111e, sub3ect 
to revision as soon as possible after 1 September. 
It specifically assigned ADC the mission to pro­
vide for the air defense of the United States ami 
to control and train AA units assigned to it.\ 
Furthermore, the circular directed AAF and AGF 
to cooperate in the development and determmr:,• 
tion of those special tactics needed fot the use 
of arms, especially AA, by the AAF and that the 
Commanding General, AAF recommend to the Wei 
Department the means, including AA units, re• 
quired for air defense. u 

General Partridge, the Assistant Clue£ of Air 
Staff, Operations informed Assistant Secretary of 
War for Air Stuart Symington that Circular 133 
was "a step toward the eventual assumption by 
the Anny Air Forces of respons1btlity for organi­
zation and control· of all means of area au de­
fense." In particular, Partridge believed that tfo<l 
assignment ta ADC of the mission to provide fr1 
the air defense of the United States was an indi­
cation that the War Department recognized tho 
need for a unified command in air defense. AA. 
would still be a part of AGF but units would bo 
assigned or attached to ADC for control and 
training. Othet encouraging parts of the circular, 
Partridge told Symington, were those which gave 
AAF some control over the development, tactics, 
techniques, and organization of all elements o;f 
air defense and which designated the Command• 
ing General, AAF as the primary source for rec• 
ommendations to the War Department of the mea:ri:o 
required for air defense. Since the circular w~s 
tentative, Partridge recommended to the Secr.i· 
tary that, in the interestof mrdefense eff1cienc>'• 
any revision should retain the above favorabh, 
provisions as War Department doctrine.1

~ 

Shortly after the appearance of WD Cncufar 
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 sit11.M 

atioh as follows. l7 The Air Force was charged 
w1th the mission of air defense. It had no offi-

* Assignment of tbese,func:bons to CG ADC was con­
firmed m AAF Reg 20-6, 11 June 1946, 

cially adopted pohcies on the matter. Viar De­
partmentthinking was not crystallized. The tssus 
was to devlse a sound pohcy for the orgaiuzation 
of air defense, It was unw19e to stir up a contro­
versy about the integration of AA whtle unifica• 
tion legislation was pending, but a finn policy 
ought to be adopted. Therefo.e, he suggested a 
series of 10 proposals as a basis for an AAF pol­
icy. The first proposal called for integration of 
AA with the Au Force; the other nine suggested 
ways of canymg out the air defense mission if 
integrahon of AA was not achieved,18 When the 
Air Board met early in June in an attempt to clarify 
the responsibtlib.es of AAF and AGF in air de­
fenseJ these proposals were presented as the 
views of the AAF on air defense and secuuty,1~ 

Still, no action was taken and the question of 
air defense was continued over to the next Au 
Board meeting. 

Soon after the Ah Board meeting General 
Devers submitted to General Spaatz a lengthy 
staff study explaining the AGF position. In effect, 
the AGF position called for a division of the ait 
defense mission: AGF to provme local giound 
defense, while AAF was provubng air defense 
beyond the range of ground weapons.* The AGF 
pos1hon was based upon the contention that Air 
Force control of AA dunng World War II had been 
meffective, and the study reasserted that air 
defense should be redefmed as "defense by 

air. ' 120 

Headquarters, AAF replied to the AGF study 
in detail; each AGF proposal was met with an 
AAF counterproposal.21 The most important ob­
jection to the AGF posit.ion, however, was stated 
by General Spaatz to General Devers in a letter 
accompanymg the AAF comments. Accordmg to 
Spaatz, it appeared to AAF that the principal 
divergence between the views of the S!!rvices 
lay in the interpretation of unity of command. 
In the AAF view, air defense was a smgle 
rniss10n which had to be accomplished by a 
smgle commander vnth 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 avoid duplication m 

*For a detlilledac:countof the AGF proposals and AAF 
counterproposals see: ADC H1stotic:al Study 4, Anny 
Antillll'craft in A1r Defense, pp. 3~9. 
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detection and communications systems. There­
fore, he suggested that the current system be 
retained and be amended only after thorough 
tnal.22 Spaatz also explamed the AAF position 
to the War Department General Staff and rec om­
mended that the AGF proposals be disapproved.23 

The response by AGF to the Air Force com­
ments was a reaffirmation of the AGF pos'ition­
the need for unity of command was agreed on but 
the Ground Forces regarded air defense as but a 
parl of the over-all defense problem. As long as 
the services disagreed on this vital point, Gen­
eral Devers stated, no progress could be made 
in canymg out air defense responsibtl1ties. 
Therefore, he suggested that further discussion 
be postponed until agreement could be reached, 
or mstructions issued by the W aI Department, on 
the application of unified command to the de­
fense m1Ss1on.24 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 m the consideration of a 1ev1s1on of War 
Department C1rcular 138. Although the War De­
partment was the only agency that could settle 
the c onfhcting AlI Force-Army views I the Gen­
eral Staff deciaed to make no firm decision at 
that time. Pointing out that the issue of responsi­
bility for development and operational employ­
ment of guided missiles as well as conventional 
AA was inherent-even though unstated-in these 
conflicting views, for the present it recommended 
that the defimtion of air defense and those parts 
of Circular 138 pertaining to AA remained un­
changed.11 Since these sentiments were approved 
by the Secretary of War and the Chief of Staff,2e 
it appeared that the air defense mission remained 
with AAF w1th the solution to the problem of AA 
left for future consideration, Subsequent corre­
spondence illustrated that the Army position had 
not been abandoned; yet, settlement of the problem 
was placed in abeyance during the struggle for 
unification. 

Some indications that the Navy and the AAF 
were not in complete accord on the air defense 
mission also were seen during the immediate 
postwar peiiod, In September 1945, representa­
tives of the two services disagreed on the granting 
of operational control of each other's forces in 
the event of an emergency.27 Despite such dis• 
agreements, General Stratemeyer, in h1s initial 
air defense planning, had contemplated using 

naval forces and had authonzed the au force 
commanders to make local agreements for that 
purpose with their naval counterparts, Attempts 

by the air force commanders to arrive at agree­
ments had revealed further differences. For ex­
ample, the Navy did not recognize the validity of 
ADC 's mterirn mission which directed the com­
m and to be prepared to operate independently or 
m cooperation with the Navy against seagoing 
vessels or in the protection of coastw1se ship­
pmg, 2 8 Since such problems would have to be 
settled at the highest level, Stratemeyer recom­
mended that attempts be made to clear up the 
matter with the Navy Department.2

' Engrossed 
at that time in the negotiations for unification, 
Headquarters, AAF believed that such problems 
would be solved by independence. However, the 
general terms of the National Security 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• 
ceming the three services, These decisions were 
embodied in an off1c1al directive "Functions of 
the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff» 
issued 21 April. In the main, the Functions paper 
assigned to each service a group of primary 
functions as well as a collateral group of activi­
ties m which each serv1ce would support the 
other services. The Joint Chiefs of Staff was set 
up as the final arbiter in 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 Uluted States against air 
attack 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 
"all measures designed to nullify or reduce the 
effectiveness of the attack of hostile aircraft or 
guided misslles after they are ai.tbome"-ap­
peared to assign definitely the mJssion of au 
defense to the USAF. Other provisions of the 
paper indicated tllat USAF was responsible for 
land•based air defense and, in coordination with 
the other services, would develop doctrines, 
procedures, and equipment to carry out that 
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responsibility. Sea-based air defense and sea­
based means for coordinating control of air de­
fense were to be provided by the Navy. Both the 
Navy and Army were to provide their forces "as 
required for the defen:se of the United State£i 
against au attack, in accordance with joint doc­
trines and procedures approved by the J omt 
Chiefs of Staff." Among its collateral functions, 
USAF was assigned the conduct of antisubmarine 
wmfare, the protection of shipping, and the mter­
diction of enemy sea power through air oper­
ations.1a 

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 controvemial issue-the status of AA 
in air defense. Unification had made the problem 
more complicated for USAF because independence 
meant that AA was further from its reach. Hence­
forth, doctrine concerning the use of AA had to 
emanate from the Department of Defense. From the 
viewpoint of USAF, according to the Air Defense 
Policy Panel in February 1948, this assignment 
of AA, including ground-to-air m1Ssiles, to the 
Army was "contrary to good organization u and 
0 to the most efficient utilization of the weapons 
in air defense." The panel recommended that 
USAF be given 1esponsibibty for organizing, 
manninl!l'., training, equipping, and employing AA 
and ground-to-air missiles.u Ar Force repre­
sentatives at the Key West meeting, in turn, 
recommended the integration of AA with the 
USAF: The Joint Chiefs djsagreed and stated in 
the Functions paper that the Army was to con-

tinue to organize, tram, and equip AA units. 
However, the JCS specifically assjgned an air 
defense responsibility to the Army m that it 
was "To provide Army forces as re41ured for the 
defense of the Umted States agamst air attack, 
m accordance with Jomt doctrine and procedures 
approved by the J amt Chief of Staff. ''32 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 upon at a subsequent 
meeting at Newport, Rhode lsland*-initially en­
gendered a great deal of optimism within the 
Defense Department,31 later interpretation was 
to cause a renewal of interservice controversies 
in the field of air defense. Nevertheless, the 
agreements constituted a step in the right direc­
tion; further progress could result only from ac­
tion by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. t 

*This meetmg was held at the Naval War College 20-
22 August 1948. The official directive embodying the 
results of the meeting stated that, in its field of pri• 
mary miss1011s, each service had to have exclusive 
responsibility for programming and planning, subJect 
only to control by higher authority, All available 
forces should be used by a service in the execution 
of any of its missions (R. Earl Mcclendon, Unw.ca­
tion of the Armed Forces: Administrab.on and Legis­
lative Developments 1945-1949, Air Uruversity Docu­
mentary Research Stndy, MAFB, Apr 52, p, 73), 

t Although it C8nnot be denied that tbese agreements 
left many questions unresolved, one of Stratemeyer's 
staffmemberi: undoubtedly ei.:aggai:ated when he stated: 
"that the mountam has labored and brought forth a 
small mouse which is hkaly to increase rather than 
reduce ijle confuslo,11: that already exists in this vital 
subJect LaU' defenseJ" (memo for Sh'atemeyer from Col 
R,C, Candee, subJ: Key West Conference, 23 Apr 48, 
in Hq ADC HD 50.1), 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 

" 



1 

}~ 
J 

j I 
I 
Ir-

j 
l 

' J 
I 
~ 

i . 
1 

J 
I 

) 

{ 

' 
~ 

.i 

This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

CHAPTER HI 

START OF AN ACTIVE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 

The first three months of 1948 witnessed a 
number of events which brought World War Ill 
closer than at any time since the defeat of Japan, 
A sexies of Soviet actions, including the seizure 
of Czechoslovakia and the presentation of a group 
of demands to Finland,* began a new phase in 
the Cold War and prompted President Tr1.1man to 
Menhfy Russia for the first tlme as the "one 
nation" blocking peace efforts/ Also, dunng this 
penod, General Lucius D. Clay, American Mih­
tary Governor in Germany, cabled ftom Berlin on 
5 Match that he heheved war might come "with 
dramatic suddeness 17 at any moment,2 Although 
Clay's fear proved unfounded, 1t illustrated the 
tension of an interval during which, according to 
Headquarters USAF, "some slight danger of 
hostihties with USSRu existed.3 

Active Air Defense Begin$ 

Because of the uncertainty of the international 
situation, on 25 March General Carl Spaatz di­
rected the immediate augmentation of the Alaskan 
alt defense system. t On the following day he 
dttected the Alaskan Air Command to place its 
warning radar on a 24-hour operating basis by 4 
April. tton 27 March representatives of USAF con­
ferrect w1th Strategic Att Command, Tactical Au 

"'Among the demMds was one for radar sites m Fm­
land. If the Soviets had been granted access to these 
sites, theu radar screen would have been adv1:1nced 
300 to 400 mues closer to North America along the 
Great Cucle Route (Dept of the Army, Intelligence 
Div1sioa, Intelhgence Review, no 108, 18 Mar 48, 
p. 3). 

t The Alaskan network was mBIUled by the 625th and 
626th AC&W squadrons, Both squadrons began 24 holll' 
operations on 25 March 1948. The former contt.nued 
24 hour cperauons untll 28 April while the 626th 
squads-on contuiued until 14 June (Hist 625 AC&W Sq, 
Ar-Jun 48; Hist 626 AC&W Sq, Apr,,Jun 48), 
t By- early 1948 four radar sites and a f1ghter control 
center had been established lll the Alaskan Au Com-­
mand area (Hist Alaskan Air Coxnmand, 1948, p. 64). 

19 

Command, and Au Transport Command personnel 
and d.etermmed on several actions: to send one 
fighter group to Ladd AFB, Alaska, to move a 
second fighter group from Kearney AFB to 
McChord AFB, to fly several radar sets to Alaska 
at once; to duect ADC to add four lightweight 
radat sets to the equJpment of the 505th AC&W 
Group m the Northwestern United States (Seattle 
area);* and to place the group's radar sites on 
24-hour operation,4 

Headquarters USAF indicated the reason for 
this sudden decision in an order to ADC to set up 
an AC&W system m the Seattle area. Although 
there was no evidence that an air attack would 
occur in the near future, ADC was 1nformed, such 
a possibihty existed and would continue to exist 
for at least the next 60 days. t Therefore, General -
Spaatz destted "1mmecuate and v1gorous" action 
at once to prov1de the best possJble radar warn­
ing screen. He emphasized that steps were to be 
taken promptly to place the au defense system m 
ope:ration.5 These instructions were relayed to 
the Fourth Air Force on the same day.G Three 
days later the First Air Force in the Northeast 
was apprised of these actions by ADctt and was 
told it might receive orders to occupy radar sites 
m 1ts a1ea. 7 

*The 505th AC&W Gmup had been scheduled for trans­
fer to :the Fiffl,t Air Force by 1 July 1948 (Hist 1st 
AF, 1 Jan-30 Jun 48, p. 4), 
t On 16 March Central Intelligence Agency had sub­
mitted an estimate to President Truman that nQ war 
was probable w~thm 60 days, Two weeks later, CIA 
extended this eshmate beyond thc 60 day period. AAF 
chd not agree with the latter op11uon (Walter M.tllis 
(ed), TJ,.e Fottestel Diaries (New York, 1951), pp, 395, 
409), 

ttThe F.u-st Air Force had been wonting le1sure1y on 
an au defense system along the lines 1ndi.cated by 
the ADC Air Defense in Bemg Plan, Two fighter 
groups were bemg organu:ed and trained illlld negoha­
tions were undeiway for the acqwsition of radat sites 
(Hrnt 1st AF, 1 Jan-30 Jun 48, p. 3). 
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20 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

Prompt efforts were made in the Northwest to 
comply with the directive. These efforts immedi­
ately indicated the haste involved 1n making the 
decision to establish an active air defo:itSe, No 
right 0£ entry into the selected areas h,:::::f been 
obtained for some of the radar sites, the ro3quired 
funds had not been authorized, and no ~,peel.fie 
mission directive had been issued to the Air De­
fense Command by Headquarters USAF. As an 
additional handicap, there would be no military 
control of civil air traffic in the defended area. 8 

In spite of these unfavorable conditio:no, the 
Northwest Air Defense Wing, which had be~n set 
up· as the tactical agency for the system, was 
ready to begin operations by 12 Aprtl. ~ In the 
Northeast, First Air Force had been order.:1d on 
3 April to be teady "at any time'' to estsblish 
an air defense system similar to that set up in 
the Nortbwe-st,10 However, shortly after 12 April, 
ADC received word that the crisis was over. On 
22 Apdl Fourth Air Force was permitted to dis­
continue 24-hour operation of its radar stations. 
Since Headquarters USAF did not order the omet• 
gency system broken up, ADC insbucted Fc.irth 
Air Force to keep its AC&W sites in opermtion 
as much as pets on n e 1 and equipment woald 
allow,u 

W ithm three weeks after ADC received the 
emergency order, its commander, Lt. Gen. Gecige 
E. Stratemeyer, Iepoxted to Headquarters USAF 
concerning the difficulties encountered by F o'1l'th 
Air Force. Stratemeyer 1eviewed the handicmps 
under winch the attempt was made to set up oo 
air defense system. He concluded his repott with 
a series of recommendations, the ptincipal cr..e 
being that the Air Defense Command be given the 
means for carrying out its mission. ' 2 

Brig. Gen. William L. Richardson, Chiof, 
Guided Missiles Group, replying for Headquarters 
USAF, did not specifically approve any of tl::e 
recommendations. He stated that the problems 
£acing ADC were appreciated and assured Stratc­
meyer that Headquarters USAF would continue to 
seek satisfactory solutions. With respect to tho 
recommendation that ADC be given the means to 
accomplish its mission, Richardson promised 
that:11 "The Air Defense Command will be given 
the means for accomplishing the mission to the 
maximum extent that such action is consistent 
with meeting othei Air Force missions and will 
be given the maximum freedom in the utilization 
of these means. u Also, Richardson informed ADC 

that the assignment of forces to the command 
rather than merely ple.cing them under its opera­
tional contxol was being studied. ' 4 Since General 
Richardson's reply actually did nothing to allevi~ 
ate the command's lack of forces, it was received 
without enthusiasm in Headquarters, ADC. In 
fact, one staff officer stated that, to accept the 
reply a:s final, would be to eccept that an air de­
fense in being was impossible of achievement.11 

Meanwhile, Headquartezs USAF approved the 
retention of the emergency system when it di• 
rected ADC on 23 Api:il 1948 to establish "with 
current means 0 AC&W systems in the following 
pdouty: N orthwestem United States, N ortheastem 
United States, and the Albuquerque, NewMexico, 
area.15 Since the emergency net in the Northwest 
was still lll place, the nucleus of an AC&W sys­
tem existed in that area.* Because it is the near-

* . ActuaUy, discussions concerning the air defeniie of 
the Hanford Engineering Works at Hanford, Washiti.gton 
had been ts.Jung place for several years, As early its 
March 1945 the Fourth Air Force drew up au· defense 
plans for the installatio.a. In July 19%, a fter the 
qqestio:11 of mill.tiuyor civillan control of atoDllceAergy 
had been resolved lll favor of the latter, the Atomic 
Energy Commission was formed. Ill June of the follow­
mg year, David E, Llllentba!, AEC chairman, sug­
gested to Secretasy of War Robert Patterson that the 
matter of milltiuy proteotion for vital AEC mstalla• 
uons, one of wluch was Hanford, be reViewed. Secn:-­
tary Patterson agreed and designated the Plans and 
Operations Division of the War Depa?tment General 
Staff the :responsible War Department agency for con­
dueti.ng d.iscuss1ons w1ttt the AEC. Maj, Gen. Lawis 
Norstad, the dJrector of the division, in tunt requested 
the Commanding General, AA.F to make air defen3e 
plans for the AEC factlities, In ad&b.on, AAF was to 
advise whatpi:otecboneould be afforoed by the cun-ent 
forces in b..il.ng and what chanps nught be required to 
provide "an appropriate and reasonable proVlsion fot 
each .1t1stallation." Maj. Gen. Curtis LeMay, Deputy 
Chief of Alt Staff for Research and Development, -
plied tbat imntew.11.te provision for nir defense of AEC 
facw.ues would adversely affect Ctlffent plamung and 
that the ocst ln manpower and equipment for an au 
defense of the four isolated AEC mstllllatlons (Han• 
ford, Los Alflmos, Sancha and Oak Ridge) would be ex• 
cesstve. Nevertheless, LeMay outlmed an esnergency 
plan while emphasizing that such einergency air de­
fense had to be integrated mto any over-all SJ.t defense 
plan. General Norstad 1etumed LeMay's plan with the 
recommendation that it not be epproved for pllllllling 
purposes. Instead, Nor&tad suggested thet the protec• 
tion of AEC faclliu.es be included, end given special 
con&1deratio11, in plalllling for the active au defea.se 
of the United States (ltr, Hq 4th AF to CG AAF, subj: 
Survey of Requirements for the Au- Defense of the Han• 
ford Engineering Project, Hanford, Washington, 3 Mar 
45, in USAF HD 145.96-98 (111-B-5); ltt, Lilienthal to 
Sec of War, 4 Jun 47, in DRB 381 Wat Plans-MJ.sce1-
1W1eous National Defense, 1946.J.947, v 1, 11:t', Pottei-­
son to Lilienthal, 18 Jun 47. in DRB 381 War P!ans­
:Miscellaacoue National Defense 1946-47, v 1; memo 
for CG AAF from Norstad, Dir P&O WDGS, subj: Se­
curity of Vital Atomic Eneigy Fm::J.liiles, 8 Jul 47, in 
381 Wo.r Plans-Miscellaneous National Defense 1946-
47. v 1; memo for Dir P&O WDGS from DC/AS for R&D, 
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ST ART OF AN ACTIVE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 21 

est part of the continental United States to 
Russia and because of its AEC mstallations, that 
area was accorded first priority. Since the Albu­
querque area was located in the interior of the 
continent and therefore appeared relabvely safe, 
it was considered thttd 1n importance. 

The N orlheast area was given second priority 
because of 1ts population and industnal concen­
trations. The 23 April directive stated that the 
first step in the 1mplernentahon of plans m that 
area was the establishment of a model air defense 
system, m1tially in the vicinity of New York 
City .17 Actually, First Air Force had been ordered 
as early as 3 February 1947 to draw up plans for 
the defense of Metropolitan New York. Although 
1947 had been devoted largely to planning, some 
concrete ~teps toward acquiring radar sites and 
bases had been taken, 18 Eady in 1948air defense 
achv1bes m the Fust Au Force area had re­
ceived added impetus because of preparations 
for exercises scheduled to be held m May. Lack 
of funds later caused their postponement.19 Be­
ginnings had been made, therefore, m both the 
Northwest and the Northeast before the d1rechve 
of 23 Apul. However, except for the transfer of 
AC&W personnel, Stratemeyer was informed m 
that duectivet augmentation of the resources 
avadable to ADC for estabhshmg these systems 
would have to await a c ti on by Headquarters 
USAF. Funds for setting up these systems would 
have to come from the money currently avail­
able. ~0 

Because of the meagerness of resources at his 
disposal, General Stratemeyer expeuenced great 
difficulties in attempting to carry out the dnec­
tive. In fact, as he told Headquarters USAF in 

Aprtl1 adequate audefense was impossible "even 
though the total forces, ~sources and facilities 
presently available to the United States Air Force 
were placed at my d1 sposal." Although he as~ 
sured Headquarters USAF that he would provide 
the best defense possible with what he had, he 
pointed out that his task could be made easier 1f 
USAF would approve several of his recommenda­
tions. He again urged Headquarters USAF to make 
a firm dec1s10n to establish and maintain m 
being an air defense system which would conform 

subj: Ail: Defense of Vital Atomic Energy ComD11ssion 
Facilities, 15 Sep 47, m Case Hwt AC&W System, 
doc 52, memo for C/S USAF from Dll' P &O WDGS, 
subj• Au Defense of Vital Atomic Energy FM1libes, 
1 Oct 471 1n DRB 381 War Plans-M1scellaneous Na-
tional Defense 1946-47, v i). • 

m genera 1 with the system proposed in SU­
PREMACY and the ADC air defense plans, In 
summary, Stratemeyer statedt a soun-d air de­
fense system could be established more qmckly 
if a carefully planned program were followed. 
This course would avoid a lowering of efficiency 
and morale among ait defense personnel and 
would prevent "accusations of our having cried 
'Wolf' without justification. 0 However, lf intelli• 
gence available to Headquarters USAF but un­
known to him indicated that no time Iemamed for 
orderly preparations, Stratemeyer repeated with 
emphasis, "xt is essential that ADC be given im• 
mediately the resources required lot such prepa­
rations as is possible in the ti1lie ,available. ,m 

Th~ inadequacy of the air defense system m 
the Northwest was soon illustrated by maneuvers 
conducted in May,22 In his report on these exer­
cises, the CommandmgGeneral, Fourth Air Force 
to whom the defensive forces were assignedt 
stated that the tests "left little doubt as to the 
inability of this headquarters to defend any part 
of its areas against hostile air attack under the 
present operating conditions and using the equiir 
ment now avatlable.",iaa General Stratemeyer 
echoed this op1mon and, re1teratmg that the 
status of au defense greatly disturbed him, he 
once again called upon Headquarters USAF for 
action to strengthen air defense. t 24 

This time Headquarters USAF answered 
Stratemeyer's plea by a lengthy endorsement that 
expressed the h a n d 1 c a p s under which it was 
operating, ft Headquarters USAF shared Strate-

*1n view of the obv1ously inadequ.ate all' defenses for 
the Northwest, Chrurman Lilienthal of the AEC agam 
asked the Defense Department to conSlder further the 
defense aJTangements for the Hanforo worlcs in the 
state of Wasblngton (ltrt LLlentha! to Forrestal, 28 
Jun 48, in DRB 381 Nauona1 Defense-War Plans 
Misc), USAF rephed that. as resources became avw.1• 
able, the degtee of protection afforded vital installa• 
tions such as Hanford would be increased (A:i.r Staff 
Summary Sheet prepared by Dll' P&O subJ: Defense of 
the Atom1c Energy Fac1hues, Hanford, Washington, 
3 Aug 48, in DRB 3 B1 N abonal Defense-War Plans 
Misc), 

t Exercises m the Northeast in June gave proof of the 
inadequacy of the all' defense system m that area 
fltr, 1st AF t" CG ADC, subj: Report on Air De­
fense Maneuvers m the Metropolitan New York Area, 
14 Oct 48, m Hist ADC through Jane 1951, III, doc sr,,, 
t Tlusendorsement was approved by Generals Norstad 
and S,E. Anderson, but was delivered unsigned to 
Stratemeyer by Bng, Gen, John P, Doyle, ADC's 
DC/.S, Materiel (handwntten notation on 1st md (ltr, 
Hq ADC to CG USAF, subJ: Au Defense of the Conti­
nental Uruted States, 2 Jun 48), Hq USAF to CG ADC, 
7 Jun 48 m OPD 373,24 (3 May 46). 
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meyer's "concern for the low capabilities of the 
Air Force for the defense of the United States 
against air attack" and was taking many steps, 
such as the presentation of SUPREMACY to Con­
gress, to improve the situation. The underlying 
cause for the inability of USAF to provide ADC 
with the needed facilities had been the shortage 
of personnel and matenel. When USAF had taken 
unfavorable action on his requests, Stratemeyer 
was informed, it had not been "through desire, 
but because our resources throughout the Air 
Force were so meage1 that filling your require· 
ments would have cut acrnss 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 att 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.t~ It was apparent that, as far as 

limited funds, personnel, and materiel allowed, 
Headquarters USAF had been doing all that 1t 
could to improve continental air defense. 

Failure of SUPREMACY 

Meanwhile, Project SUPREMACY, approval of 
which would have greatly aided the Au Force 
in improving the air defense system, had en­
countered difficulties. In December 1947 Air 
Force repzesentatives discussed the proJ ect with 
members of the Bureau of the Budget and decided 
to secure congressional enabling legislation be­
fore cons.tdering SUPREMACY from a budgetary 
standpoint, Therefore, Headquarteis USAF pre­
pared legislation which was sent to the Army and 
Navy for concurrence early m February 1948. 
The Army agreed promptly but concurrence was 
not received from the Navy until the end of April. 
Consequently, the draft legislation was not sub­
mitted to the Bureau of the Budget until 30 
April. ~6 The Bureau of the Budget returned the 

*see above pp. 7.8, 

t Among the sigmficant steps taken during tlus penod 
was the establishment of the Continental United Stateo 
Defense Planning Group on 5 ApnL This group, which 
was directed by an Army oHicer with an Air Foree 
officer as deputy, was to perfol!ll a major role in de­
fense plamung at a later date (A/S Summm-y Sheet, 
General Anderson Dir P&O to DCS/0, subj: Director. 
Continental US Defense Plamung Group, 29 Apr 48, 
in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45) sec 3), 

proposed bill to the Secretary of Defense for re­
consideration. The pnncipal objection of the 
Bureau was that, since the program pertained to 
all agencies of the N ahonal Military Establish­
ment, it should have been tied together and re-­
viewed by the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) and the Joint Cluefs of Staff.21 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 warning system which 
was the responsibility of the Au Force. The 
other elements required in an au defense sys­
tem-fighters and AA-were inclnded in other 
programs which had been approved by OSD and 
JCS. The important consideration, the Air Force 
emphasized, was that, if the system was to be 
completed by 1953, it was essential that leg1s• 
lab.ve authority be obtained from the Congress 
then in session. u 

While the Executive branch was considedng 
the bill, Senator Chan GUiney (R-S. Dak.) became 
interested and, on 25 May, asked Secretary 
Symington to submit the bill to Congress without 
waiting £or clearance from the Bureau of the 
Budget.a~ Symington agreed and on 27 May Sena­
tor Gumey introduced the leg1Slation m the Up­
per House while on 2 June, Representative Carl 
Vinson (D-Ga.) introduced the measure in the 
House of Represenatatlves.so Before hearings 
could be held on the legislation, the 80th Con­
gress ad3ourned. According to General Hoyt 
Vandenberg, the delay of almost three months 
whtle awaiting naval concurrence proved the 
deciding factor in the failure of Congress to act 
on the legislation during that sess1on.11 

Since failure of Congress to act meant that the 
legislation could not be considered before J anu• 
acy 1949, Secretaiy of Defense James F ozrestal 
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 relabve pnority it should be ac­
corded, 32 For the Au Force, Secretaiy Symington 
expressed the need for SUPREMACY in his 
annual report. "Because of its cdtical impor­
tance to our national secunty," he stated, "the 
An Force recommends top legislative priority 
consideration for the aircraft control and warning 
system.ma 

When it appeared that a special session of 
Congress might be called by President Truman 
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in the late summer of 1948, General Vandenbetg 
felt that the Arr 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 ra.dar equipment then on hand. GeneralV anden­
berg recommended that Symington personally ad­
vise Secretary of Defense Forrestal of the neces­
sity for prompt passage of the legislation.14 No 
special session was called and, accordmg to an 
Air Force staff officer, SUPREMACY appeared 
to be a "dead duckn until the next session of 
Congress.111 

Origins of the Permanent System 

The postponement of SUPREMACY and the 
obvious inadequ~cy of the existing radar networks 
as illustrated by t!te e x e r c i s e s indicated the 
urgent need for some action to set up an air de­
fense system. This need was clearly reflected 
within Headquarters USAF dunng the summer of 
1948. On 1 July an Au Defense D1v1s1on was 
established in the Directorate of Plans and Oper­
ations for the purpose of reviewing USAF 's posi­
tion with respect to au- defense. To head this 
new divtsJon, Maj. Gen, Gonion P. Saville, one 
of the USAF 's strongest advocates of an au de­
fense system, was recalled from his post as 
Chief, Au Section of the J omt Braz1l-U nited 
States Militaey Commission m Rio de Janeiro. 
Saville and his staff tackled the problem immed1-
ately and soon announced several conclusions: 
(1) the Au Force could not discharge 1ts re~ 
sponsib1hbes for air defense by contmued waiting; 
(2) SUPREMACY would have to be rephased as 
a result of the delays and fund limitations; (3) 
immediate and positive action was required to 
begm the establishment of a limited atr defense 
in being pending fmal approval of an over-all air 
defense program. With fhese conclusions ut mind, 
the Ait Defense Division begau the development 
of an "Intenm Program. ,,,g 

General Saville decided that the best way to 
strengthen continental ai.J: defenses was to limit 
the scope of the Intetim Program to the deploy­
ment and mstallation of radar equipment, He 
rea:soned that additional fighter units would 1m­

pmve the system little 1f 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 prmciple.117 

The Air Defense Division presented the Interim 
Program to the Air Staff and to representatives 
of the Air Defense Comm and on 9 August, i 
month later, when General Saville presented the 
program to Secretary of Defense Fortestal, he 
impressed upon Forrestal that unplementation of 
the program had to 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 current pr~ 
curement from funds appropnated. Saville said 
that he found it uttedy 1mposs1ble to overstate 
the complete inadequacy of the existing radar in­
stallations.* The picture of what the USAF pos­
sessed for arr defense was "certainly shocking.'' 
and when the bme factor involved in developing 
and settmg up radar sets was considered, the 
situation was even more startling. 

The Interim Program presented by Saville 
called for a total 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 observers-"the only 
practicable low cover answer for any air warning 
and control system by 1952"-would be set up. 
Augmenting the radar and ground observer sys­
tem would be an Air National Guard program for 
the mannmg of gap-fillmg and air transportable 
radar, In add1hon, the Interim Program called for 
the deployment of ten radar stations and one con­
trol center in Alaska. The inadequacy of the 
Interim Program was obvious, Saville stated, but 
it was all that could be done by 1952, and it 
would be "a great deal better than nothing. u 

Everything needed for implementing the Interim 
Program was available or approved, Saville as­
sured Fo.rrestal, except authorization and funds 
for c'onstruction, The best that the Air Force 
could do jn diverting funds to hegm the program 
at once was the small sum of $705,000. And 
since the effect of this expenditure would be 
wasted 1f no additional funds were made avail-

*Before presentmg the details of the Intenrn Program, 
General Savtlle descnbed the current :radar s1tuahon. 
Only s1x bas1c radars-one of wluch was Navy eq_u:ip• 
ment-w1th two control centers, were deployed 111 their 
permanent sites. Not only was the contr,bution of t!us 
radar to w.r defense neghgible but 1t did not fnmlsh 
adequate faclliti.es for development and test.mg. 
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able, a supplemental appropriation by Congress 
of $44,300,000 would be required as soon as 
possible. Saville concluded; 

It ls therefore urged that the Secretary of I)efense and 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget approve th0 
submlssio11 of tlus supplemental appropriation for FY 
1949, and push it to the hm1t Only in thv; manner can 
tbeAir Force dlscbarge its respomubility to the 
American people for au defense. H 

Even when completed the Interim Program 
would not provide acceptable mmimum radat 
coverage, Therefoie, 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 
yea1 1950, would include only those radars which 
coulrl be procured or developed and procured 1m• 

mediately, and would add $41,900,000 ta con• 
struction costs. Because it was imposs:ible to 
foresee what future world requirements might be, 
a fundmg plan could not be projected beyond 
fiscal year 1950. 

Although future requirements were not en­
tirely clear, General Saville emphasized that 
what the Au Force proposed was the establish­
ment of a system wluch could be improved as 
requirerl. What was set up under these programs 
would he part of a permanent system; the Air 
Force would neither buy nor develop radar equip-­
ment which could not be used in the system 
"through the useful life of that eqmpment." 
In summeuy he said: "this matter is one of very 
great urgency, and requires immediate action. 
Nothing can be found 1n the world situation, m 
the attitude of the people, or in any other field 
which would justi.fy continued delay. We must get 
on with it. ,m 

Shortly after Sav11le's presentation of this 
Modified Program* to Forrestal an ad hoc com• 
mittee, appointed by the J omt Chiefs of Staff to 
reply to Fonestal's memorandum of 1 July re-o 
garding SUPREMACY, submitted its report. ThQ 
committee indicated that it recognized the de­
sirability of SUPREMACY as an ultimate go:u 
but implied that the Modified Program should b.J? 
approved. It further implied, reported an Air Force 
staff officer, "that the decision to proceed be-

*During the di.scuss11;1n stage, the Interim P1COgram 
and Fust Augmentation were Jointly referred to as tho 
Modified Program by Headquarters USAF personnel. 
The actual AC&W radar network wh1ch resulted from 
congressional approval of this progtam was the baslG 
for the Permanent System. 

yond the fttst augmentation should be determmed 
in light of experience gained through operation 
and test of the partial system, of future techn1cal 
developments, and of advanced mtelligence," 40 

ln other words, the committee seemed unwilling 
to go beyond an approval of the Modif1ed Program, 

In his memorandum of 1 July, Secretary For• 
restal had requested the Joint Chiefs to consider 
"possible mad1ficahons of the program 
[SUPREMACY] that would achieve substantially 
the desired objectives at lower costs. " 41 On the 
basis of the ad hoc committeets report, the Joint 
Chiefs, in the opinion of Maj. Gen. S. E. Ander~ 
son, Director of Plans, seized upon the Modified 
Program ..... if revised to include naval means-as 
fulfilling Forrestal's request for "possible modi­
fication" of SUPREMACY .4~ Therefore, although 
they stated that the establishment of an air de,. 
fense system should be accorded a priority 
second only to an offensive striking force, the 
JCS reported to Forrestal in favor of the Modi­
fied Program. ln addition, they recommended that 
the Sectetary of Defense favor early congres­
sional authorization for an over-all air defense 
program and that he support budgeteuy requests 
for immediate implementation of the fL/Jodified 
Program and later add it i on s as they became 
prachcable.~3 

The attempt to substitute the Mochfied Pro­
gram for SUPREMACY obviously would not meet 
with USAF approval. Au Fo1ce staff officers 
took the position that SUPREMACY had tepre· 
sented Air Force requirements for an AC&W sys• 
tern, The Modified Program did not meet USAF 
requirements; it represented the ".irreducible 
minimum" 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.44 Desp1te this USAF position, because 
they were linked together in Department of De­
fense discussions, both programs suffered. In 
actuality, the Modified Program was so named 
because it indicated a reduction m the demands 
of the Air Force. Nevertheless, apparently it 
gradually replaced SUPREMACY as a goal as 
far as the Department of Defense was concerned. 

Beginning in late October 1948 discussions of 
the Modified Program were held withm the De­
partment of Defense. As a result, a bill was pre-
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pared calling for an appropuatxon of $85,500,000 
for radar construction purposes substantially as 
requested by General Saville m the previous 
September.* Secretary of the Air Fotce Symington 
sent the bill to the House of Representatives on 
8 February 1949.u Introduced on the following 
day, the measure was referred to the Armed 
Services Committee.46 

At hearings before a special subcommittee ap­
p01nted to consider the legi:slation, Saville and 
Gen. Muir S. Fairchild, Vice Chief of Staff, testi­
fied for the bill in behalf of the Air Force. They 
were supported by representatives of the Army 
and Navy. Fairchild emphasized the need for an 
early warning system and stated that failure to 
provide such a system "could result in disaster 
on a Natlon~w1de scale and surely would result 
m unnecessary death and destruction throughout 
our country should we be attacked in the future." 
Passage of the act, he asserted, was essential 
to the security of the nation.47 

The major Air Force presentation in support of 
the measure was given before the Armed Serv­
ices committees of both houses of Congress by 
General Saville, now Commanding General of the 
Air Defense Command. Saville explained that 1m­

med1ate establishment of an Aircraft Control and 
Warning system was essential because no ef­
fective defense of any sort against an air attack 
was posslble without such a system. He also 
explained the costs involved in settmg up the 
radar network and attempted to answer those 
ctitics who opposed buying radar equipment that 
was considered obsolescent. He stated that 

W1th respect to the future, we cannot speak with cer­
taUtty, We know that we will require new and better 
radar eqU1pment as 1t becomes avallable-111 rnuch the 
sanie way we need new and modem a1rcraft. Our eqmp­
ment will develop and change, So fa~ as we can see, 
our land-based radar stations, once set up, will be 
SU1table for many, many years to come-in fact as far 
as we can iiee or guess, 48 

Because of the time mvolved in installing and 
perfecting an adequate control and wammg sys­
tem, General Saville told the congressmen, it 
was urgent that authorization be glven the Air 
Force 1mmed.1ately.49 

Representative Carl T. Du1ham (D-N.C.) ex­
plained the Aircraft Control and Warning system 
to the members of the House when the measure 
was considered on 9 March 1949. He pointed out 
that, although the authorization mcluded m thJs 

* See above, P• 23, 

bill was only for construction purposes, the 
USAF needed congressional approval before 
eqwpment and personnel could be added to the 
system. He informed his colleagues that the pro­
gram had been considered and approved by mtel­
hgence experts who had stud1ed the nation stra­
tegically from the ponit of view of a possible 
enemy. The program would not furnish absolute 
protection, he cautioned, "but it wdl give us a 
reasonable degree of protection where protecbon 
is needed at a cost which the economy of this 
country can sustam. ''5° The measure passed the 
House of Representatives without further delay 
and without a recorded vote.n According to an 
observer, ua note of urgency was sounded m the 
brief debate. It was a plea to get things started 
soon. "'2 On 18 March the bill passed the Senate 
without debate or a recorded vote and was signed 
by President Truman on 21 March.a The USAF 
now had authouzation for an Aircraft Control and 
W arnmg System but it was to be some time before 
Congress actually appropriated the money to 
establish the system, 

Start ol a Temporary Network 

Neither SUPREMACY nor the Modified Pro­
gram was designed to furnish immediate protec­
tion against air attack. SUPREMACY had been 
regaxded :is a five-year program, and the system 
env1s1oned in the Modified Program wpuld not be 
completed until 1952. In the meantune, the nation 
would be vutually defenseless against enemy 
bombers. Although those concerned with air de,. 
fense realized that an air defense in being was 
needed at once, funds, personnel, and materiel 
were not available. Nevertheless, before the end 
of 1948 a start had been made at establishing a 
temporary radar network, designed to serve both 
for protection and for training and development. 

The conception of the temporary network-the 
installation of which was called LASHUP by 
General Saville14-apparently was a cornbmation 
of Fust All Force, Au Defense Command, and 
HeadquarteIS USAF thinking. The USAF direc­
tive of 23 Apcil 1948 had authonzed the estab­
lishment of a model au defense system in the 
Northeast,* however; lack of funds had kept 
progress at a minimum.'5 When it became ap-

*since that time considerable mterest had been evinced 
in a model a11 defense system. Among those who had 
recommended such a system were Dr, Vannevar Bush, 
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parent that SUPREMACY could not receive con­
gressional approval before 1949, Headquarters 
USAF attempted to obtain funds for the construc­
tion of a model system. Such a system would bo 
valuable for training and would provide a measure 
of defense fo~ 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.55 

While Headquarters USAF was considering a 
model system for the Northeast, First Afr Force, 
which was responsible for the area, wa:s draw1ng 
up a plan for the installation of available radar 
over a two--year period on government-owned 
property. The plan was submitted to ADC along 
with a requestfor $152,000 for construction pur­
poses!7 Apparently the consb-uction called for 
in the First Air Force plan would satisfy Head-

Cha.trman of the Research and Development Board, 
Charles A. Lindbergh, who was engaged in a study of 
USAF $trategic bomber forces, and Asslstant Secra. 
tary of the Air Force A.S. Barrows (memo for C/S 
USAF from Bush, subj: Air Defense System, 10 May 

quarters USAF's desire for a model system for, 
on 14 September, ADC was informed by Sav1lle's 
office that the request for funds had been ap-­
proved.58 Actually, the $152,000 was 1ncluded in 
the $706,000 requested by General Saville m his 
presentation to Secretary Forrestal. Approval 
was not rece1ved from Forrestal until early Octo­
ber,'s and ADC did not formally approve the 
First A1r Force plan until 14 October.'B As a 
result of the approval of LASHUP, implementa­
tion of a temporary AC&W network could be 
undertaken even though 1ts operations would be 
handicapped by the use of obsolescent radar 
equipment. Also, the government-owned land that 
was available often was not located in the most 
practical places for radar operation. By the end 
of 1948 First Air Force had begun preliminary 
work on LASHUP.6

L 

48. in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 60; ltr, Lmdbergh 
to Symington, 2 Aug 48, in DRB Ftles of the Secre­
tary of the Air Force, Radar, memo for Synungton from 
A.S. Barrows, 10 Aug 48, m DRB Ftles of the Secre­
tary of the Air Force, Radar), 
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GROWING EMPHASIS ON AIR DEFENSE 

During the period when the Air Force was 
finally able to establish 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, th1i:· 
Air Force drew up early in 1948 several long 
term expansion programs aimed at a 70-grour 
Air Force. The most realistic of the programs 
called for a buildup from the 55-group force pro­
jected m January 1948 to 70 groups by Sep­
tember 1949.1 Shortly thereafter, Congress ap­
proved 70 groups as an ultimate goal for the Au 
Fmce.2 

Although air foice planners had visualized a.r; 

establishment of 70 groups as far back as W odd 
War II, that number had remained merely a target. 
Now, even with congress1onal sanction, that 
target was not to be reached. In May 1948 
President Truman set a c e i 1 in g of 15 bilhc:i 
dollars for the Defense Department budget for 
fiscal year 1950. This amoW1t represented about 
half of the total Army-Navy-USAF request for tb~ 
year. Instead of expanding to the planned 70 
groups, this limitation meant that USAF would 
probably have to cut back from the 59 groups 
that it was scheduledto attamby December 1948. 
Therefore, the Air Force reprogrammed with a 
48-group Air Force as its goal and was prepared 
when the President asked for such a reduction fo. 
his next annual buclget message to Congres:s. 

In the face of an .in.creasing threat of Soviet 
i>ffensive capabilities and size limitations, tho 
Air Force's only comse was to concentrate on 
the buildup of the Sb:ategic Air Command evEin 
at the expense of the other USAF missions. Air 
defense and tactical functions, of necessity, 
retained a lower prionty in the 48-group progr8m 
than the strategic force.3 

28 

The Establishment ol Continental Air Command 

While the Au Force was struggling to plan for 
the fulfillment of its mms1ons with a reduced 
force, it carried out a major reorganization in­
tended in part to strengthen the nation's rur de­
fense potential. On 15 October 1948, President 
Truman issued an Executive Order calling for 
greater emphasis on the organization and training 
of the Armed Forces reserve components.4 In 
order to implement this presidential directive a 
new command, Continental Air Command (ConAC), 
was activated with Lt. Gen. George E. Strate­
meyer as commander, Among its four major 
missions, ConAC was to provide for the active 
au: defense of the Un1ted States and to be re­
sponsible for the Au National Guatd and Air 
Reserve, Air Defense Command and Tactical Air 
Command were to continue as "operationalu com• 
mends under ConAC.5 All air defense and tactical 
air 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 until 1 February 1949, 
was designed partly to make more economical 
and effective use of the Regular Air Force, As 
explained in a USAF press release, henceforth 
the Air Force could "throw the full weight of 
the combined units either to the Air Defense com­
mand or to the Tactical Air Command, as circum­
stances may require. 1'

6 The air defense system 
would be improved because responsibility for att 
defense would be centralized in the Continental 

*Earlier in the year, two of ADC1s origuial su: au 
forces had been abolished; the teorgantzatlon once 
again made six a:u forces ava1lable for air defense. 
(1st ind, (ltr, General Stratemeyer to C/S USAF, subr 
Plan for Reorgam:.:at.ton of Air Defense Command, 30 
Jun 48), Hq USAF, to CG ADC, 29 Jul 43, 111 Hist 
ConAC, 1 Dec 1948-31 Dec 1949, I, doc 8,) 
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Air Command thus allowmg ADC to concentrate 

on planning and the operational employment of 

the air umtsallocatedfor au defense by ConAC.* 

Trammg, supply, and administration would be 

the responsib11ltJes of the six ConAC air forces. 

The reorgamzahon had the virtues of rehevmg 

ADC of several mmor tasks and of placing all 
resources of ADC and TAC under one commander. 
Such an arrangement, as noted by The New York 
Times, 

... would guarantee a better defense structure than 
was possible under d1v1ded author1ty, This ls what 
would have to be done anyway 1f an emergency arose, 
Such improvisations always take some time before op­
timum eff1c1ency is sclu.eved. By making the change 
now, time 1s won that could never be wholly made up 
even under the spur of emergency conditions. 7 

On the other hand, as a result of the reorganiza­

tion, the position of the Air Defense Command 

was unusual. It had maJ or command status yet 

had only operational control over air defense 
forces, no resources were actually assigned to 
it.t 

The Johnson Economy Program 

Shortly after the USAF reorganization was 

completed, two events, the Johnson economy pro­

gram and the resultant mvestigahon of the B-36 
intercontinental bomber, added to the uncertainty 
within the Defehse Department. These events fo­

cused attention on national defense (including 

air defense) and, 111 the mam, hmdered 1ts de­

velopment. Lours M, Johnson, who succeeded 

* On 1 March 1949, the commanding generals of the s1x 
ConAC air forces were relleved of au- defense respon­
sibtl1tics. In order to fill the vacuum thereby created, 
the Air Defense Command was authorized two opera­
tional headquarters through wh1ch it would Cl(ercu:e 
1ts s1r defense respons1btl1tles, It was planned that 
these headquarters would be the Eastern end Western 
Air Defense Forces which would be activated later m 
1949, (They were activated on 1 September.) In the 
meantime, an Eastem and Westem Au Defense LHU• 
son Group were set \l,f' to coordinate au defense east 
and west of the 103 longitude and, in event of air 
attack, to exercise operational control of the au de­
fense forces allotted to the Commandmg General, ADC, 
In addition, ADC would eventuaUy be assigned eight 
air defense divisions, the first two of which were to 
be assigned l March (ltr, Hq ConAC to CG 10th AF, 
subJ: Air Defense Respons1b1bties, 1 Feb 49, in Hist 
ADC through June 1951, V, doc 162; 1tr, Hq ConAC to 
Chief Eastern Air Defense Lia.ison Gr.:iup, subJ: Mis• 
sion and Responsibtlity of the Eastern Au Defense 
L1e.1son Group, 2.3 Mar 49, in Hist ConAC 1 Dec 1943-
31 Dec 1949, I, pr 2, doc 59), 

tAlso, a poss1blo source of m1SW1derstandmg W!l.B the 
fact that the command111g general of ADC, MaJ, Gen. 
Gordon P, Saville, also served as Deputy for Au De• 
fense, ConAC, 

James Fonestal as Secretary of Defense lll March 

1949, mstituted an economy program, a move that 

undoubtedly met with public approval. Reduc~ 

hons were made m personnel, equipment, and 

facilities, with all services sharing proportion~ 

ately in 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.* 

As an integral part of hIS economy program, 

Secretary Johnson, continumg the concentration 

on strategic a1rpower as the principal force upon 

which the nation would rely for protecbon, 

stopped construction of the Navyts supercai:uer, 

Also, m accord with this reaffirmation of em­
phasis on strategic air warfare, the Air Force 

cancelled orders for 4 70 advanced type aircraft 

in order to purchase 75 additional B-36's. These 

actions by the Secretary of Defense and the 

USAF resulted in a congressional investigation, 
the so called "revolt of the admirals," and a 

heated controversy on the merits of the B-36 and 

the supercarder, Among the many charges hurled 

at the Air Force by its critics was that air de­

fense had been neglected m favor of strategic 
airpower. Significantly, although the charge was 

never answered specifically, the Air Force was 

completely vindicated by the congressional 

probers. Regardless, the debates illustrated that, 
despite umflcation, much difference of opimon 
as to the proper way to defend the nation still 

existed. Considerable hme, energy, and money 

were diverted from the national defense effort 
durmg the lengthy controversy which not even the 
announcement of an atomic explos10n by the 

Soviets could terminate. 

Impact ol the Soviet Atomic Explosion 

Throughout the p o st w a r per 1 o d American 
leaders m science and industry as well as m the 

military realized that Russia would eventually 

develop atomic bombs and vehicles capable of 

carrymg them to the North American conti.nent. 

Estimates as to when the Sovlets would possess 

bombs and aucraft m suffac1ent quanb.ty to nsk 

a maJor war vaned greatly. However, 1t appeared 
to many that the United States had at least until 

*The Secretary's economy move was qulte likely a 
factor m the congress1onal delay m appropriating the 
AC&W system fWlds w1uch had been voted m March 
1949, See above p, 25, 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 



This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

30 DEVELOPAIENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

1952 before 1ts monopoly of atomic weapons 
would be seriously threatened. Based upon the 
intelligence available in mid.1949 the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff held that viewpoint. 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 operation ally ready by 1953. 9 These 
opmions, in addition to the occurrence of such 
incidents as the economy program and the B-36 
investigation, illustrated that, though the penod 
of comparative f~eedorn from danger of atomic 
attack was rapidly drawing to a close, no great 
sense of urgency was apparent within the De­
fense Department. 

In August 1949 the Soviet Union set off its 
first atomic explosion. No longer could the United 
States rely solely upon its atomic stockpile as a 
deterrentagainst attack. General Hoyt S. Vande11.• 
berg, Afr Force Chief of Staff, immediately calJed 
the attention of his colleagues on the Jomt 
Chiefs of Staff to the "desperate need for a vastly 
more effective air defense for the continental 
United States.''' And the USAF, m view of the 
unexpected Russian atomic explosion, advanced 
from 1953 to 1950 its estimate of Soviet cape­
b11ities for atomic attack and inc1eased the em• 
ph asis bemg placed on air defense preparations.10 

Because of budgetary limitations and the amount 
of time needed to actually make additions to the 
air defense system, USAF could do httle to bring 
about an immediate improvement 1n air defense 
capabilities. The temporary (LASHUP) radar net­
work had been completed in June in the North­
east and inst all a ti on was progressing m the 
Northwest. Sinc:e the latter area contained th[l 
closest targets in the Umted States for Soviet• 
based bombers, efforts were made to improve its 
air defense system,:+:11 Within Continental Air 
Command headquarters, air defense was hence• 
forth recognized as the command's most important 
mission.12 ConAC began drafting manning sched­
ules based upon top priority for ru.r defense units. 
A higher priouty would mean more personnel 
which would enable the air defense system to 

*The weakness of the West Coast atr defenses had 
been of pubhc concern for ,some tune before the report 
of the Soviet atomic explosion. Both the Washington 
congressional delegabon and Secretary of the Air 
Force Symington reported civilian unrest 111 that area 
duung the summer of 1949 (memo Maj. Gen. T,D. 
White, Dir L&L to Sec of the Air Force, 22 Aug 49, in. 
DRB Files of the Secretary of AF 381, ltr, Whitehead 
to Maj. Gen. W.F. McKee, Asst VC/S HQ. USAF, 28 
Oct 49, in Hq Al)C HD 51,3), 

increase its hours of operation.is Finally, on 23 
January 1950, for manning purposes Headqua1ters 
USAF p1aced air defense units on the same pri­
ority basis as SAC and the overseas bases.14 

The re a li z a ti on that the United States no 
longer possessed an atomic: monopoly also af. 
fected the establishment of the Permsnent 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, mclusion of the 
fundmg in fiscal year 1949 had been disapproved 
and USAF had been asked to re-examine the pro-­
gram to see 1f some of the authorized amount 
could be deferred unb.l fiscal year 1951. Upon 
re-examination, USAF concluded that delay until 
1951 would mean that the operational readiness 
date for a reasonable effective system m 1953, 
as directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, could 
not be met,u The decision was finally reached to 
seek the authorfaed $85,500,000 in the fiscal 
year 1950 appropriationsi 6 but, when the measure 
for that fiscal year was passed in October 1949, 
1t did not include a specific appropriation for 
radar site construction. Instead, the bill author­
ized the Secretary of Defense, at his discretion, 
to use for that purpose not more than $50,000,000 
of the A1r Force appropriations .. Thus, it would 
be necessary for the Air Foxce to take funds 
away from some other project m order to begin 
the authorized construction program, t,7 

Now that a source of funds had been desig­
nated, action could be taken to begin urstalla­
tion of the radar equipment fo1 the Permanent 
System. Therefore, on 2 December 1949 Head­
quarters USAF directed the Office of the Chief 
of Engineers 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 p.ate for the construction of these sites. ie 

Action withm Headquarters USAF also illus• 
trated the mcreased emphasis on air defense. 

*See above, pp, 23•25, 

1 Actually, specwc congressional appropr1at1ons for 
canyu,.g out the AC&W program. authorized by Con­
gress in March 1949 were not made until 5 September 
1950 and 6 January 1951 (64 Stat. 749, 1233). 

tt Funds for l:hese 24 sites were avauable by 24 Febru­
ary 1950 (ltr, Hq USAF to CG ConAC, subJ: Personnel 
Requuements for /urcrart Control and Warning Umts m 
Accelerated Air Defense Program, 24 Feb 50, 1D Hq 
ADCHD). I 
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Gen. Muir S. Fairch11d, the Vwe Chief of Staff, 
presented a memorandum to the USAF Sc1enbfic 
Advisory Board expressing General V andenb_ergJs 
opmlon that a "vastly more effective an de­
fense" was needed, As a result, Dr. George E. 
Valley, a member of the Boatd, recommended in 
November the estabhshment of a special commit­
tee to corrsider the air defense problem.19 Van­
denberg approved the recommendation and the 
Au Defense Systems Engineeung Cornnuttee, 
with Dr. Valley as chairman, was appointed. 
Formation of the committee (popularly known as 
the Valley Committee) "reflected a reahzahon 
that the air defense problem had become so cuti­
cal that every means must be employed to insure 
the full ut1l18'.ation of scientific resources m 
reaching the best solubon. 1120 Also, on 1 De­
cember, an An OefenseTeam was activated under 
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations.* Thi:s 
group was directed to see that all steps within 
tlie capabilities of the USAF were taken to speed 
up the air defense program and was to estabhsh 
requirements for means beyond the capabihhes 
of the Air Force. The team immediately began 
planning on a variety of air defense subjects.21 

General Whitehead's Efforts to Improve 
the Air Defense System 

These efforts in Washington to strengthen the 
air defense system notwithstanding, Lt. Gen. 
Ennis C, Wh1tehead, commander of ConAC smce 
15 April 1949, was not sabshed. An active air 
defense system was still far from a reality and 
Whitehead believed that an active system had to 
be established at once, "regardless of the hm1-
tatlons of personnel and equipment. •122 As White­
head pomted out to General Vandenberg rn:Jny 
population centers includmg Chicago, Pittsburgh, 
and Washington, D.C, remained undefended.23 

Smee air defense was hrs responsibility, White­
head contmued to urge Headquarters USAF to 
prov1dethemeans to establish an active defense. 

On 1 March 1950, Whitehead m submitting a 
senes of recommendations to Headquarters USAF 
stated what he felt to be the ma3or defects of the 
an defense system at that time: 

It 1s fumly beheved that the urgency to mobuu:e our 
defensive air power based on 24-hour, 7-days a week 
operauon, cannot be postponed. An acb.ve air defense 

*nie team was headed by Col, T, J, Dayharsb, 

in being must lllclude the provJ.!aon for actual mter­
ception and shootmg down of unidentified aircmft 
cross.ing our borders or penetratJ.ng our defense areas. 
Our present capability, even 1f mob1hzed, lacks the 
decis1ve author1ty to shoot down an aJl'craft until after 
the hostile act has taken place. An a1rcraft control 
and warning net which is primarily a means of control• 
ling our own aucraft has become our only means of 
1ntelhgence of Soviet intentions, Until the entue s1tu­
atJ.on 1s remedied , , , the capability of ConAC to con­
duct adequately the au defense of the United States 
remams ineffective, 24 

Thus, continuous operation of the au defense 
system and the armed interception of unknown 
aircraft were the two primary requirements. In 
add1t10n, Whitehead made 22 other recommenda­
tions, approval of which would have gone far to­
ward correcting the defects of the conbnental 
a11 defense system.* Headquarters USAF person­
nel were well aware of these defects, of course, 
and for the most part agreed that an active air 
defense was needed. As had been the case smce 
World War II, however, the Au Force did not 
have the resources to satrsfy simultaneously all 
of its 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 1mprove 
the potenb.al of the continental air defense sys­
tem. On 8 Apnl, Headquarters USAF had author­
ized ConAC to begin armed interceptions over 
the Atomic Energy Comm1ss10n mstallations and. 
on the East Coast.21 Furthermore, the temporary 
AC&W network had been completed and the J omt 
Chiefs of Staff had changed the operational readi­
ness date for a reasonably effective permanent 
air defense system from 1953 to the "earliest 
date possible. "~6 The JCS had also decided that, 
1f more money was needed for complebon of con­
struct10n for the AC&W system, they would sup­
port the request for funds as a matter of highest 
priority .27 

Because of the new threat posed by Sov1et pos­
session of atomic weapons, research and develop­
ment for air defense was also given 1.11creased 
emphasis, Budget-wise, the fiscal year 1951 ai> 
propnahons for arr defense constituted 14 per­
cent of the total USAF research and development 
appropriations~ contrasted with only six perce~t 
for the previous fiscal year,26 Also, acceleration 
of fighter aircraft procurement was ordered, this 

*since Whitehead's recommendahons ranged from "a" 
to "x " tlus letter was referred to w~thm the Duecto­
rate ~f Plans and Operations as the "ax" letter (m­
terv1 ew with Col, T.J. Dayharsh, Military Representa­
tive, Permanent Jomt Beard 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.~9 And, m 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 during this period."' All of these ac~ 
tions indicated that, a 1th ou gh the strategic 
strikmg force still retained priority, air defense 
was at last bemg accorded much greater empha­
sis. t 

The Effect ol 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 be-st possible conti­
nental air d e fen s e system, Smee the United 
States, acting as a member of the United Nations, 
immediately moved to halt the aggression, the 
resulting military action greatly increased the 
possibility of a thitd World War. With hostilities 
actually taking l)lace, a major conflict between 
two nations armed with atomic weapons nught 
easily be touched off by accident. No longer 
could the nab.on tolerate weak and halting efforts 
which produced only an ineffective a!r defense 
system. 

The ex:istence of hostilities in the Far East 
posed many new problems for USAF, Actual com­
bat meant that fighting units would have to be 
accorded first priority in personnel and eq1Up­
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.ttHence, the initial Air Force ex-

*see below pp, 140-41, Headquarters USAF also em­
phasized planning for the air defense of Strategic An 
Command bases oversear. (Hist Hq USAF, 1 Jul 49-30 
iun so, P• a2). 

General Wlutehead was undoubtedly overenthus1astic 
when he infonued his Jur Force commanders in Mal'Ch 
that General Vandenberg and the Air Staff had came to 
realize that air defense had become "the most impor­
tant mission assigned ta the USAF," Nothing in Head• 
quarters USAF cottespondence would indicate that 
defense agalll.st a.tr attack had replaced retallauon ao 
the prior1ty-m1ssion of the Air Force (It:r, Hq_ ConAC 
to all Ai.r Force commanders, 4 Mar 50, m ADC Speci::il 
Hi.stotica1 Study, The Air Defense of Atomic Energy 
Installations, March 194&-December 1952, supp doc 
16). 

t t AFR 20-15, Organization of the Air Force CombCl.t 
Wings, issued 13 December 1948, designated the Wl.Jlg 
rather than the group as the basic operational umt of 
the U~AF. A wing was composed of a combat group 
and its supporting elements, 

pansion to 58 wings was intended to fill the Far 
East Au Forces (FEAF) requirements. Personnel 
fot this expansion had to come from all sources­
volunteers, the draft, the AirNati □nal Guard, and 
the Air Resewe, while available equ1pment was 
of World War II vintage. For the moment, little 
could be done to augment the air defense system 
in personnel or materiel.* 

Although FEAF was given priority in matters 
of personnel and materiel, 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.30 

Also, control of air traffic was· made easier. 
ConAC had been authorized to begin armed inter­
ception in certain areas on 8 Apnl 1950. t Now 
that the danger of air attack had increased, 1t" 
was imperative that the air defense forces be 
allowed to carry out active defense operation:s 
wherever required, Such operations entailed the 
control of air traff1c for purposes of identifica­
tion and, if necessary, interception.tt There­
fore, shortly after the outbreak of hostilities, Air 
Defenseidentificab.onZones (ADIZ) were created 
in the most vital areas. Within these zones all 
military ancraft were required, and civil aircraft 
were requested, to file flight plans as an aid to 
identificati(ln,31 In add1tion, on 24 August, Presi­
dent Truman approved a USAF policy statement 
which permitted active defense operatiotts, The 
Commanding General of ConAC was authorized 

to desttay aircraft in f h g ht w1tlun the sovereign 
boundaries of the Uruted States which commit hostile 
acts, which are manifestly host.tle m intent, or which 
bear the military 1ns1grua 0£ the USSR, unless prop­
erly cleared or obv1ously m distress," 

By September Congress had established a legal 
basis for air traffic control by its passage of 
Public Law 778. Henceforth, the government 
had the power to regulate civil aircraft and to 

"'Indicaltve of tbe wcreased interest 111 air defense 
within the Defense Department was Secretary of the 
Au Force Thomas K, Finlettet's request early m 
August for a reqm.rements study by the Alr Staff, This 
study was to show what would be needed, "regard­
less of cast," to realize as close ta a 100¾ kill po­
tential as possibfe agai.nst enemy bombers, According 
to a staff officer, Fmletter actua11y desired a "Man• 
hattan-type proJect" far aJ.T defense (memo for DCS/0 
from Col, W,S, Steel, Spec Mtl Asst to QSAF, subJ: 
Requiremen.ts for All' Defense of the Umted States, g 
Aug 50, 1n OPD 373,24 (3 May 45) sec 3), 

t See above p. 3 L 
ttFor a study of the 1dentlf1cation problem see: ADC 

HS-3, The Identification Problem ll\ the A.ir Defense 
of the United States, 1946-1955, 
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require the filing of fhght plans by civilians 
within theADIZ 1s, 33 As a result of these actions, 
air traffic control for purposes of identification 
was made more effective and air defense forces 
could thereafter undertake active 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 air defense 
operations, this ~uthonty meant httle 1£ he did 
not possess an adequate interceptor force. Such 
a force was not m existence lil mid-1950. On 2 
March 1950, Headquarters USAF had presented 
its recommendal:tons in regard to air defense to 
the J omt Chiefs of Staff. This "Package Pres­
entation" stated the minimum acceptable forc:e 
requliements needed by the Air Force to carry 
out the an defense mission.* One of the most 
important of the USAF recommendatiotts called 
for 61 squadrons of interceptors to be deployed 
at 52 bases.34 

Even if approved by the JCS, this "Package 
P Ian" would not produce interceptors immedi­
ately. Therefore, in an attempt to make better 
use of its available aircraft, shortly before the 
outbreak of Korean hostihtles, ConAC had sub­
mitted to Headquarters USAF a plan for the re­
deployment of its faghter squadrons. ConAC had 
experienced difficulty under the exisb.ng wing~ 
base orgamzabonal structure m deploying to 
best ad11antage the few fighter squadrons at its 
disposal. Squadrons had been located at the 
same base a:s their wing headquarters. The 
ConAC plan would allow greater dispersal by 
deploying the three fighter squadrons of each 
wmg at bases separate from the wing headquar­
ters. If its proposal received approval, ConAC 
planned to deploy1ts 23 squadrons on 14 bases.35 

Headquarters USAF approved the plan tempo­
rarily hut informed ConAC that a permanent 
change of that nature would necessitate JCS ap­
proval. By the middle of July this deployment 
had been completed.!6 

* .Two Air Force goals were being discussed at this 
time. In the 58-wmg program, 35 squadrons of inte1-
ceptors were planned, whtle 111 the 69-w1ng program, 
48 squadrons were mcluded, When the Chinese Com­
munists entered the Korean struggle, the USAF rai.aed 
1ts goal to 95 w1t!gs mcluding 61 squadrons of inter,. 
ceptors (Hi.st ConAC, 1 Jul-31 Dec SO, pp. 73-74; 
Scuuannual Report of the Secretary of the Alt Force 
1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 200). ' 

Federalization of the Air National Guard* 

Although this dispersal would result in a more 
effective rrse of the fighter forces, the Korean 
confhct emphasized the inadequacy of conti­
nental-based mterceptor forc:es. The only immedi­
ately available source of additional fighter units 
was the Au Nat10nal Guard. Smee the establish~ 
ment of the Air Defense Command early in 1946 
the role of the Air N ahonal Guard in an· defense 
had been of much concern to the Au Force. It 
had been necessary for ADC to include ANG 
units m its au defense plans, yet scant rehance 
could be placed on the units. This situation was 
not the fault of the Au Force, as The New York 
Times' military analvst Hanson W. Baldwin had 
pointed out, "but rs part and patcel of the 
country 1s postwarmilitary pohcy, which 1s based 
fundamentally upon the mamtenance of relatively 
small professional forces backed up by large 
semi-tramed part-time forces. " 37 According to 
Baldwin, the Air Force was handicapped in its 
reliance on the ANG because ANG personnel 
were "week-end warriorsu who "despite all the 
will in the world-cannot be instantly xeady for 
action in anemergency, as any efficient air force 
must in the atomic age. ma Moteovex, 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 
Decembe1 1947 Headquarters USAF had desig­
nated the ANG as General Stratemeyeris major 
source of air defense strength,39 and m 1949, 
USAF was depending upon the ANG to supply 
approximately 70 percent of the interceptors for 
its contmental defense M-day force.40 That this 
reliance was, at best, uncertain, was mdicated 
by an estimate made late in 1949 that 1t would 
take from three days to two weeks to bring the 
ANG into service.41 

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 m1ss1on of aug-

>!-
For a study of the role of the Au Nahonal Guard m 

air defense see: ADC HS-5, Emergency Air Defense 
Forces, 1946-1954, passim, 
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menting ADC-which could not be done without 
Air Force control of ANG units-the value of the 
ANG to the air defense system was limited. Be­
cause congressional action was required to bnng 
about any change, several attempts by Head­
quarters USAF to clarify the status of the ANG 
were unsuccessful m 1948 end 1949. Immedi­
ately following the enb:ance of the nation m the 
Korean action, however, Congress acted to make 
use of the ANG. On 30 June President Tmman 
was authorized by the 81st Congress to call mto 
active service for not mOie than twenty-one 
months any member or unit of the Reserve Forces!2 

Despite this legislation, which ConAC be­
lieved would provide "a basis for more reahstJ.c 
planning for the utilization of ANG fighter un1ts 
for air defense/Mi no immediate increase m 
fighter strength for the air defense system re­
sulted, Moreover, according to existing plans, 
the air defense forces would not have 35 regu­
lar air force squadrons unb.l the end of June 
1951. To General Whitehead, this increase was 
too slow and, in July 1950, he proposed that 
Headquarters USAF authorize at once R partial 
mobilization of the ANG. Whitehead recom­
mended that 20 ANG squadrons be called to 
active duty and assigned to air defenses:4,. Head­
quarters USAF considered such a step inadv1s~­
ble at that time because the addition of the 12 
regular air fotee fighter squadrons scheduled 
for deployment in fJScal year 1951 to the 23 
squadrons of ConAC fighters already deployed 
on 14 bases was suffic1ent to maintain the air 
defensE system. Furthermore, such action would 
have to be deferred wh1le completion of the radm 
net before 1 July 1951 was being pushed.45 

General Whitehead also asked Headquarters 
USAF for the delegation of mobilization authority 
down to the Defense Force level. If tlus authonty 
were granted, ANG units could be brought 1nto 
action much more quickly. Again Whitehead's 
request was refused. At that time the Secretary 
of the Air Force decided to retain mob11l2ation 
authority.46 

The situation m Korea soon forced a reco::i• 
sideration of the Air Force's position on federal~ 
ization and mobilization authonty, Although the 
United Nations forces met with cons1derabl~ 
success during the opening months of the cam­
paign, the entrance of the Chinese Communists 
into the sb:uggle early m November altered the 
military p1ctu~ 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 squad.tons. Also 
he designated 23 other squadrons which, al­
though available, should not be federalized until 
adequate housmg ancl operational facilities were 
available. These ANG squadrons would be m 
addition to the regular au force units scheduled 
for, activation m the USAF expansion program.47 

In J anuaiy both requests were granted. Hence­
forth, the ail defense commander could issue 
mobilization orders and federalization of the 
first 15 squadrons was scheduled for 1 February 
1951. Before the end of 1950, however, White­
head requested federalization of the other 23 
squadrons which would give ConAC the 61 squad­
rons it considered the minimum for an adequate 
air defense, By 1 March 19S1 all but 16 ANG 
fighter squadrons had been federallzed and those 
squadrons were programmed for air defense.43 

A11 ava1lable mterceptor forces had been at last 
placed in the active alt defense system. 

Reestablishment of the Air Defense Command 

Continental Air Command had been created 
late ll1 1948 m 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 proVlde for two other ma1or commands, 
Ail Defense Command and Tactical Air Com~ 
mand.* Therefore, those commands were reduced 
to ",;:,perational" status underConAC. In addition 
to the ass1gnment of the air defense and tactical 
all' missions, the new command was also P,;1v1an 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 1mpossible to devote attention 
to the air defense and tactical au functions com­
mensurate with their gtow ing importance. t 49 Also, 

"' See above P• 28, 

t The tactical air m1ss1on received increased emphasis 
dunng 1949-1950 as a result of the B-36 invesb.gabon 
and weaknesses1ndJ.catedmJomt exerclses PORTREX 
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the increasing emphasis placed on the develop­
ment of fighter aircraft designed spec1f1cally for 
the alt defense or ground support roles indicated 
that, at some future date, it would be necessary 
to divide ConAC into its component parts.so 

Because of its unwieldy composition and the 
vanety of its missions, ConAC organized an in­
ternal structure to supervise the available forces 
and to control them in possible air battles. For 
air defense, two operational headquarters (Au 
Defense Forces) and a number of air d1v1s10ns 
were createtl under Headquarters ConAC. The Au 
Defense Forces, Eastern and Western, were to 
have responsibility for au defense east and west 
of the 103° mendian, With the activab.on ofEADF 
and WADF on l September 1949, Headquarters, 
ADC was reduced to record status leavmg the 
responsibility for att defense w1th General White­
head.51 

While these organizational changes were 
taking place, the Air Staff tn Headquarters 
USAF, begmn111g tn the fall of 19491 studied 
the problem of increasing the emphasis on air 
defense and tacb.cal anpower.52 These studies 
revived a proposal which had been made pei1-
odically since the end of World War II-that a 
umfied defense or um.fted a1t defense command be 
established. As had been the case previously, 
these discussions, which continued throughout 
1950, 1nd1cated that the Defense Department was 
n'ot ready for such a step. Neither interservice 
agreement not unamm1ty within the Air Force 
existed on the necessity for a umfied orgamz a­

tion. ¥ 3 Nevertheless, Headquarters USAF origi­
nated a reorganiz'ahon plan and submitted it to 
ConAC fot comment. In response, ConAC pro­

posed the establishment of a "Combat Command" 
having the air defense and tactical air missions. 
ConAC would retain its other assigned missions, 
This new command and its subordinate commands, 
which would be EADF, WADF, and TAC, would 
have administrative and operational control over 
assigned umts. Because of the shortage of per­
sonnel, the plan was not approved by Headquarters 
USAF.114 

and SW ARMER (these exerc1ses are discussed iD: 
U!rAFHS-80, Air Forco Portieipabon m Jomt .\rmy-Au 
Force Trainmg Exercises, 1947-1950, chao 3; USAFHS-
94, Air Force Pertie1pation in Jomt Amplub1ous Tram• 
ing Exercises, 1946-1950, chaps S & 4). 

"' See below, cb.ap VIL 

ConAC then submitted a planfor an internal re­
organization. By thrs plan received by Head­
quarters USAF 1n Aptil 1950 both administrative 
and operational resp onsibH1ties would be assigned 
to the headquarlers of the Air Defense Forces 
and Tactical Air Command. All of ConAC's regu­
lar a1r force combat un1ts would be reassigned to 
the Air Defense Forces or TAC, leavmg ConAC 
free to concentrate on the traming and support of 
resetve activities and the other miscellaneous 
functions assigned to the command. ConAC would 
continue to exercwe superv1s1on over the au 
forces and to act as ovei,-all plannmg agency for 
ail: defense of the continental United States.55 

Since this reorganization could be accompllshed 
with no increase m personnel, Headquarters 
USAF approved 1n May.56 In July, ConAC was 
finally relieved of several minor responsibiltt1es 
by -transfer to other commands. As a result of this 
reorganization, Headquarters, ADC was abolished, 
ConAC retamed primary responsibility for au 
defense, while the Eastern and Western Au De­
fense Forces became self-sufficient organiza­
tions with administrative and operational control 
over air defense units.57 

Shortly alter ConAC's reorganization was ap­
proved, the Korean hostillties increased the em­
phasis on its air defense mission. A need for a 
separate. command for air defense was strongly 
ind1cated. Furthermore, the anticipated expansion 
of the An Force promised to alleviate the person­
nel shortage which had mitigated agamst 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 sub­
mitted a memorandum to the JCS proposing a 
unified Au Defeirse 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 willmg to assign forces to the command 
commensurate m size to the Au Force contribu­
tion. If the other services offered only token 
forces, however, the Au Fotce would press for 
the type of command recommended by ConAC.5• 

General Whitehead responded immediately with 
a renewal of his recommendation for an Air De­
fense Command separate £torn ConAC. He pomted 
out that the new command should be set up by 1 
January 1951 for: 
Beguuung the first of the year, 1951, some of ow­
permanent radar s1tes become operative, Dur111g the 
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36 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

course of the year, many additional new sites ,..'111 
come into being, O.,er the same penod of tr.me, twelve 
additional Ai:c Defense fl.gbter squadrons are pr~ 
grammed for ach vation. To be sure that these acti vi• 
ties receive adequate, und1nded attention and snpcr­
v1sioc, the Hq Air Defense Command should be 
organized1mmediatelv and a permanent site dcsignats,d 
for its headquarters,~~ 

This time Whitehead's proposal was speedily 
approved. Undoubtedly the delay of the J omt 
Chiefs in considering the plan for a unified com­
mand and the increasing importance of the aJ.r de­
fense and tacb.cal air functions spurred Heed­
quarters USAF to action. On 10 November 1950 
the Air Defense Command* andTacbcal Air Com• 
mand were redesignatedmaJor USAF commands.'0 

* ADC was "~e-estabhshed" on 1 January 1951 e~d 
was in operati.on .tn 1ts new location, Ent Air Force 

In accordance with the recommendations of 
General Wh1tehead-des1gn ated as commander of 
the new organ1zation-the Air Defense Command 
was assigned but one mission.* It was to provide 
foe the air defense of the United States, 61 Hence­
forth, air defense would take its place as one of 
the most important missions of the USAF. t 

Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, by 8 January (!tr, 
Whitehead to Twming, 10 Jan 51, 1n KCRC Hq ADC 
FJle 312, Commanding General l Jan-15 Oct 51), 

*The Tact.i.cal Air Command was also accorded one 
mission wfu1e ConAC retamed the remBlnder of the 
many missions 1t had been ass1gned. 

tThe stab.ls of ADC and TAC were made legal by 
Congress m September 1951, Thereafter the1r exis• 
tenoe 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, MF leaders, includ1ng Com­
manding General Henry H. Arnold, had warned 
that a future war probably would be opened by a 
surpilse air attack on the continental Uruted 
States! Prtmary responsibility for countenng 
such an air attack ::md for striking back through 
the a.tr m s u ff i c 1 en t force to assure victory 
belonged to the Anny Air Forces. Since such a 
war would be of extremely short durahon­
possibly a matter of days-offensive and defensive 
au forces had to be m existence, ready to oper• 
ate at any time. Thus, air force planners became 
increasingly aware durmg the postwar years that 
mere possession of ti)e 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 its basic m1ss10ns 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. 2 

Although its actual implementation was for the 
future, the influence of the weapon system con· 
cept could be seen m organi;zaf onal changes 
made by Headquarters USAF m 1950. Since 
development of the weapon system elements would 
increase the importance of the role of the 
scientists, a new staff organization undet a 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Development was formed, 
Established 1n Januaty 1950 under Maj. Gen. 
Gordon P. Saville, DCS/Development was given 
chief responsibility for the development of the 
weapon system concept. This organizational 
change was followed by the formation of the Au 

• One committee reported to Headquarters USAF that a 
weapon system is "the complete combat au-plane lll­
cludmg: its armament and mcludmg any specuu ground 
based flight or firing control eqn.ipment that wlll be 
used as n functional item 111 accomphshmg the lllis­
sion" (lfist Hq USAF, 1 Jul 50-30 Jun 51, p. 38n), 
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Research and Development' Command and several 
other 1n st a 11 at ions devoted to research and 
development. *3 As a result of these innovations, 
Air Force research and development were central­
ized under one dlrecto1ate through which scientific 
research and development and mihtary necessity 
could be clo sely Correlated. 

Emphasis on the weapon system concept 
promised great improvement in national defense 
for the future, However, m air defense, until 
such a system was developed, USAF would have 
to depend on an a.tr defense composed of those 
elements on hand or procurable m a reasonable 
length of bme Thus, Headquarters USAF planned 
that during the decade 1950.1960 the au defense 
system would consist of a manually operated Air­
craft Control and Warmng system operatmg with 
manned all-weather interceptors. Of necessity, 
these elements would be supported by a Ground 
Observer Corps and Antiaircraft Artillery. Toward 
the end of the decade, automatic inte1ception 
m1ght be possible and guided missiles would be 
taking their place m the system.'4 By the middle 
of 1954, much progress bad been made 1n improv­
ing each of these elements and welding them 
together mto an m ten m system, 

The Radar System 

Completing the Perm<lllent System 
The Au Force requirements for a radar net­

work had been stated in the tll-fated Project 
SUPREMACY in 1947.t Following the fatlui:e of 
Congress to act on SUPREMACY• the Au Force 

*These orgaruzahons moluded the Arnold Engm.eenng 
Development Centet, the Special Weapons Command, 
and the Joint Long Range Provmg Gronnd. These m­
novati.ons were recommended by a Scientific Advisory 
Board comm.tttee headed by Dr. Louis N. Ridenour. 
The committee reported in September 1949 (USAF, 
R&D Quarterly Review, 30 Jun 51, p. 89), 
t See above, pp, 11-12, 
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had substituted what it called the "Modified 
Program" (Interim Program plus the Ffrst Augmen• 
tab.on). The Modified Program did not fulfill Au­
Force radar requirements but did represent the 
minimum acceptable radar network. As approved 
by Congress in March 1949, the Modified Program 
called for 1:1 Permanent System of 75 radar statlons 
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 meantlme, 
some radar for defense and training was required. 
Therefore, in 1948, the Air Force undertook the 
establishment of a temporary network (LASHUP), 
whlch 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 recognized th at 
LASHUP would afford little actual protection, it 
would serve as a means for training 1adar person• 
nel. t By mid-1950 the 44 radar stations of the 
LASHUP network were operational. 

Meanwhile, construction of the Permanent 
System was progressing slowly, Partially 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 bed 
been given but little else could be done without 
funds.ttFinally, in the fall of 1949, the Air 
Force was authorized to divert $50,000,000 ftom 
other sources for the Permanent System, This 
action was followed by the designation of 24 of 
the 85 permanent sites as a first priority 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 1949 
caused the Air Force to revise its estimates of 
Russian capabilities. For purposes of Air Force 

"'Also inolqded in the Modified. Program were ten 
radar stations and one control center for Alaska. 

t See above, PP• :25-:26. 
tf1n. April 1949, following a study by General Saville, 
the Joint Cbiefs of Staff placed the AC&W program ao 
the firshtem m the Pubhc Wolics construction schedule, 
Such a pri.ority meant little, however, u funds were 
11ot made avSJ.lable (memo for record, Lt. CoL W,C. 
Odell, Hq USAF, P&O, in Case Hist AC&W System, 
doc 157). 

planrung, the date that Russia could attack the 
Un1ted States was advanced from 1953 to 1950. 
Therefote, USAF accelerated the installation of 
LASHUP.* Also, in March 1950, the completlon 
date for the first priority group of 24 permanent 
stations was advanced to 3i December 1950.5 

At the same time that USAF was taking this 
action, General Whitehead was pressing Head­
quaxters USAF to a cc e 1 er ate the ai1 defense 
program. t Among Whitehead1s recommendations 
was one 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 retarded. Furthermore, 
additional funds and authorization were being 
requested from Congress; unfavorable achon on 
these requests would impede progress, However, 
Vandenberg assured Whitehead that Headquarters 
USAF was doing all that 1t could, within its 
means, to speed up the radar construction program. 1 

The beginning of a "hot wax" in Korea in June 

1950 made an accelera.hon of the construction 
program imperative and early in July, Secretaiy of 
the Air Force Thomas K. Finl ette1 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 
assumptlon that the remamder of the money voted 
by Congress in 1949 would be included in-fiscal 
year 1951 appropriations. Steps were to be taken 
to avoid bottlenecks and all HeadquarteIS USAF 
stmf agencies were requested to cooperate in the 
program, 

Congressional interest 1n 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 priority 
stations scheduled for completion by that date.' 
Congressional interest was further mdicated 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 to 
push the radar bwldup because "progress had not 

*See above, p, 30. 

t See above, p, 31--32. 
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been sufficient in the light of existing world con­
ditions. 719 

Although Fmletter1s plan was not acted upon, 
early in August the V1nson subcomm1ttee was 
h1formed by Brig. Gen. George J, Nold, Ch1ef of 
Engineers, that for an additional. $2,500,000 the 
completion (beneficial occupancy*) of the first 
pnonty gi:oup might be advanced to 1 November 
1950.10 However, General Nold also stated, that 
in any event, all of the 24 stahons would not be 
fully completed by the end of the year. lnstee.d, 
the Air Force would have beneficial occupancy 
by 31 December, Actually, construction schedules 
indicated that it would be from one to three months 
after the end of 1950 before the 24 pnonty sites 
could be completed. 11 In effect, tlus was a retum 
to the original t8l'get date of 1 l\iarch 1951. As a 
result, on 30 August 1950, Secretary Finletter 
authorized an expedited progi:am foral184.sites, t 
m the Permanent System,12 

Early in October Undersecretary of the Au 
Force John A. McCone informed the Vinson sub­
committee that the 24 stations would be "in com• 
plete operation, with trained men there and eve1Y• 
thing going, 11 by not later than 1 March 1951,11 By 
November, that date was officially designated as 
the target date once again, while the date for the 
completion of the entire radar network remained 
QS 1 July 195 l, 14 

Despite the efforts of the Department of the 
Air Force-as well as those of a civilian expe­
diting group15-these estimates and target dates 
proved overly optimistic, Stnkes and threats of 
stdkes slowed down progress both at the con­
struction sites and m the factories producing 
construction mater1al and radar equ1pment.u Man­
power and materiel were required elsewhere 

* Although there was some mrnunderstandmg at this 
time w1thm the Defense Department about the mean.Ing 
of the term "beneficial occupancy," 1t apparently 
meant that radar pe~sonnel could occupy the sdes and 
begin install.mg eqwpment (memo for Cluef of Staff 
from .Maj, Gen. F .H. Gnswold, Asst DCS/Matenel, 
subj: Mt. McCone,s Testimony Regardmg the Radar 
Fence, 20 Oct 50, m DRB C/S Ftles l 950, 27101· 
27200). Later benef1cu1l occupancy was defined as 
the stage of construction when !he operab.ons bw.lding 
was complete and mstallatJ.on of technical eqt11pment 
could begin (ADC Htst Report 2, doc 1). 

t The lnterim Pro gram plus First Augmentatlon had 
called fol' 75 radar stations and 10 control centers, a 
total of 85 installations. By 1950 the total discussed 
in Headquarters USAF was 84. However, .in December 
1950 a control center was added to the program bring-
111g the total baclt: to SS (Hist OSAF, l Jul 50-31 Mar 
SI, p, 67), 

because of 1:he demands of the Korean action.17 
Furthermore, spare parts and maintenance parl:s 
were not available when the first of the 84 sites 
was ready for operation, 14 

All of the:;;e 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 com!Dltment of the Air Force 
to 1 March 1951 as a complehon date was based 
on a plan to transfer LASHUP radar equipment to 
permanent sites as soon as construction was com­
pleted, Because of the intemational Sltuation, 
this plan was abandoned 1n December, 1950. The 
Air Force decided that radar coverage should not 
be lost while equipment was being transferred. u 

Therefore, the LASHUP sites would remain oper­
abo:rral until the new stations were completed. 
This decision meant that the pennanent sites 
would have to wait for new equipment 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, 1120 

Despite the combined efforts of Headquarters 
USAF and the Air Defense Command, the com­
pletion date for the permanent radar sites cofl­
tinued to be postponed. By the end of January 
1951 no station was operational and the target 
date for the prionty sites haq been set at 1 
August 195!.i' This date also proved too opti­
mistic and, by fall, the completion date had been 
reset as 1 March 1952,22 This protracted delay 
was caused primarily by the shortage of equip­
ment for, by 28 February 1951, the first priority 
group of 24 stations was ready for beneficial 
occupancy.* Later monthly reports indicated that 
construction was being completed on schedule.~, 

Because of the continued delay, by October the 
status of the Permanent System again occupied 
the attention of the Department of the Air Force. 
Since the primacy difficulty lay in the shortage of 
radar eqwpment, Under Secretaries of the Air 
Force R, L. Gilpatric and £ugene M. Zuckert 
recommended that the Joint Chiefs of Staff be 
requested to grant the AC&W program an urgency 

* ln order to use and control properly the increasm~ 
Eur defense facilib.es, ConAC proposed the establish­
ment of a Centtal A11 Defense Force m !llld-1950, 
Headquarters USAF tumed down the request &t fust 
but, at the urgent request of ConAC, recons1dered and 
approved the proposaL Central Air Defense Force 
was acb.vateli 1 March 1951 (Hist CADF, 1 Mar-30 
Jun 51, P• 1), 
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classification of u S" which would give it a higher 
clas51facation than overseas umts.~4 When the Au 
Staff disagreed, G1lpatnc and Zuckert requested 
the opinion of the Au Force Chief of Staff, General 
Nathan F. Twining, on the need for a change in 
priority. 25 General Twining also indicated dis­
agreement with the under secretatlesr and they 
reluctantly abandoned the idea. Gilpatric now 
accepted the delay in the establlsltment of the 
Permanent System as a calculated nsk. W1th1n 
the existing pnonties, the Air Force would do 
everything possible to accelerate the completion 
of the radar stations, 27 

In the meantime, completion of the permanent 
sites posed the problem of phasmg over frolill the 
LASHUP to the Permanent System with no loss 
of detectlon capability. In' some cases, LASHlJP 
stab.ans conb.nued operations until Pel'lllanent 
System stations could replace them 1n the network, 
In other instances, LASHUP eqwpment and 
personnel were moved to the new sites to operate 
until new equipment amved, Thus during the 
final stages of the creation of the Permanent 
System, the radar network was composed of three 
types of stations: LASHUP, LASHUP-Perrnanent, 
and Permanent. Although this s1tuatton led to 
some confusion, conl:lnuous xadai: coverage was 
maintained,i• 

While site constructmn proceeded on an •·as 
soon as possxbleu basis, work on the Permanent 
System continued into 1952. By the end of May, 
construcb.on was completed on the sites, and all 
85 stations were operational by the end of the 
year, 29 Thus by 13 April 1953 the so-called 
Permanent System, which at the time of its 
approval in 1949 was considered an interim system 
and only the minimum acceptable, was in place 
and fully operational, 

Radar Equipment for the Interim System 
Efforts to complete the radar network involved 

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 alternative but to use 
the available radar equipment even though 1t was 
of World War II vintage. For the most part, tlus 
radar had msuffic1ent range and lacked height~ 
finding eqwpment. Nevertheless, its use m the 
temporary system affoided at least a modicum of 
protection and tramlng facilities. 

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

July 1945 the Contmental Air Forces had recom­
mended the development of radar eqU1pment 
capable of detecting objects at a range of 1,000 
miles, at an altitude of 200 miles, and at a speed 
of 1,000 miles per hour.30 These charactenstics, 
of course, were beyond the capab1hb.es of the 
radar art at that time. Nevertheless, as Brig. Gen. 
William F. McKee, Deputy for Operations in Head, 
quarters, AAF, pointed out, military characteris­
tics for better radar than then available would be 
written as soon as requ1rements were determined. 
However, until better radar was produced, radar 
defense plans would have to be based on the 
eqwpment in bemg,31 

By J anuaiy 1946, mihtary charactenstics had 
been prepared m Headquarte1s, AAF for improved 
radar equipment, and Headquarters, CAF had 
drawn up plans for a radar defense based upon 
such advanced equipment.32 ~en though CAF's 
plan rece1ved some favorable consideration, 
Headquarters, AAF, Plans issued a reminder to 
the command that radar defense planning had to 
based on the avallable equipment.n From these 
discussions emanated a difference of opinion 
w1thm Headquarters, AAF (and later between AAF 
and the Sc1ent1hc Advisoiy Board) as to whether 
an au defense system should be established with 
the eqwpment on hand or he delayed until more 
modern eqwpment was developed.* Late in 1947 
the preparation of PmJect SUPREMACY indicated 
that the Air Force had decided to proceed with 
the available e qmpment. 

Meanwhile, concrete steps had been taken to 
1mbate the production of better radar equipment. 
In the immediate postwar period, the World War 11 
radars on hand included the AN/CPS-1, AN/CPS-5, 
and a handful of AN/CPS-6's for e.arly warnmgt 
and the AN/CPS-4 for he1ght-fimhng. These sets 
were of little value agamst jet propelled aircraft 
or even the faster convenb.onal aircraft of the 
period. Therefore, in mid-1946 Air Force officials, 
1n a confere::nce with several leading. electronics 
manufacturers, explained the need for improved 
search radar. The manufacturers were invited to 
express the1r mterest in the problem.H 

By 1947 bids had been submitted and charac­
tensb.cs had been agreed upon for an improved 

"'see above, pp. 9·11, 

t These au- transportable radSl' sets provided primarily 
range and azimuth infonnation. Only the CPS-1 was 
used m combat lll World War IL 
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(mainly by addition of a height-finder) version of 
the AN/CPS.6, called the AN/CPS-6B.* A joint 
development-producbon contract for 16 sets was 
let with General Electric. Delivery of the fust 
set was scheduled for February 1949 and for the 
remaining 15 sets by December 1949.35 Shortly 
thereafter, production of the AN/FPS-3, t an im­
proved version of the AN/CPS-5, was awarded to 
the Bendix Corporation with delivery of the first 
set scheduled for the summer of 1949 and complete 
delivezy for 1 April 1950. 36 The CPS-68 and FPS-3 
were destined to be the basic search radars for 
the Permanent System, 

Since these radars still fell short of futura 
requirements, the Air Fotce enlisted the aid of 
several civ1han groups to make certain that the 
research and development effort would produce 
the required eq_tllpment. In December 1946, Gener.?l 
Carl Spaatz, Commanding General AAF, had 
called upon the Scientific Advisory Board for aid 
either lll forming a special panel to study ail 
defense or m recommending another group for the 
task. Spaatz pointed out th at providing for a 
complete air defense system was "a costly under­
taking in time and funds," and therefore the AAF 
could not afford to implement an ill-conS1dere:d 
plan. Posing a series of questions, he asked, for 
example, what type of radars would be on hgnd 
and what type would be needed in the future.31 As 
a result of Spaatz's letter, the RAND Corporabon 
was requested to make a complete study of the 
achve defense of the United States agamst air 
attack. 

The Research and Development Board (RDB) 
was also studying the air defense system ftom 
the standpoint of radar eqµ1pment. In December 
1947, General Vandenberg bad asked Dr. VanneV;!ll' 
Bush, chairman of the board, for advice on the 
radar phase of SUPREMACY. Vandenberg he.d 
explained that the radar eqmpment planned for in 
SUPREMACY, installation of which was to he 
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 concerned about the develop-

"'The CPS-6B is an S-band radar system, au tran□-
portable, for early warning, groood conttolled mter­
ception, and general air traffic control, It has heipt 
finder. 
t A fb::ed radar set which has long range and b1gi\t 
power. The FPS-3 has a range of 325 miles, more 

, than twice that ,of the CPS-6B. 

ment of m◊te modem radar, Vandenberg stated, 
and Bush's views on the current electronics and 
development program were requested.is 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 qu1pment to detect aircraft and guided 
missiles. This program could be accomplished 
only 1f the USAF gave research and development 
its full support. Bush offered the support of the 
bomd if needed by the Air Force in requesting 
additional appropnations and personnel.n 

By July 1948, actmg on the recommendation of 
the Research and Development Board, USAF's 
Director of Research and Development was able 
to report to General "andenberg that emphasis 
was being placed on research and developrnent 
equal to that accorded the operational aspects of 
the air defense program,4° Furthennore, in con­
junction Wlth the JCS review requested by Secre­
taty Forrestal, the ROB had considered 
SUPREMACY in connection with "the question of 
proper research and development programs for the 
evolution of more advanced equipment pertinent to 
all aspects of all' defense." The RDB panel on 
radar had concluded, Dr. Bush reported to 
Forrestal, that no currently available early warn­
ing eqwpment should be procured for use in the 
air defense system since the panel members 
believed that available radar was inadequate and 
that minor modtf1cabons of the equipment would 
not prov1de material improvement 41 

The panel's conclusion revived the difference 
of opinion in regard to the use of radar equipment 
in the air defense system. The divergent views 
in Headquarters USAF had been reconciled and, 
as indicated in Pro1ect SUPREMACY, the Ait 
Force took the pos1bon that there was an immedi­
ate reqwrement for an au- defense in being and 
that this air defense should be established with 
the available equipment, even though tlus equip­
ment might be obsolescent On the other hand, 
the panel members believed that currently ava1la• 
ble equipment was inadequate and therefore should 
not be purchased for use 1n an AC&W network, 
'

1The equipments •.• are useful for local defense 
against aircraft of current types/1 the panel con­
cluded, "but cannot comprise useful parts of a 
system for early waning against the several 
types of offens1 ve weapons expected in the future. 1' 

In addition, the panel members felt that major 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 

.. 

.. 



y 
! 
~ 

' 
t 
' 
1 

I 

j 
) 

f 
l 
r 
f 
t 

I 

' , 

-

This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

COMPLETION OF THE INTERIM NR DEFENSE SYSTEM 43 

procurement of the equipment then available 
would divert effort from the recommended research 
and development program. General Fa1rchild, Vice 
Chief of Staff, informed Secretary of the Air 
Force Stuart Symington that the An Force believed 
the positron of the panel to be incorrect. E stabhsh­
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 

Basreally, the Panel iS saying that p~esent eqU1pment 
1s not swtable for use against probable future offensive 
weapons. In this they are wholly conect. The im­
pression g1ven, lvwever, JS that present equipment 18 
almost wholly useless as;amst enemy offensive weapons 
m the immed.tate future. In thlS, the statement 1s not 
correct. The appare11t conflict ar1ses from a dHfcrcncc 
1n hnung. The Air Force requires an "air defense in 
bemg" by 1952, while the Panel is dlScussing what 
we hope to have 111 an air defense system by 1957, 4 

In its efforts to obtain funds for the immediate 
installation of radar eqwpment, the Air Force had 
to take mto consideration this belief as expressed 
by the RDB panel.* 

Regai:dless of diverse opinions on the feaSl­
b1lity of the purchase of available radar equip• 
ment, the Air Force decided to establish the 
44-site LASHUP neiwork with the World War II 
types on hand and to replace these sets later 
with the more modem equipment of the larger 
Permanent System. All told, 1t was planned that 
the 75 permanent sites would constst of 26 
AN/CPS-6B's and 49 AN/FPS.3's . ., As seen 
above, delivery of these unproved sets had been 
scheduled for early 1949, 

From the beginning the procurement program for 
the CPS-6B and FPS-3 tadars was delayed. Al­
though1n1t1aldehveryoftheCPS-6Bwas scheduled 
for February 1949, no sets had been delivered by 
October. At that b.rne,in view of the Soviet atomic 
explosion, acceleration of the entne au defense 
program began. t This acceleration produced no 
radar sets immediately but rumouncement was 
made of a new delivery schedule which called for 
the initial set m January 1950 and two sets each 
month thereafter, 4,4 

The Soviet atomic explosion also had prompted 
Gene1al Whitehead to begin to bese1ge Headqua1-
ters USAF for action to improve the air defense 
system. tt In addition, he called upon Lt. Gen. 

"'See above pp. 23-2!t, 

t See above, pp. 29-31, 
tt See above; pp, 81-32: 

Benjamin W. Chidlaw, Commandmg General, Au 
Matenel Command, m March 1950 to "build a 
fire under every one who has anytlung to do with 
buying and bwldmg the radars which go into the 
[AC&W] sites. u~s Chidlaw assured h1m that evezy 
effort to expedite procurement of the radars would 
be made. 46 And, m April, he infonned Whitehead 
that the fllst AN/CPS-6B had been delivered to 
its tadar site in the state of Wash1ngton,47 

Tins delivery ot aJt improved set did not mean 
that the site became immediately operational. 
Although Headquarters USAF approved a proposal 
from Headquarters ConAC to save time by per­
forrnmg the operational suitability testing of the 
set at its pennanent Site, the delays which beset 
the entue Permanent System also delayed the 
testing, ,t,1a Consequently the set was not tested 
as planned and no permanent site wasoperat10nally 
ready until March 1951.49 

Throughout 1951 the completion of the remamder 
of the Permanent System was held up largely by 
the delay in procurement of the CPS-6B and 
FPS-3 radars. 50 Labor union probiems caused 
delay m the last half of 1950. 51 Also, some manu­
facturers were reluctant to accord the production 
of electronics eqwpment the emphasis needed if 
production schedules were to be rnet.52 Despite 
the slippage in the program which resulted, USAF 
decided in the fall of 1950 not to seek a change 
1n priority but to place additional emphasis on 
proc11rement and prod11cb.on of equipment. There-­
fore, complebon of the Pennanent System was 
geared to the availability of the new equipment. 
As was expected, 53 further delays were encountered 
and the 85 radar sites of the Permanent System 
were not fully operational until April 1953,5~ 

As indicated above, the Air Force was under 
no deluSion when the decision was made to install 
the temponu:y LASHUP tad.er network or the 
Permanent System. The limitations of the radar 
eqwpment, and any system composed of the 
equipment, were well known. Therefore, wh:tle 
the Permanent System was being installed, efforts 

* Among the hme-consunung aspects of the radar m• 
stallation program were, site adaptation (3¼ months), 
bid advertismg (30 days); award of construction (45 
days); construcl:1on (10 months for control center, 7-9 
months for radar sites); mstallabon of eq01pmcnt (5 
months); "shakedown" penod (4-6 months), mtegra­
tion into air defense system (5-6 months). (Memo for 
tecord, Lt. Col. W, C. Odell, Headquarters USAF, P&O, 
2 May 49, Case Hist AC&W System, doc 157,) 
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to improve the eqi.11pment and the system were 
undertaken,* 

Late in 1949 the Scientific Advisory Board had 
appointed the Air Defense Systems Engmeermg 
Committee (Valley Committee) to study th.e air 
defense system and make recommendations for 
improvements. t At first the Valley Committee 
directed its study to long-range problems but, by 
late 1950, had turned its attention to the problem 
of improving the existing radar equipment and the 
Permanent System. 55 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 
findmgs were discussed with the Air Staff and 
the Air Defense Command56 with the result that 
the committee recommended that the Western 
Electric Company (using the Bell Telephone 
Laboratories) had the scientific and engineerrng 
''know-how" to improve the au defense system.57 

Acting upon this recommendation, Headquarters 
USAF signed a contract on 5 January 1951 with 
the Westem Electric Company. Primarily the con­
tract for the project-Con tine n t al Air Defense 
System (CADS)-placed emphasis on short-term 
improvements to the Pennanent System. CADS 
was not to be concerned with redesigning the 
equipment,58 

Secretaiy of the Air Force Fmletter, who was 
"deeply concerned,, over the USAF's limited an 
defense capability, believed that the CADS proj­
ect would be an important step in improving the 
air defense system,59 The off1ce of the Chief of 
Staff also believed the project worth while. All 
staff sections were told to support CADS as much 
as possible for according to Gen. Nathan Twimng, 
the Vice Chief of Staff, the project could make a 
"vecy substantial contnbution to air defense 
capability." 60 

The CADS project began with a small group of 
scientists, As soon as this group had fanuliarized 
itself with the problem,other specialists, military 
and civilian, were added.61 By the end of 1951, 
the project had proved of value with its "trouble 
shooting" activities.'~ From that time until 1t 

compiled its final report late in January 1954, the 
CADS project made numerous recommendations 

·*For efforts to develop better equipment and extend 
the Pennanent System see below, chapter VL 
t See above, p, 31, 

for changes in the ground environment of the radar 
network, According to Headquarters ADC, many 
of these recommendations were adopted by the 
command with a consequent improvement of the 
interim air defense system.6~ 

The Ground Observer Corps 
At best the intenm early wammg network, known 

as the Permanent System, afforded only the 
minimum acceptable radar coverage for the conti­
nental United States. Several defects, one of 
which is 1nherent m radar, itself, eKisted in the 
network, Radar operates on a line-of-sight prlnci• 
ple and is not effective in long-range detection of 
low-flying aircraft. Because of this characteristic 
of radar, gaps in coverage are unavoidable in 
mountainous teuain, 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 
available in quantity and quality to fonn a com­
plete radar ''fence," the A1t Force has no recourse 
but to depend upon civilian ground observers to 
fill the gaps, 

The use of civilians on a voluntary basis in a 
Ground Observer Corps (GOC) to augment the 
radar network had been required during World War 
II. 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 mcludetl cliscuss10ns of a 
GOC, it was expected that civilians would be 
used as an integral part of the peacetime mr 
defense system, 

The first of these reports, that of the War D~ 
partment Civil Defense Board (Bull Report),* 
issued in February 1948, recognized the need for 
a national civil defense but considered formation 
of a civilian ground observer corps as an Air 
Force responsibility and thus eliminated it as a 
civil defense considerabon.6' The second report, 
issued 1 October 1948 by the Office of Civil De­
fense Planning under RussellJ. Hopley, disagreed 
and stated that a c1vtl1an aacraft observer system 

*The War Department Civil Defense Board was estab­
lished 25 November 1946 under MaJ, Gen. Harold R. 
Bull. 
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should be established and orgamir,ed by the Office 
of Civil Defense with coordination and evaluation 
of the information gathered by the system a 
responsibillty of the Air Force. 65 

The expectation that c1vl11ans would be used 
in air defense was shared by the Air Defense 
Command for according to the mteum m1ssion 
assigned to the command, 1t was to "co-ordinate 
all passive means of air defense.,' In order to 
obtain authority to mclude civilians in the air 
defense system, Stratemeyer asked Maj. Gen. 
Lauris Norstad, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Ope11-
ations for a "carte blanche duectlve to solicit 
ass1stance of civilian passive defense agencies 
as reqwred for au defense." 56 General Norstad 
replied on 13 June 1946 that 1t was not believed 
desirable to have civilian agencies "actually 
active m an au defense system m peace-time. 11 

However, "adequate and workable" plans for 
integration of civtlians into the system were to 
be kept current and available. 67 Despite these 
divergent views, ADC continued to assume 
civilian participation m au defense because, as 
General Stratemeyer stated in July 1946; 

It wtll be necessary for the American publlc to realize 
that au defense of the United States ci.nnot be secured 
by the action of the Armed Forces alone. Contmental 
Au Defense wtll require preparations to mobJ.hze the 
potenti.als of c1vtl:tans and mdustry to assist such de~ 
fenses. They must also realize that neither time nor 
distance wtll shield them from the necessity of bemg 
prepared m peacetime to cope with the threat of an­
attac.k. It wlll be the responsib1.hty of the Air Defense 
Command to detern11ne the necessity of civ1ban 
participation m au defense and when so determmed to 
take such steps as are necessary to secure c1vtlii.n 
cooperation. 68 

Accor<lmg to Stratemeyer, ADC should be allowed 
to determine the extent of c1vtlian participation 
and to prepare civilian agencies for theu roles m 
the air defense system, 6~ H1s mterpretabon of 
ADC's interim mission was approved 1n general 
by Headquarters, AAF, but no specific directive 
v.as forthcoming to cover actual civ1hE;ln parbc1• 
pation in au defense. 

Furthet efforts by ADC in the first half of 1947 
to obtam action on the use of civd1ans m air 
defense were to no avail. In August of that year 
Stratemeyer's Chief of Staff requested an opinion 
from Headquarters, AAF covenng the activation 
of a Ground Observer Corps. The only specific 
restriction that AAF could find was General 
Norstad's letter of 13 June 1946. However, some 
references which prohibited or appeared to pro­
hibit the conduct of civtl defense measures by 

the War Department were noted. Regardless, Col, 
John B. Cacy of Stratemeyer's staff stated that he 
dtcl not consider the GOC to be a civil defense 
measure; prov1s1on for a GOC would be included 
1n the revised short-term air defense plan. 70 Thus, 
Air Defense Co mm and co n ti n u e d to pl an for 
c1vil1an par tic 1p at 1 on m a1r defense m the 
expectation that authority would be granted by 
Headquarters USAF by the tune a Ground O bsetver 
Corps was needed, 

Fm ally Headquarters USAF specifically 
approved, for planning purposes, the mclus1on of 
civ1hans in the au defense system. In its state­
ment of air defense pohc1es and procedures which 
was issued m June 1949, Headquarters USAF 
declared that, in the interest of economy and 
conservation of manpower, a ground observer 
system would be manned by civilians on a part­
bme basis. The system would be organized and 
maintained on a standby basis and 1ts peacetime 
operations would be limited to tests and exer~ 
cises.'1'1 

Although specific authority for the orgamzation 
of a Ground Observer Corps had not been granted 
by Headquarters USAF, Au Defense Command 
and its successor, Continental Air Command, 
began setting up a ground observer system. A 
test of the system in the Northeast was made in 

September 1949 and many deflc1encies were indi• 
cated.12 Therefore, ConAC requested Headquar­
ters USAF to authorize the formation of a GOC 
in those areas that were being defended against 
au attack. Also, ConAC asked th at legislation 
be sought from Congress to make the GOC an 
ofuc1al auxiliary of USAF. 13 

In February 1950 Headquarters USAF authorized 
the formation of a GOC composed of volunteers 
and specified that 1t would ope.ate on apennanent 
basis. Furthermore, Headquarters USAF stated 
that the legislation requested by ConAC would 
be sought as soon as a detatled plan describing 
the GOC was furn1shed,n Headquarters ConAC at 
once subrrutted the plan.15 

Now that the requisite authority had been 
granted, ConAC 1m mediately undertook the 
establishment of a Ground Observer Corps. The 
target date for the fust phase of the system-about 
8,000 ground observer posts and 26 filter centers­
was set at 1 July 1950, but, because of many 
difficulties, resolution of most of which required 
acbon by Headquarters USAF, several postpone­
ments were necessazy. Despite publicity designed 
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to interest sufficient volunteers to man the obser­
v ation posts, the public was, in general, apathetic 
to the needs of the GOC, The outbreak of the war 
in Korea stimulated volunteering somewhat but 
interest was difficult to sustain. By the original 
target date for the completion of the first phase 
of the ground ohserver system, only 5 percent of 
the proposed observer posts were miµined, 16 In­
creased publicity appeared to be the only method 
of securing suffictent volunteers and H eadquac­
ters USAF prom1sed to give wider publicity to 
the GOC program. *77 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 cootdinated with the Office of C1vil Defense 
Liru.son in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 78 

Constant difficulty was encountered by USAF in 

its attempts to recruit volunteers because the 
Office of Civil Defense Liaison had no authority 
over state agene1es and ConAC had no method of 
exerting pressure on the states. 

Another h1ndebnce to the completion of the 
GOC system arose because Headquarters USAF 
had never issued ConAC detailed directives 
delineating Air Force responsibilities in civil 
defense and, consequently, ConAC had issued no 
directives to its subordinate air foroes. This 
defi.c1ency was remedJed in jWle 1950 when Head­
quarters USAF assigned most of itsresponsibihties 
in civil defense to ConAC, Included 1n these 
responsibilities was: "Planning and Operation of 
an aircraft observer system involving use of 
civilian volunteers as an augmentation of the 
radar screen." ?P ConAC, in tum, assigned this 
responsibility to the Air Defense Forces, ao 

Although tlus ass1grunent of responsibility 
solved a maJo rpro blem, otherdifficulties remained. 
There was a shortage of both civtlian and mih• 
tary personnel for the 26 planned filter centers. 
The military personnel problem was solved in 
July 1950 with the asS1gnment of one regular 
officer and two airmen to full-time duty at each 
center, but the number of civ1bans available 

"'rn order to stJ.mulate mterest in the GOC program an 
well as to train perso»nel and evaluate the system, 
EADF held an exere1se wluch covered the Northeazt 
and Middle West in November 1950. Although many 
weak ,spots were 1111covered, the exercise was con~ 
sldered a success because mterest was stimulated 
(EADF, Report of Ground Observer Corps Exei-c1se 
4-S November 1950, 27 Dec 50, in AUL M-36229-C). 

remamed dependent upon civilian interest in the 
GOC. * Despite insufficient personnel, by the end 
of 1950, considerable progress had been made in 
that the 26 filter centers were installed and ope~ 
atJ.ng while 61 percent of the ground observer 
posts were completely manned in EADF and 52 
percent 1n WADF. 81 

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

Although this progress was encouraging, the 
Phase II target date was not met and the GOC 
remained incapable of properly augmentJ.ng the 
a1r defense system, Durmg 1951 several civilian 
groups reported on the def.tc1encies of the GOC.83 

These reports bolstered the opinion of ADC that 
two major requirements existed if the GOC was to 
become an effective air defense element: a higher 
priority for GOC eqtupment and around-the-clock 
operation 111 the more vulnerable areas, 14 The 
former change was made in December 1951 when 
the Air Staff raised the support priority for the 
Ground Observer Corps.e5 With the solution of the 
supply problem m sight, the second requirement 
could be considered and, by March 1952, Head .. 
quarters USAF had approved 1

'in principle11 the 
placing of portions of the GOC on twenty-four 
hour operation. a~ 

Operation SKYWATCH, as the 24-hour operation 
was called, was scheduled to begin on 17 May 
1952,11 As had been predicted by General Chidlaw, 
full-time operabon of the GOC dunng peacetime 
was not accepted without protest by civil defense 
officials and the public, 88 The day before the 
operation was to startt Secretary of Defense 
Robert A. Lovett postponed SKYWATCH unbl 
the Air Force could clarify the purpose and need 
for such an innovation. To aid in tlus clarifi­
cauont USAF, ADC, and the Office of the Secre­
tary of Defense conducted an extensive campaign 
in the summer of 1952 to convince civil defense 
officials and the public of the immediate need for 

*1n order to 11Uprove the GOC coverage m sp9.rsely 
settled areas, the Department of Agriculture agreed to 
make available the forestry sel'Vl.ce stab.ens, as had 
been done dunng World War II (1tr, Sec of Agriculture 
(131.'annan) to Sec of Defense, 6 Jul 50, 1n KCRC Hq 
ADC Fi.le No. 381 Nal:1ona1 Defense 1 Jan-31 Aug 51). 

-
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a full-bme GOC,8P These efforts looked promismg 
and, on 14 July 1952, Operab.on SKYWATCH began • 
In the vital areas of 27 states and the District of 
Columbia, the Ground Observer Corps of 150,000 
volunteers manning 6,000 observation posts and 
32 filter centers undertook continuous operation s/0 

W1th the supply problem alleviated and part of 
the GOC on 24-hour duty, the Av: Force conducted 
an uninterrupted educational progrfl)l'I throughout 
the next two years. It was hoped that the public 
would remain aware of the need for an effecuve 
GroW1d Observer Corps, This awareness would, 
in turn, sbmulate volunteering for observation 
duty, The Air Force had only "fair" success in 

the program. By 30 April 1954, almost 350,000 
volunteers were enrolled in the GOC, an increase 
of about 70,000 over the prev10us year.Pi Of these 
350,000, however, only 130,000 were actively 
participating in the program.* These active 
members manned 5,383 observation posts, a far 
cry from thel6,000 posts deemed essenbal by the 
An Defense Command,n Although the framework 
for a ground observer system was m being. the 
GOC rernamed a weak element m the mtenm air 
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 buildmg of the A1rcraft Control 
and Warning n et work, Smee amnen generally 
agreed that future au attacks would undoubtedly 
be delivered at mght or m bad weathe1, the 
defensive weapon system had to operate m all 
types of weather. Without an adequate all-weather 
interceptor, the radarnetwork would be an meffec,. 
tJve but expensive warning device. 

The requirement for an all•weather interceptor 
was influenced by AAF night fighter experience 
in World War II. Although AAF night fighter oper­
ations did not achieve spectacular success durmg 
the war (parllally because the enemy offensive 
capab1hty had greatly dimrnished by the hme 
effectJ.ve night ftghters were 1n action), the 
necessity for all-weather operations was impressed 
on the AAF. Moreover, by 1944, an American 

* At the end of July, 362,337 persons were "'molted m 
the GOC 1n contrast to the reqlllred 995,983 observers, 
Of the membei:s enrolled, 147,693 were considered 
acb.ve (ADC Command Data Bk, July 54, pp. 73, 75). 

mght fighter-the P-61-had been developed. *Th1s 
aircraft, called the "Black Widow," was the first 
Alhed aircraft designed spec1fl.cally for mght­
flghtmg,n 

Late 1n November 1945 the AAF approved mtl1-
taiy characteristics for a jet-propelled aircraft as 
a postwar successor to the P-61. At first the all­
weather interceptor was conceived as an aircraft 
that would be effective m daylight as well as at 
night or durmg mclement weather. However, by 
1946, MaJ, Gen, Curtis LeMay, the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Research and Development, 1nd1cated 
that this conception had been changed. Hence­
forth, because the heavy radar-eqwpped all• 
weather fighter would be no match for a small day 
fighter, "all-weathern was to mean primarily 
night and/or inclement weather.P4 Mtlitary 
characteristics were revised to conform to this 
decision and designs for two experimental all­
weather aircraft, the XF-87 and· XF-89, were 
selected for invesbgation.95 

Development of these aircraft would be slow 
and, until such time as a jet all-weather intet­
ceptor became available, an intenm 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 m the 
Northwest early in 1948 had quickly confirmed its 
hm1tahons. The aircraft was deemed of no tactical. 
value in defensive operauons.~7 To replace the 
Black Widow while Jets were being developed, the 
P-82 "Twin Mu"L,,mg11 had been selected 1n 
1945,ut By the end of 1948, some 225 of this 
twin-engine, conventional 1nterceptor were oper­
ational/g 

Smee the P-82, hke the P-61, was of no value 
in dayhght operations, jet models such as the 
P·S0 and P-84were assigt,ed to f1ghter•mterceptor 
units. These jet a..1rcraft po ssessed the requisite 
speeds to combat bombers of the B-50 type but 
lacked the electronics eqmpment to ailow them to 
operate any time other than dur1ng dayhght. In 
tum, beginning late m 1949, these early jets 
were replaced by the F-86A, the best daytime 

'"The P-61 had a maxunwn speed of 37S mph and a 
service cellmg of 33,000 feet. It was armed with 4 X 
20 mm cannon and 4 X S0•caL machine guns, The atr• 
craft reqtlired 13 mmutcs to climb to 25,000 feet. 

t The P-821 with a maX1mum speed of 475 mph and a 
cetlmg of 45,000 feet, was armed with 6 x .SOcllL 
machine guns and could earry 25 rocket projectiles, 
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inteteeptor avatlable at that time.* By the end of 
1950, of the 365 aircraft as-signed to the an 
defense fighter forces, 236 were A and E models 
of the F-86.teo Thus, without a real all-weather 
interceptor, the Air Force had no alternative thG.11 

to place its reliance on a dual fighter force-Jet 
ain;raft for daybme operations and radar-eqp.1pp~J 
F-82's for night .and bad weather interception, 

During these early postwar years, Air Force 
efforts to obtain more effective fighter plane::­
were influenced considerably by the uncertaintieo 
of Air Force programming. In the 70-group prograir"' 
which was drawn up in April 1948 based upon the 
F.mletter and Brewster reports, t 15'/2 groups of 
day fighters and 3 groups of all-weather f1ghten 
were called for while a revision of that progra!11 
approved in August doubled the number of all­
weather fighters. However, the economy prograrr 
instituted at that time resulted in the substitutio11 
of a 48~group USAF program. Because emphaS!s 
had to be maintained on the strategic air force, 
reductions were made m the plans for the au 
defense and tactical foxces, Under the reduced 
program, the goal was set at 7 groups of day 
interceptors and 5 groups of all-weather fighters, t(li 
In addition to delay because of the reduction in 
the planned force, aircraft procurement waQ 
impeded because when Congress provided funds, 
the aircraft industry was poorly prepared to expamd 
produchon . .1.oa As a result, in July 1948 Headqu~JJ:­
ters USAFtenned the all-weather fighter situation 
"critical. ,nos 

One step m solving the critical interceptor 
problem was taken in the latter part of 1948 wheJJ. 
the decision on the procurement of an intenn 
all-weather aircraft was made in favor of the 
XF-89. Flrght tests began on the airplane m 
August and by October it had proved supenor to 
both the XF-87 and the Navy XF-3D. The XF-37 
program was terminated and, in December, He:;i~­
quarters USAF directed the Air Materiel Commmd 
to negotiate for 48 of the new aircraft. 104 

Although the F-89 had been selected as ilie 
interim all•weathe1 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 requued and, at the same time th2t 
the decision was made to purchase the F-89, 

*The designation of fighter aircraft was changed frc,m 
P (Pw-suit) to F (Fighter) in mid-1948 (AFR 65-60, 
11 June 48), 

t See above, P• 14 

procurement of the F-94 was recomrnended.105 Be­
cause this aircraft was an electronics-equipped 
version of the two-place jet trainer, T-33, and 
therefore wa:s based on an aircraft already opeL'­
ational, production could be expected to begin 
shortly, Although early 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 
against B-50 or B-36 type bombers,t0• 

In May 1949 another all-weather interceptor was 
added to the uintetlm'1 class of defens1ve fighters 
when the USAF Board of Senior Officers* recom­
mended the procurement of the F-86D.10

' These 
aircraft-theF-89, F-94, andF-86D-were to consti­
tute the standard interceptors up to mid-1954. 

While these decisions were being made in regard 
to intenm all-weather interceptors, the first 
Soviet atomic explos1on and the outbreak of 
hosblities in Korea occurred. These events 
emphasized the need for a more effective fighter 
force and fighter strength was inc1eased by the 
federalization of Air N atlonal Guard squadrons. t 
Because modem aircraft were not available in 
quality or quantity to equip these squadrons, in 
December 1949 the Board of Senior Officers revised 
the aircraft procurement program to place greater 
emphasis pn the modernization of interceptors 
and all-weather aircraft. us This meant improve­
ments in the models currently in production-the 
F-89 and F-94. Since these models had been con• 
ceived and produced hastily in view of the 
increasing international tension, many desirable 
features had been sacnficed in order to get the 
aircraft into the air defense system as soon as 
possible,109 For this reason, and because of the 
obsolescence of those fighter designs, the Air 
l\!ateriel Command immediately objected to con­
tinued improvement of existing models. r Instead, 
AMCts Duectorate of Research and Development 

*The Board of Semor Officers, composed of five of 
the USAF1s roost seru.or officers, was appomted in 
1948 to review Ail: Force procurement under the 48• 
group program. 

t See above pp, 33-34. 

tt General Wlutehead stated early in 1950 that 41no all• 
weather fighter with capability for sustained combat 
is on order," He recommended, therefore, that the 
B-45 ligb.tbomberbe modtfted for use ns an all-weather 
fighter (memofo:rLt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards, Chmrman, 
Boa.rd of Sero.or Officer, Hq USAF fl'Qtn General White­
head, subJ: All Weather Fighter Situation, 21 Apr SO, 
in Hq.ADC HD). 
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COMPLETION OF THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 49 

wanted funds invested in new designs even if 
this resulted m fewer combat-ready aircraft.110 

Although this ob j e ct 1 on was valid, the Air 
Force had no alternative. Because of the llmi­
tab.on of funds, a choice had to be made between 
improvement of the exisb.ng models that might be 
needed for combat at any time or development of 
new model designs.1

" Under the circumstances, 
the Arr Force had to keep the avrulable 1nter­
ceptors as modern as poss1ble until a better au:~ 
craft went into production.* 

Although these intenm all-weather aircraft 
promised to improve the air defense capab1ht1es 
conSiderably, actual conversion of the Air Defense 
Command fighter units was consistently behind 
schedule. Air Force program changes were partially 
responsible for the delay. At the time of the 
Korean outbreak, the Air Force was authorized 
48 achve groups proJected through fiscal year 
1953. A force of tlus s1ze had been the goal 
since December 1948 but, because of inadequate 
funds, only 45 groups actually were m existence 
1n June 1950, Dur1ng the next six months the Att 
Force program was subject to wide fluctuations, 
pnmar1ly caused by the m1htai:y situation 1n the 
Far East. For example, from July to September a 
goal of 58 groups by 30 June 1951 was in force. 
Th1s 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 were altered 1n 
proporbon.u2 

The planned number of interceptor squadrons 
and the scheduled rate of delivery of new equ1p­
ment, as a consequence, changed accordmgly. 
Also, each vanabon m the program necessitated 
a budget rev1s1on. And, to complicate the situ­
ation further, much equipment had to be diverted 
to the Far East Air Forces. Under the circum­
stances, it was difficult for both the An Force 
and the rurcraft industry to carry out production 
and procurement plans. 

In October 1951 the J omt Chiefs of Staff recom­
mended to the Bureau of the Budget an Au Force 
program of 126 combat wings and 17 troop carrier 
wmgs. This 143-Wing program was to be m 

*For example, the F•94A and B models lacked de-
1c;ng equLpment and therefore were not truly all· 
weather a~tcfaft. Addltton of this -eqwpment was soon 
made and the ensmngmodel was des1gnated tbe F-94C. 

existence by December 1954. Two months later 
President Truman instructed the Department of 
Defense to keep fiscal year 1953 military spend­
ing below $60 btlhon. Smee th1s would result in 
a reduction m available funds, a "stretch-out" of 
the 14~Wmg program to July 1955 was instituted, 
Based upon the reduced funds, an interceptor 
procurement program approved in J wie 1952 by 
the Secretary of the Au Force called for enough 
interceptors by the end of fiscal year 1955 to 
give A,DC an all-weather force of 40 squadrons of 
F-86-D'~, 2 of F-94C 1s, and 15 of F-89D's.113 Al­
though tlus goal was not attained, 52 of the 55 
interceptor squadrons assigned ADC at the end of 
September 1954 were eq111pped w1th all-weather 
aircraft (38 squadrons of F-86D's, 10 of F-94C's, 
and 4 of F-89D's).114 

The delay m the changeover of interceptor 
squadrons to all-weather aircraft was one result 
of the slowness of aircraft deliveries which, 1n 

tum, was caused 1n part by the ch angmg Ai.r 
Force programmmg,* Delivenes of the F-89 to 
operattonal uruts fell behind schedule from the 
begmmng, and by June 1950 several deficiencies 
were apparent 1n the experimental models, Never­
theless, the Chairman of the Board at Northrop, 
Maj. Gen. {ret,) O. P, Echols, stated his "studied 
belief" that the F-89 was as good as could be 
built at that time and was better than any other 
aircraft available,m Although the Au Force 
remamed skeptical, the first production model 
was delivered at Edwards A1r Force Base (Muroc), 
California, on 28 September 1950.u6 By June 
1951 F-89's were being delivered to operational 
UnltS,u 7 

Air Force skepticism was justified m late 1951 
when delivery of F-89's was slowed considerably 
as the result, accord.mg to Secretary of the Air 
Force F1nletter, of "some bugsu in the aircraft. t 
These bugs included defects which made the 
interceptor meffecbve above 30,000 feet.111 Smee 
current plans called for the F-89 to constitute 25 

.. 
Throughout the period of the 1ntetlm air defense sys­

tem buildup, a shortage of all-weather 1nterceptor 
ptlots and raJar observers also delayed tbe program, 
ThLs shortage of arrcrew members was caused by a 
number of factors mcludmg the demands of the Korean 
War and the lack; of trauung facilities (;see ADC His• 
toncal Reports 1-7), 

t For an account of the many defects encountered Ill 
the F-89, see Hist Air Research and Development 
Command, 1 Jan.•31 Dec 53, I, 560-65. 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 



50 

This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

FICHIER-INTERCIEFTOR SQIJAl>RONS ASSIGNED 
ll(t}Ef..lBEll 1946 - JIJNE 1!154 

§O A.LL-WEATHER JET 

201------1---i------4-----4---1---------1--4--__...,..-l 

~/ 
~~ 
I 

o .__....,..__....____.__ ........ ___,, _ _.__.....___._ _____ __ 

DEC DEC DEC DEC D!C JUY DEC JUN DEC JUN DEC JUN 
'46 •47 '48 '49 •~3 '51 '51 •52 '52 '53 '53 '54 

SOURCE . ADC SHORT HISTORY. A DECADE OF CO!HINEIITAL 
AIR DEFENSE, 1~46-1956, FF P 12 

Chatt 2 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 

• 

... 



This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

COMPLETION OF THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 
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52 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

percent of the ADC interceptor force, the aircraft 
had to be made combat-ready,119 

Immediate improvement was not forthcommg 
and, during the first six months of 1952, the F-89 
had seven major acCJdents wluch resulted in 
eight fatalities. Most of the defects were traceable 
to the attempt to increase output before the model 
had been adequately tested.120 Although. mod1fi• 
cations were undertaken, at a cost of$17,000,000, 
the aircraft was grounded on 3 October 1952 until 
the major defects were corrected.1

~
1 The effect of 

these difficulties could be seen when the Air 
Force reported only 66 "active" F-89's out of the 
total of 164 first I.me aircraft on hand on 30 June 
1953,:tii2 

Several other factors entered into the delay 1n 

the F-89 procurement program. The cost of the air• 
craft was triple that of an F-86D or F-94C. Thus, 
when cuts m procurement were required, the F-89 
program was a converuent place to begi.n,u3 

Moreover, F-89 production lagged for the same 
reasons as other aircraft programs. t Labor 
troubles took their toll while shortages of various 
types of equipment caused as much as four months 
difference in the acceptance and delivecy dates 
of completed aircraft.124 Lastly, because armament 
development had remamed several years behind 
aircraft development throughout the postwar years, 
production of the F•89 and most other air­
craft was delayed by the lack of an adequate fire 
control system,m Despite all of these delaymg 
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,m; Of these 
aircraft, only 124 were assigned to ADC. tt,27 

Because they were based upon models already in 
production, less diffaculty was experienced m the 
procurement of the F-94 A&B's. These aircraft 
began to reach operational units in August 1950.121 

* Of these only 18 were combat.ready in ADC f1ghter 
squadrons (Air Defense Command Data Bk, July 1953, 
p. 35,) 

fane importantreasonfo~ the greatly increased prod11c. 
tion time reqw.red to build a modem aucraft was the 
man hours involved. For example, 1,131,992 msn 
hours were needed to produce an F·86D as compared 
with 41,880 man hours for an F-51 (Hist AMC, 1 J~-
30 Jun 1952, p, 144), 
tt The F-S9D possesses a maJUmum speed of 552 knots, 
a i:.ervice ceiling of 46,SOO feet, and is armed with 
104 X 2, 75 in. rockets (USAF Aircraft Charactensb.cs 
Su1DD1ary, Wneht Air Development Center, SuppL of 
25 Aug 54). 

However, as early as the last half of 1951 pro­
duction was delayed up to five months because of 
a shortage of engines. in By 1952 an attempt to 
modify the aircraft to 111ake 1t a true all-weather 
interceptor had been in vain but enough of the 
modified models-F•94C' s-had reached operational· 
units to permit their integration into the air 
defense sy$tem.*130 By the end of fiscal year 
19541 263 F-94C's were assigned to ADC, 138 
of which were considered combat~ready,m 

The last of the three interim all-weather 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 interceptlon 
was too complicated for one man. However, the 
superior performance 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 leek of a suitable 
engine.U2 As a result, a year later only 86 of the 
ru.rcraft 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 eng.me shortage. the fire control 
system was proving unsatisfactory. 133 Alth.ough 
the ptograin approved by the Secretacy 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 aiJ:craft ordered in 
fiscal year 1950 had not been delivered by the 
end of 1952.[34 Delivery increased somewhat in 
mid-1953 but by December the F-86D had been 
grounded with an engine deficiency. Because of 
the groun<ling, labor troubles, and bad weather, 
the F-86D procurement program continued to lag 
badly,m Nevertheless, by the end of September 
1954, most of the ADC interceptor squedrons (38 
out of 55) were equipped with the.F-86D. :tm 

• The F-94C has a malt.I.mum speed of S56 knots, a 
ceiling of 51,400 feet, and '-S armed wJ.l:h 48 X 2. 75 in, 
rockets (USAF Aucrdt Cbaracterlshcs Summary, 

1 Wright Air Development Center, Suppl. of 25 Aug. 
I 54), 

I t With a maltimum speed of ove:t 601 knots the F-86D 
• has a service celling of 49,750 feet. Its armament con­
r s1sts of 24 X 2,15 m. rockets (USAF A1rcl'Clft Cba:tac-
teristics Summruy, Wngbt Air Development Center, 
Suppl of 2S Aug 1954). 

j tt ADC rel?orted 359 Ji'-8GD1s, 138 F•94C's, and 54 
F•E9D's i;:ombat•ready. (Au Defense Comm.arid Data 
Bk, July 1954, p. 4S). 
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Tha 1954 Interceptor 
The F-86D, F-89, and F-94C all-weather inter­

ceptors were considered "interim0 aircraft; they 
were developed to fill the gap between con• 
venuonal fighters and the semiautomatic inter­
ceptor env1S1oned as part of the ultimate weapon 
system. While these interim interceptors were 
becoming operational, the Air Force and the ai,• 
craft industry were cooperabng1n the development 
of their replacement, the u1954 Interceptor." 

Development of this interceptor, known as 
proJectMX-1554, marked a new Air Force procedure 
in fillmg aircraft requirements. Instead of pre­
senting 1ndustry w1th a set of rigid military 
characteristics, the Air Force explained 1ts air 
defense problems to industrial representatives at 
a 1949 meetmg 1n Washington. At this meetlng an 
agreement was reached to treat the pro3ect of a 
new semiautomatic interceptor as a complete 
weapon system composed of three major parts. the 
airborne electronics equipment, tbe auframe to 
carry the equipment, and the ground environment. 
Experimental work began immediately on the 
radar equipment needed m the system and the 
Hughes Aircraft Company was awarded a contract 
for the development of an electronics and control 
system.137 

In the fall of 1950, nineteen aucraft companies 
were invited to submit designs for the airframe 
needed 1n the proposed system, Only s1xcompan1es 
responded. From th.ese six, three designs were 
selected and by July 1951, the companies 
subnuttmg the des1gns (Repubhc, Convai.r, and 
Lockheed) were awarded contracts. Developmental 
work on the three designs was to be completed 
byMarch 1952, buttheinterceptorwasnotexpected 
to be operational until after 1954.135 

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 me;de fully 
automatic 1f desired.U9 Much was eXpected of the 
pJ:Oject smce perlonnance characteristics proposed 
by each of the companies greatly exceeded the 
estimates of the Air Force, uo 

Despite the optimism engendered by project 
MX-1554, by the end of 1951 it was apparent that 
the "1954 Interceptorn would not be operabonal 
until the 1955-1956"time period. In view of this 
time lag, a re-examination of the interceptor 
program by the Board of Senior Officers revealed 

that a gap would exist between 1953 and 195 5 
during which the estlm ated speed of enemy bombers 
was Mach 0. 8 to 0. 85, * a speed too great for the 
interim interceptors, Therefore, it appeared that, 
once again, an mtenm aircraft was needed,u1 

A Headquarters USAF study of the need, which 
was begun immediately, resulted m an extensive 
survey of all existing and programmed mrframe 
designs, Because of the time element, the usual 
industrial competition was foregone.142 In 
September 1951 the dec1s1on was reached to build 
the interim interceptor from the airframe proposed 
by Convau for the 1954 Interceptor. The aircraft 
which would result was des1gnated the F-102A, 
Although selection of tins airlrame was intended 
to accelerate procurement of the mterim inter• 
ceptor, delays in obtaining the fmal staff action 
and production difficulties hampered the F-102A 
program from the start,1 ◄i 

The dec1s1on to produce an 1n.terim version of 
the Convrur destgn of project MX-1554 affected 
the final selection of an auframe for the 1954 
Interceptor, It was decided that the Lockheed 
proposal was not satisfactory and thatthe Republic 
design would be developed as a separate proJect 
The latter design received the designation of 
F-103. The remaining design, that submitted by 
Convair, was thereby also selected for the 1954 
Interceptor program and was designated 
F-1028. tm 

The decision to produce the F-102A marked a 
milestone in ancraft development, t tThe F-102A, 
a single seat, delta-wing all-weather interceptor 
would be the Au Force's first truly supersonic 
fighter. Furthermore, 1t was the real beginning of 
the weapon system approach. The aircraft would 
be integrated into the weapon system "as a whole 
from the begmnmg, so that the charactensucs of 
each component were co mp a t1 b 1 e with the 
others," 1411 

*w1th the advent of superson~.:, speeds, the term 
"macb" bas been used to measure speed in relation 
to the speed of sound, For example Mach 1s the speed 
of sound at sea 1eve1, or 741 miles per hour, 

t The prl.llc.tpa1 difference between the F-102A and the 
F·102B would be the installation cf a more advanced 
engme ln the lattei aucraft (Hi.st, Directorate of Re­
qwrements1 1 Jul-31 Dec 41, p. 14.) 

tt In case the F-102 au-frame proved unsatisfactory, 
Headquarlers USAF dJ.rected the Au Research and 
Development Command ta 1ruuate an engineermg study 
pro1ect with North Amencan Av1ati.on regardmg an in­
terceptor version of the F-100 "Super Sabre" (Hist 
Dir R&D, 1 ]ll1•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,u~ 
In delivering the aircraft on schedule, Convair 
establishe:i a remarkable record for speed 1n the 
manufacture of an aircraft prototype-18 months 
from start to finish. Although the first YF-102 
crashed after six successful flights, much sati&­
faction was expressed with the aircraft, * Tests 
were completed on 1 June 1954 and F-102A was 
scheduled for production beginning in December 
1955.U7 

Thus, by mid-1954 the interceptor force for the 
interim system was still not complete. Most of 
the ADC fighter squadrons were eqwpped with 
interim all-weather aircraft-F-85D's, F-89D's, or 
F-94C's-but the perfonnance characteristics of 
these aircraft were mai:ginal at best when the 
capabilities of the only potential attacker were 
coruadered. A replacement for these aircraft-the 
interim version of the planned 1954 Interceptor­
had been tested but this F-102A would not begin 
to enter the interim au defense system for some 
time. Not until the advent of the F-1028, wh1ch 
would appear as soon as the improved engme was 
ready, would the interceptors in the interim au 
defense system be replaced. t 

.. 
The F-102A has a maxi.Jllum speed of 680 knots a 

combat iadius of 375 nautical miles, and a ce:w.ni of 
53,600 fe~t. ~amentconsists of 24 X 2,00 in. rocketo 
a.nd 6 gwded air !ockets (USAF Aircraft Cbaracteri.G­
tics Summary, Wngbt Air Development Center Supp1 
of 3 Feb 56), ' -
t An unproved ltlterceptor-the Republlc F-103-had 
been scheduled to come mto 1he system about 1953 
but was removed from the weapon system category lll 
1953. It was thereafter conside:ied an experimental 
model (Hist ARDC,1 Jan-31 Dec 53, p, 585), Neverthe• 
less, ADC continued to press for an aircraft of tho 
F-103 type (ltr, General Chtdlaw to CG A RDC. 19 
Aug S4, m H1st Conad and ADC, Jul-Dec 54, IV do~ 
226), ' -

Tho Interim Systom 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 part, the radar system was manually 
operated, leaving much to be desired from the 
standpoint of speed and efficiency. In order to 
extend the egrly warning coverage of the system 
seawar;d 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,1~• These aircraft 
were assigned to 55 squadrons stationed at 41 
bases throug)iout the continental Umted States. 
Augmenting this interceptor force in an emergency 
would be fighter aircraft of fhe other USAF com­
m ands and the Navy. Also, antiaircraft forces of 
the Army Antiaircraft Command were in place to 
aid in the defense of vital target areas. As of 31 
July 1954, combat readiness of all ADC units 
except AA was esl:lmated at 40 percent.14~ 

Although the interim system constituted a firm 
basis for an effective air defense, a number of 
deficiencies limited its operatlonal capab1hty, 
Skilled personnel were needed and supplies of 
equipment and spare parts remained inadequate;"0 

these shortages could be alleviated only by in­
creased training, development, and production, 
Other defic1enc1es, such as poor low altitude 
coverage and inadequate data handling, were being 
corrected bytheexpansionofthe interim system. t 
Much improvement was requued 1f the interim ah: 
defense system was to provide adequate pro­
tection for the continental United States, 

* See bcl<>w, eliap, VL 
t See below, chap, VI, 
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CHAPTER VI 

EXPANDING THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 

The Double Perimeter Conc:epf 

Air Force planners had recognized the inade­
quacies of the Permanent System and, at best, 
considered it the minimum acceptable. Also, they 
:reahzed that increasing Soviet capabilities tended 
to render the system obsolescent before construc­
tion of the radar sites could be completed, With 
each increase-mainly in speed and altitude-et­
tributed to the perfotmance c'haracteristlcs of the 
Soviet Long Range Au Force, a corresponding 
decrease took place in the potential early warn­
ing time afforded by the Permanent System. If the 
nation's air defenses were to offer sufficient pro­
tection to allow the strategic fotces time to 
strike back at an aggressor, the interim system 
had to be improved and expanded to ptovide the 
greatest possible amount of early warning. 

During the early postwar yeats several opin­
ions were expressed in Headquarters, AAF con­
cerning the type of radar defense that would 
provide the greatest amount of eady warning, 
These expressions ranged from a suggestion for 
a defense system that would cover all ap,proaches 
to the United States1 to the statement that no 
operational system should be established until 
the nature of the future threat was determined,2 

The latter extreme, which amounted to accepting 
a calculated risk while requirements were bein~ 
determined, found some favor within Headquarters, 
AAF for a time and later was advocated by the 
Scientific Advisoty Board. Approval of Plm 
SUPREMACY* indicated that Headquarters, AAF 
had decided against that procedure. 

Several factors mfluenced Headquarters, AAF 
not to adopt the other extreme, As early as Jamt· 
ary 1946 Continental Air Forces proposed a 
radar defense plan based on the principle that 1t 

*see above, pp, llw12, 

56 

was neither "feasible or practicable" to provide 
a radar screen around the entire nation,s This be­
lief was emphasized by the USAF Au l)efense 
Policy Panel which reported in Februacy 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 
national economy and leave insufficient funds for 
the air offensive.4 During the following yearst 
conception of SUPREMACY and the Modified 
Prngram indicated that the AiI Force was com­
pelled to limit its air defense planning to much 
less than a defense of the entire continental 
United States. As proposed by the Air Force and 
approved by Congress, the Mcdifi~d Program 
called for only a smgle line of radar mstalla­
tions defending certain vital target areas,* 

After furthet consideration of the type at net­
work required, Air Force planners concluded that 
since all of the nations that could menace the 
United States m the foreseeable future were lo­
cated north of the 45th parallel, at least for the 
present a network facing m a southerly direction 
was not needed. Danger to the nabon no longer 
threatened from the east or west because the 
polar regions offered shorter and more practical 
routes than regions in the lower latitudes. This 
was the "polar concept11 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 Atlantic or polar regions had been empha­
sized by the Joint Chiefs of Staff early in 1946.' 
Air defense plans drawn up at that time, however, 
did not always reveal an understanding of this 
concept. t In fact, as late as June 1946,Secretary 

*see above p, 23, 

tFor an example of early reoognit.Lon of the concept's 
importance at this time see "Around the Comer," in 
Air Force, XXIX, no 3, (l\Is!'-Apr 46), 6, 
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of War for Air Stuart Symington was alarmed to 
find that a member of Lt. Gen. George E. Strate­
meyer's A1rDefenseCommand staff, m presenting 
rnformation to the AAF Air Board on the radar 
warning net, had revealed the lack of a clear 
conception of the strategic importance of the 
polar fronher,6 When Symington quened the AAF 
Deputy Commander, Lt. Gen, Ira C. Eaker on the 
matter, Eaker agreed that a 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,7 During July General 
Carl Spaatz, AAF Commander, called the atten• 
tion of AAF commanders to the importance of the 
new concept.""' AlsoGenemlStratemeyer informed 
ADC staff sections and au forces that all: defense 
plans were to be based on the assumption that 
air attack might come from any dtrecbon, but that 
greatest emphasis was to be placed on the danger 
of air attack across the polar regions.9 

These factors-fmancial hmitahons, emphasis 
on the polar concept, and priouty for the stra­
tegic forces-greatly influenced the type of radar 
defense sought by the Air Force. In mid-1946 
the Au Defense Command had advocated a de­
fense-m-depth m which deferrses moved toward 
th.e enemy. t When the practical limit of extend­
mgthe air defense line was reached, ADC planned 
that a de fens e in depth would be constructed 
extendmg nack to tne obJecbve being defended.lo 
Th1s concept was used in the preparation of the 
long term air defense plan. Limited forces re­
sulted m the abandonment of expectabons for 
this type of defense. Therefote, when Maj. Gen, 
Gordon P. Saville took over the Air Defense Di­
vision in Headquarters USAF on 1 July 1948, he 
based his plans-which became the Mod1fled Pro­
gram-on the principle of a !me of defense.u The 
hrnited network envisioned in Sav11le"s plans was 
to be located to protect only the most vulnerable 
areas. Thus, the Permanent System included 
only enough radar to estabhsh a rmg of radar 
stations around the areas considered most vital: 
the Northeast, the Northwest, and the San Fran• 
cjsco-Los Angeles areas. 

Installation of the Permanent System empha­
sized the defects of the radar coverage afforded. 

*1n order to further the understanding uf this concept, 
Spaatz suggested to the AAF commanders that they 
subsb.tute Polar Stereographic pro3ections fot the 
Mercator projection maps commonly used, 

tSee above, p. S. 

Coverage was shallow, early warnmgwas l.acking 
for the most vital approaches, i.e. from the North 
and the seaward areas, and gaps remained m low 
altitudecoverage.Smce 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 vital target area:s. 
As far as possible, interceptors would be located 
w1thm these hnes so that enemy aircraft 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, whlle the more isolated targets 
such as SAC bases and atom1c energy I installa• 
hons, which were outside the double perimeter 
areas, would be defended by "island type" de­
fenses. Among the addihons to the interim air 
defense system needed to make this udouble 
perimeter" concept workable were mobile and 
gap-filler radars, extension of the early-warning 
radar line northward and to the sea, and more 
?i.utom atic data-handling, 

Strengthening the Permanent System 

Soon after the Soviet Atomic explosion, Lt. 
Gen, Ennis C. Whitehead, Cornmandmg General 
of Continental Air Command, began to press 
Headquarters USAF for improvements in the air 
defense system.* Whitehead pointed out that in­
stallation of the Pennanent 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, mcluding 
the installation of 25 additional AC&W sites on 
both sides of the Canad1an-Arnencan border.u 
Although Headquarters USAF approved White­
head's proposal "in punciple,u nothing could be 
done immediately, International complications 
had to be oveicome before American-manned radar 
stations could be installed in Canada,U whereas 
the addition of AC&W s1tes to the U ,S, network 
required fwids and JCS approval, neither of which 
could be obtained at that tlme.14 

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 mobtl.e AC&W groups to 
mmi 20 basic radar stations as gap fillers. These 
units would be 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 c ons1dered additions to the JCS-approved 
radar network but were mobile augmentations. ln 
order to assist in gaming approval for this ad­
ditional radar equipment Headquarters USAF 
defended the program budget-wise by emphasizmg 
that the stations would increase the tactic al air 
capability of the Air Force,15 

On 10 July 1951 the addition of the 44 radar 
stations (known as the first phase of the Mobile 
Rader Prog~am) received final approval from 
Headquarters USAF and was referred to ADC for 
implementation according to plan.1s Air Defense 
Command immediately began s1tmg surveys but 
equipment at none of the 44 sites had been in­
stalled by the end of 1951.11 

By January 1952, because of such factors as 
the increasing Soviet capabilities and the re­
sults of au defense exercises, Headquarters, ADC 
had reconsidered the l\fob1le Radar Program and 
hsd 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 m the perimeter lines. The ad­
dition of these radars would complete the double 
perimeter across the northeastern pai:t of the 
nation and would form a basis for completion of 
a double perimeter around the other vital areas.H 
Chief of Staff Vandenberg approved this repro­
gramming on 13 February 1952, subject to the 
availsbility of funds.19 Approval was not for­
warded by Headquarters USAF until 21 March 
after which ADC immediately began msking the 
necessai:y alterations.20 

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

*The second phase was reduced to 25 s1tes in Febru­
ary- (ADC H.tst Rpt 7, pp, 73-74}. 

complete the double perimeter around the North­
west and the San Francisco-Los Angeles area 
with the remrunder placed wherever needed out­
side of those vital areas.~1 By the end of 1952, 
Hesdquarters USAF had approved the second 
phase of the program, sub3ect to concurrence by 
Canada since three sites were located there.22 

Still a third augmentation was requested by 
Headquarters, ADC late m 1953. This phase was 
to consist of 25 radar installations to be located 
along the Gulf of Mexico, the United States-Mexi­
can border, and the United States-Canadian 
border.23 Four additional radars were added to 
this third phase, and the 29 radar station program 
was approved by Headquarters USAF and given 
s high priority on 2 December 1953 .14 

Although these add1tion:s to the Permanent 
System would do much to fill the gaps and 
strengthen the double perimeter radar network, 
one outstsnding weakness remained-surveillance 
would continue to be inadequate belowS,000 feet. 
The Ground Observer Corps would provide some 
low-altitude cover but was vety bmited in the 
speed and accuracy of its detection and evalu­
ation. In order to correct this deficiency, in J anu­
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 witlun the radar network 
to provideshartrange, low-altitude cover.as Head• 
quarters USAF approved the system in prmciple 
and gave its development a high priority ,26 

At the same ti me, a study of air defense 
against low-altitude attack was undertaken by 
the Willow Run Research Center and the Lock­
heed Alicraft 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 solutton to the low-altitude problem as 
it was placing on the development of medium and 
high-altitude radar systems.27 

By September 1953 ADC had worked out a 
program requiring 323 small automatic radar sets 
to be deployed in three phases.20 The program 
was approved by Headquarters USAF on 2 De­
cember and the first phase, consistmg of 125 
radars, was mcluded in the f1scal years 1954-
1955 programs. However, it was not expected that 
these radars would be operational until 1957.29 

These additions to the radar network promised 
to increase greatly the detection and tracking 
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capability of the au defense system. Although it 
would be months before the augmentation pro­
grams were completed, sJgmficant progress had 
been made by the end of July 1954,30 

Norlhward Extension ol the Radar Network 

Adoption of the polar concept, m addition to 
the realization that Russia was the only poten­
tial threat to the Un1ted States, determmed that 
the continental air defense system would face the 
only direction from which an air attack was likely­
northward, Actually, several approach routes 
were mvolved, each of which presented different 
problems for U.S. air defense planners. Defense 
agamst an air attack through Alaska or other 
U.S.-held territory involved only the establish­
ment of the required a1r defense fo.ces. AlI de­
fense m Canadian territory, however, reqmred 
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 au defense 
elements; airbome early-warnmg am::raft, 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. Kepner, 
Commander m Chief of the Alaskan Command, 
"the key to Alaskan defense 1s m the air. "u 
Consequently, m May 1945, before the end of 
World War II, a plan had been made for Alaskan 
radar defenses. Postwar cuts m personnel and 
funds, however, prevented the accomplishment of 
the plan,u In the followmg year, the Alaska 
m1htary establishment was re organ 1 zed and 
several new plans were developed for radar 
coverage of the area.33 Again little progress was 
made and, by 1947, only two radar mstallahons 
were operational in the territory .34 

Promise for improvement in Alaskan alt de­
fenses appeared late in 1947 w1th the presenta­
tion by Headquarters USAF of Plan SUPREMACY. 
This plan called for 24-hour operation of Alaskan 
radar stations and mstallatton over a five-year 
period of 37 radar stations and 4 control centers 
in a territorial radar network.3

~ For several 
reasons Congress took no action on SU­
PREMACY.t 

"see below p. 68. 
t See above pp. 22-23, 

On 25 March 1948, in the midst of mcreasmg 
international tension, General Carl Spaatz, Alt 
Force Chlef of Staff, ordered the lmmediate aug­
mentation of the Alaskan air defense system. 
Durmg the next few days he directed the Alaskan 
Air Command (AAC) to place its radar on a 24-
hour ba-;is by 4 Apnl and to integrate ltS radar 
system with that of the Northwest Un1ted State~6 

Spaatz also took action to strengthen the Alas­
kan air defenses as much as possible. While 
efforts were being made to comply with Spaatz* 
directive, the tense period ended.* 

Because of wealmesses apparent m the attempt 
to set up an air defense and because 1t seemed 
certain by the fall of 1948 that Congress would 
not approve SUPREMACY, USAF decided that 
some action had to be taken to establish an air 
defense system. Lowering its demands to an 1r­

~educ1ble m1mmum, the Au Force presented its 
Modified Program to the Secretary of Defense for 
consideration, In explainmg 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 alt defense of Alaska. Therefore, the program 
called for ten radar stations and one control 
center for the Alaskan network. Saville admitted 
that suchcoveragewould obviously be inadequate 
but it was all that could be done before 1952.37 

The Modified Program was approved and instal­
lat10n of the radar eqtupment m Alaska followed 
the same pattern as installation of the continental 
radars. Durmg the construction penod a lashup 
program was mstltuted to give some early warn­
ing. Shortages of equipment and personnel served 
to delay the Permanent System scheduled for 
completion m 1952. t In addition, the severe 
winter climate of ,the tenitory often hampered 
construction.3

• As a result, the radar sites of the 
Permanent System were not operationally ready 
until early 1954, tta~ 

"See above, pp. 19-,20. 

t The F-94 began Joining the Alaskan air defenses m 
1950 and during the next three years was the mamstay 
of the interceptor force. By m1d-1954, conversion of 
Alaskan Air Command's six; interceptor squadrons to 
the F-89 was nearly completed (Hist AAC, Jan-Jun 
54, p, 84). 

tt Like the continental AC&W system, the Alaskan sys­
tem was scheduled for further augrnentatJ.on m the 
1955-1960 bme period (Hist AAC, Jan-June 54, p. 
138if). 
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In the same way that plans called for the Alas­
kan .airdefense network to detect attacks from the 
northwest, it wa-s anticipated that Air Force in­
stallations in the northeastem areas of North 
Ameiica would'. affotd early warning of attacks 
from that direction. During World Wat II the United 
states bad acquned militaiy bases in Newfound­
land, Labrador, and Greenland; these bases were 
under the jurisdiction of the Newfoundland Base 
Command (NBC) and were used latgely as stag• 
ing areas for ferrying aircraft to the European 
Theater of Operations, At the end of the war, 
NBC was transferred to the Army Air Forces, 
which in turn delegated jurisdiction to the Air 

Transport Command. On 1 October 1950, NBC 
was relieved from control of the M1litary An 
Transport Service (ATC's successor) and w2& 

redes1gnated Northeast Air Command (NEAC)-4"' 
N ottheast 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. Smee thG 
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 wammg and air traffic control.* Therefore, 
when plans were made to extend continental U.S. 
radar coverage in 1950, it was evident that the 
extension program should include radar instalw.­
tions in NEAC. 41 

As continental air defense mcreased in 1mpo:r­
tance, NEAC 's air defense mission assumed t" 

greater role in the activities of the command. By 
1951, 10 radar Sltes, which were part of a 33-
radar site Radar Extension Program agreed upcm. 
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 warning system for the command, an,::l 
their construction became the command's prmc1-

*Brig. Gen. C,V, Haynes, NBC's commandet, b1rd 
proposed strengthening defenses in his area as early 
as 1947, He believed that NBC's defenses should be 
at least as strong as those of Alaska. Pointing o:r.t 
that the temtory m NBC did not belong to the Un1tecl 
States, General Spaatz replied: '' As you well know, , , 
it 1s a great deal more dtff.tcult to obtain funds a!ld 
nghts for those latter areas than for Alaska." (ltr, 
Hq NBC to Spaatz, CG USAF, 8 Dec 47; 1tr1 Spaatz t.i 
Brig. Gen. C.V. Haynes, CG NBC, 31 Dec 47, m DRE 
381 War Plans-M1s cellaneou$ National Defen.co 
1946-47). 
t See 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 eerly 1953 NEAC had been assigned 
three interceptor squadrons flying F-94's. These 
squadrons were scheduled to convert to F-89's 
in the near future. :t'~ 

By tnid-1954, installation of the air defense 
systems of the Alaskan Air Command and the 
Northeast Au Command had kept pace with the 
development of the mterirn continental air de­
fense system. At least some detection and con­
trol cs p ab 1 h tie s would thereby be provided 
through the nottheast and northwest approaches 
to the United Stales. 

In the meantime, progress was bemg made on 
the Radaa: Extension Program which involved co­
operation between USAF and the Royal Canadian 
Ah Force, Cooperative defense efforts predated 
w~warrr~~rec~~edfu~~~~ 
period by the neighboring countries when they 
agreed m 1947 to allow the wartime Permanent 
Joint Board on Defense (PJBD) to continue its 
cons1deratlon of the defense of the Western Hemi­
sphere. Discussions between the nations had 
continued and, in 1949, the American Joint Chiefs 
of Staff approved the Canada-United States Erner,, 
gency Defense Plan calling for high-level air 
defense planning. By the middle of June 1950 an 
air defense plan establishing tl}e policy that the 
Canad1an and American air defense systems 
should be mutually suppo.dlng in event of emer­
gency had been prepared. Quesb.ons of national 
sovereignty arose, however, and delayed accept­
ance of the plan until the followmg year.4

J 

Despite this delay in approval of the air de­
fense plan, progress was bemgmade m the north­
ward extension of the radar network. Several 
suggestions to improve radar coverage along the 
border by Canadian-American cooperation had 
been made."44 General Whitehead pointed out to 
Headquarters USAF the need for improved cover­
age early in 1950 when he stated: 

in my opinion, our lnghly industrialized, highly popu­
lated border-which Juat so happens to be that border 
facing the threat to our national security-is wide 
open, and. will continue to be so until we extend our 
presently programmed :radar net northward. 45 

*Because of the aircraft shortage, no mterceptors 
wes:e assigned to the command before early 1953, 
Fighter strength had been prov1d,;:.d by the rotahon of 
mtetceptors through the command for training {Hi5t 
NEAC, 1 Jim-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 
b11l. "'46 Headquarters USAF lllformed Wh1tehead 
that nothing could be done until an mtematlonal 
agreement was reachedt and that such an agree­
ment was bemg sought.41 

Continued discussions were held l:etween 
Canadian representatives and USAF but no action 
was taken because, as the PJBD revealed on 29 
May 1950, a plan was needed and a declSion had 
to be reached on the div1sionof cost of the radars 
to be located m Canada. Headquarters USAF di­
rected ConAC, in coo.Juncboh with RCAF, to 
prepare the required plan.~8 The ConAC plan, 
suhrn1tted 17 July, called for a total of 32 radar 
sites, 6 to be fmanced by Canada, 12 by the 
Umted States, and the remainder to be paid for 
Jointly,* Operational control of the radars would 
be exercised by Conbnental Au Command.4 g In 
conjqnction with a representative of the Canadian 
JCS, "certain poht1cally unacceptable items 
were removed" from the plan and, at the mvita­
tion of Canada, ConAC was directed on 1 August 
to proceed with siting the radars. Although Gen. 
era! 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 2Sth.50 

Further high-level consideration of the plan 
followed, and by 20 February 1951, rt had been 
approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of both 
countries and by the Canadian cabinet.st However, 
approval (subject to availability of funds) of the 
radar extension was not obtained from President 
Harry S. Truman until 14 Apul/2 

As finally agreed upon, the extension program 
{PJNETREE) 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, 8 by ADC, and the remainder by RCAF .13 

It was anticipated that the PINETREE radar 
chru.n would do much to fill the gaps m the conb• 
nental Permanent System, 

As had been true of the other radar pcogramst 
PINETREE lagged badly almost from the start,54 

A USAF·RCAF Radar Extension Program corn-

* Eight of the sites to be financed by the Uruted States 
were to be manned by Canadians. 

m1ttee was established to oversee the project 
and a lashup program was instituted, Continued 
delay brought about a replacement of this com­
mittee in mid-1952 by a Jomt USAF-Canadian 
Project Office composed of representab.ves of 
Headquarters USAF, ADC, NEAC, AMC, and 
RCAF .~$ By the end of 1952 the target date for a 
fully operational PINETREE chain had been post• 
paned to 1 July 1954,u 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 explosrnn m Russia was a punctu­
ation m a r k-s 1 g n a 11 in g the end of an era of 
American safety by isolation, m7 Because the 
Soviet atomic explosion refened to by the Chief 
of Staff-which had occurred several years pnor 
to expectab.ons-increased the danger to the 
United States, 1t also resulted m greater empha­
sis on continental arr defense. t Emphasis be­
e ame greater m mid-1950 when the Republic of 
Korea was invaded by North Korea and the United 
Nations moved to halt the aggression. In the 
wake of these actions, awaieness 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 nat10n 's 
protection became topics of public discussion. 
In the midst of these discussions came the de­
cision to build the northernmost extension of the 
radar network-the Distant Early Warnmg (DEW) 
line. 

Background of DEW Lme 
As an aftenn ath of the Soviet atomic explosion, 

an Air Defense System Engineering Comm1ttee 
(ADSEC) was formed by the USAF under the 
Chrurmanship of Dr. George E. Valley of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). tt 
In cooperation with the Au Force Cambridge 
Research Center and workmg part-hme and week­
ends, ADSEC began a study of the problem of 
air defense. Jn the fall of 1950 another group, the 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG) of 
the Office of Secretary of Defense, reported on 

*For a chscuss1on of the cllfficulbes encountered in 
aclueving this goal see: ADC HJ.st Rpt 6, pp, B6-96, 

t See above, PP• 29-31, 
tt See 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 inadequate and 
that the situation would not be materially im­
proved by completio1i' of the Permanent System, 
Therefore, the Air Force decided to estabhsh a 
laboratory to implement the work of the part-time 
ADSEC. MIT was considered "almost uniquely 
qualified" to establish the laboratory.51 

Eady in January 1951 the Air Force and MIT 
decided that this laboratory should undertake a 
broad air defense program covering problems cl 
interest to all three military services. The pro­
gram would be handled in three phases! Project 
CHARLES-a short term study project to review 
the problem; improvement of existing radar snd 
comrnunicatJ.ons equipment, and establishment cl 
a new laboratory to carry out the work of the first 
two phases. This third phase was narned Pro3ect 
LINCOLN by Maj. Gen. D.L. Putt, the Acting 
DC/S for Development at Headquarters USAF .5~ 

Work of the Project CHARLES group, dJrected 
by Dr. F.W. Loomis of the University of Ilbnois 
and composed of 28 scientists and eng1neezs, 
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 
surpnse attack and that the early-watning system 
was inadequate. It was the opinion of the 
CHARLES gi:oup that the addition of a few hours 
w;irning would greatly improve the effectiveness 
of the air defense system,60 

Simultaneous with the appearance of the 
CHARLES report, Project LINCOLN was bemg 
organized. On 26 July 1951 the three services 
agreed to a charter for a Project LINCOLN labo­
ratory which would have air defense as a pr1m;.,,..ry 
mission. The laboratory was established, rnd 
work began immediately and continued throughout 
the next two ye~s. :t<6l • 

LINCOLN Summer Study Group Report 
In the summer of 1952 the LINCOLN Labo­

ratozy (as Project LlNCOLN 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 air de-

* Amcm;. the many problems J.Dvesb.gated by the LIN­
COLN Laboratory was the requirement for an imp.o\·ed 
ground electroruc environment. ~e below p, 73. 

fense of Continental North Amer1ca, 11* 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 
warning; and a defense against 1nterconbnental 
ballistic tnissiles, Its findings were made known 
to representatives of the National Security Coun­
cil and the Defense Department on 27 and 28 
August 1952.62 

In regard to the existing and planned a1r de­
fense system the Sumruer Study Group presented 
a number of conclusions, all of which were well 
known to those concerned w1th air defense. The 
Group's report emphasized the nation's vulnera­
bility to air attack, particularly to a low-altitude 
surprise attack. The members of the Group be­
lieved that a strong air defense was possible, a 
defense that would fum1sh three to six hours of 
early warning. Establishment of this defense 
would requ11e measures "of a kind and on a scale 
not hitherto required" in air defense planning. 41 

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 tracking or information zone, and 
a zone 0£ advanced interception. Behind this de­
fense would be the double perimeter warning net­
work being established at that time.64 

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 propagation t_made possible the erection 
of a DEW line which would be reliable and rela­
tively 1nexpensive,u Installation casts for the 
line, according to the report, would be about 
$370,000,000 with an annual maintenance cost of 

"'The Summer Study Group was composed of J,R, 
Zacharias, Isidor L Rabi, Charles Lauritsen, Charles 
Oppenheimer, and other promment scientists. 

t The automatic alerting radar would be a small set 
that would sound an alann when an obJect approached. 
The PPI scope could then be checked. 'l'bis procedure 
would relieve radar techruc1ens of 24-hour surveillance 
of a rad.ar scope thus reducmg the number of. person­
nel needed to operate a radar station. VHF scatter prop• 
agation had been known smce early 19S1. 1.IIT sc1cn• 
tists discovered that certrun VHF signals scatter 
rather than contmue 1n a straight lmc. Some of these 
reflect from the ionosphere end can be picked up by 
an antenna 500 to 1200 mJ.!.es away. This discovery 
~aUy extended the range of early-Warnin!j: radar 
(LINCOLN Laboratory, Project CORRODE, 21 Jul S4, 
pp. 3-4). 

. . 
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about $100,000,000. The Group recommended that 
the DEW lme be located as far from the United 
States as. possible in order to furnish maximum 
warning time. It sug~sted a hne running approxi­
mately along the 70th parallel and connecting the 
Alaskan radai:: network with that of the Nortlleast 
Air Command. The Group believed that the DE'fi 
line could be operational by the end of 1954.c~ 

The recommendations of the Summer Study 
Group took on added significance in view of the 
findings of ProJect EAST RIVERt which issued 
its final report on I October. EAST RIVER was 
organized by the Truman administration to study 
the p:roblem of Civil Defense at that time and in 
the immediate future. The project concluded that 
an increase in military all' defense was necesss:ry 
to reduce the Civil Defense problem to managea­
ble proportions. Specifically, an hou1 or more of 
early warning was req1nred lf a Civil Defensa 
program was to be effecbve.07 Since even th;at 
brief warning time could not be guaranteed by the 
interim air defense system, need fol' more early 
warning was highlighted. 

Although neither the Air Force nor the Depart­
ment of Defense had officially approved 1t, the 
Summer Study Group report was presented to the 
National Security Resources Board (NSRB) in 

September 1952. Because of the group 1s con­
clusions relative to the nation's vulnerability, 
the members of the NSRB apparently were startled 
1nto action. On 24 September the Chairman of 
NSRB presented a paper to the N atlonal Secunty 
Council based upon the Summer Study Gro'Up 
findings. This paper advocated immediate imple­
mentation of the DEW hne with an mitial appro­
priation of one billion dollars to cover the next 
three or four years. President Truman was also 
apprised of the findmgs; the Department of D2-
fense was asked for its position, and, in turn, 
the Air Force was requested to take over the 
problem.68 

The Air Fotce aclmowledged the need for a 
distant early-warning radar network but stated 
that the entire au defense system had to be co:i;.­
sidered. The Air Staff believed that if funds wew 
available for such a crash program, the money 
might be used more advantageously to 1mprova 
other phases of the au defense system. Further­
more, the Air Staff felt that development of ilie 
improved radar eqwpment needed for a 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 Au Force recommended the 
acceleration of research and development on 
components for arctic use.* Based upon this 
recommendation, an Air Force pl'oposal that 
$20,000,000 be used for that purpose was ap­
proved, t These opmions expressed by the Air 
Staff also became the position of the Department 
of Defense on the question of a crash program for 
the DEW line.0 

The Air Force was not opposed to the estab­
lishment of a distant early-warning line as an 
element of the continental au: defense system. 
Opposition to a crash 1mplernentatxon of the DEW 
hne was based on three factors. the inadequacy 
of funds for such a project 1f the Strategic Air 
Command was to be maintained at the necessary 
level; the need to use any available funds for 
improvements in the exlSting air defense network; 
and the bellef that the equipment needed for an 
arctic line was not sufficiently developed for 1m­
med1ate installation. 

DespJte the opposition of the Air Fo:ce to a 
DEW crash program, the National Security Re­
sources Boatd and other governmental agencies 
continued to exert efforts to have such a program 
approved. For the most part these efforts were 
directed towatd persuading President Truman to 
approve a National Security Council policy state­
ment which included authonzabon for a distant 
eatly-warning hne.10 TheAirFotce and the Office 
of the Secretaxy of Defense (OSD) jomed forces 
in opposition to such a policy statement. Ac­
cording to Air Staff reasoning, no policy state­
ment should be issued unless the means existed 
for carrying it out.71 

DEW Line Wins Approval 
Air Staff and OSD opposition notwithstanding, 

President Truman approved the disputed policy 

*rn December 1952 USAF awai:-ded a contract to West­
ern Electnc Company to buJ.ld two experimental mstal­
lations, to survey Distant Early Warning sites, end to 
cru-ry out research aud development work (LINCOLl'i' 
Laboratory, ProJect CORRODE 21 Jul 54, p, 3; 
Project LINCOLN Case Hu1wn-, A:.r Force Cambridge 
Research Center, 10 Dec 52, pp. 1-3), 

tThe DEW lme proJect was immediately stud.led by 
the RAND Corporation, RAND concluded that there was 
no place for a DEW hne m the air defense system as 
long as the budget level then m2inta1ned was con• 
tmued, R.AND believed that if future w.r defense funds 
were mcreased, and 1f a DEW hne proved feasible, 
the lwe should be cons1dered as a part of the entire 
continental air defense system (ProJect RAND, Dis~ 
tant Early Wammgin the Defense of the Uru.ted States, 
24 Nov 52), 
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statement on the last day of 1952. The statement 
held that continental defense had to be strength­
ened and that the defense should be ready for 
any eventuality not later titan 31 December 1955. 
Since early wammg was a key element m this 
defense, a distant early-warning lme that would 
afford three to six hours wammg had to be con­
structed. The statement directed the Defense De­
partment to undertake the task of developmg, in­
stalling, and operatrng the continental defense 
system. Included m the system were to be well 
organized programs for civil defense, industrial 
secunty, and rehabilitation of vital factlities,72 

Following tlus declaration of presidential 
policy, Secretary of Defense Robert A. Lovett 
mformed all c oncer n e d w 1th in the Defense 
Department that m l111e with the President's di­
rective a distant early-warning line was to be de­
veloped, rnstalled, and operational by 31 Decem­
ber 1955. The testing of equipment, which Lovett 
assigned to the Air Force, was to begm during 
the arctic summer of 1953. The proJect was as­
signed the code name COUNTERCHANGE (later 
changed to CORRODE), 13 

Meanwhile, the entire conception of the Dis­
tant Eady Warning lme became the object ·of 
much public d1Scuss1on. Conflicting reports of 
the value and cost of DEW appeared, with esti­
mates of the cost of the line runnmg as high as 
$150 b1lhon. The reasons for the A11 Force reluc­
tance to accept a crash program fot DEW instal­
lation were often distorted, and simster motives 
were attnbuted to those who advocated or opposed 
construction of the lme, Prominent among the 
ob3ections toDEW was the fear that its existence 
would promote a "Magmot Lme" psychology 
among the Amencan people. Although the total 
effect of the public debate on the merits of DEW 
was probably harmful to Defense Department 
security, it undoubtedly played a part in the 
greater emphasis placed on air defense during 
1953 and 1954.74 

Now that the DEW line had been decided upon 
and had been assigned to the Au Force, plans 
for its construction were undertaken, Accordmg 
to an ADC requirements study, the lme would be 
composed ofwaming stations sited about 30 
miles apart and 2 miles m depth. The DEW hne, 
as desued by ADC, would actually extenc1 from 
Hawaii through Alaska, across Canada, and 
southeastward to the Azores. The seaward flanks 
would be covered by airborne early-warning air-

craft and picket ships.* The operational date for 
the northern Canada portion of DEW was set at 
1 July 1957. Once the DEW Ime was operational, 
early-warning radar would have been placed as 
close to the enemy as possible, Nevertheless, 
at best DEW would provide not more than six 
hours warning for a B-50 type bomber and two 
hours for jet bombers and misslles.76 

Mid-Canada Line 

One result of President Truman's pohcy direc­
tive approvmg the construction of a distant earlr­
warnmg line was Defense Secretary Lovett's 
dec1sion to begm developing and installing test 
equipment under arctic conditions. Th1s respon­
s1bility was assigned to the Air Force as Project 
COUNTERCHANGE (CORRODE).'6 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 
poss1bled1stantearly•warning hne across Canada 
was requestea. Canada granted cond1tlonal ap­
proval a month later. One of the conditions was 
that a study group should be established to study 
air defense matters of Jomt concern to the two 
countnes. This condition was acceptable to the 
United States and the Canada-Umted States M11i­
tary Study Group (MSG) came into bemg. One of 
the group's first recommendations was the estab­
lishment of an early-warmng lme along the 55th 
parallel. t Both governments approved the recom­
mendation and work began on Project CORRODE 
during the arctic summer of 1953.77 

In September 1953 Pi:esident Dwight D. Eisen­
hower approved a policy for improving contmental 
defense. Based upon this policy directive, the 
N ationalSecuuty Council duected the installatnn 
of a radar line across southern Canada with all 
possible speed.11 Shortly after the appearance of 
this direcl:J.ve., the United States and Canada ap­
proved the Military Study Group's recommendation 
for the estabhshq1ent of an early~waming radar 
lme along the 55th parallel. tt The approved 

* See map, p. 69. 

t The same t"ecommendation had resulted from a Ca­
nadian Department of Natr.onal Defense study in mid-
1952 (Dept of Nab.anal Defence, Opns Research Memo 
No 22B, An OperatJ.onal Assessment of a Nortltem 
Radar Alerting Chrun Employing Equipment Now in 
Process of Development by- the Defense Research 
Board of Canada m Cooperation with the National Re­
search Counctl, Aug 52), 
tt See map, p. 63. 
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MSG xeport also stated that this line-the M1d­
Canada-would be sutveyed by the RCAF in con­
sultation with USAF, and that Canada would 
construct the line, without prejudicing a later 
decision on the division of costs.'g This report 
was supplemented by a second MSG recommends­
tion to assign to USAF and RCAF the task of 
developing the required equipment and making a 
system engineering study. eo By the end of the 
year Canada had established a M1d•Canada line 
project in HeadquarteJS RCAF and was conduc­
ting a preliminary sutVey of the xegion in which 
the line would be installed ! 1 

Reaching a decision on the type of equipment 
for the line proved a stumbling block. On 24 
February 1954 the National Security Council 
again called for the development of the M1d­
C anada line to "a high state of readiness" as 
rapidly as possible and for continuous improve­
ment of the line to keep pace with Soviet offen­
sive capabilities. However, by mid-1954, a Sys­
tems Engineering Group appomted to study the 
equipment problem boo not reported,* and USAF 
and RC.AF had not agreed on the method for using 
the infonn ation furnished by the radar line.•~ 
Nevertheless, it was anticipated by both Air 
Forces that the Mid-Canada line would take its 
place in the au defense system as a valuable 
extension of the Permanent System and PINE• 
TREE chain and as a backup line for the Distant 
Early Warning network. t 

Greater Emphasis on Air Defense 

The reports of the LINCOLN Summer Study 
Group and Project EAST RIVER resulted in moze 
than commencement of the Distant Early Warning 
line installatiort. As previous reports and publi­
cations had failed to do, they setved to high­
light the nation's vulnerability to an attack from 
the air. Consequently, the reports focused the 

"The Systems Engmeermg Group did not report wiW 
27 Au(tllst 1954 and the report was not reviewed by 
USAF unW September. The group set a target date fo~ 
completion of the Mid-Canada line as 1 Janua,:y 1957, 
to which USAF agreed (ltr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, 
subj: M1d•Canada Early Wammg System, 11 Dec 54, UL 
H1st CONAD and ADC, Jul-Dec 54, I, doc 51). 

t As onginally conceived, the Mid.Canada line was 
to be extended by sea lines composed of .AEW airc,aft 
and picket ships, On the Pacific the line would run 
ftomHawah to Kodi.ak, Alaska and on th.e At1anhc s1de 
from Newfoundland to the Azores. These extens1ons 
were dropped from !:be Mid-Canada line plan late in 
1954 (ADC HS-10, pp. 64-66), 

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

The combined effect of the Summer Study Group 
and EAST RIVERreports on the civilian members 
of the National Security Council and the National 
Security Resources Board was apparently electri­
fying. NSRB members made determined efforts to 
obtain 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, members of those 
agencies felt that the Air Force was not placing 
enough emphasis on air defen:se, 13 

As a result of the efforts of those two agen­
cies, President Truman directed that a review of 
all programs concerned 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.a• 
The total picture presented by the combined re­
port was not considered satisfactory, and on 4 
December 1952 Truman established a committee 
under the chairmanship of Mervin S. Kelly, Presi­
dent of the Bell Telephone Laboratone-s, to 
study continental air defense programs with pai:­
ticular emphasis on early warning. 85 Futthennore, 
on 31 December, President Truman approved the 
NSC policy statement calling for improved conti­
nental defense and corrstruction of the DEW line 
by 31 December 1955.* 

Following the President's demand for a more 
effective continental defense, the Joint Chiefs 
directed the Air Force, Army, and Navy to foxm 
plans for a system of air, land, and sea defense 
for the continental United States as of 31 Decem­
ber 1955. These plans were to be based on the 
Key West Functions paper and subsequent inter­
serv1ce agreements. Plans were to be submitted 
by 1 July 1953 end were to be revised and sub-­
mitted by 1 January of each year thereafter, The 
Continental United States Defense Planning 
Group t would examine the plans before they were 
sent to the Joint Chiefs.86 

"'see above p, 65, 

t Ttus combined group had been formed on 6 Apnt 
1948. The Au Force fumlshed the Deputy Director of 
the Group (A/S Summary Sheet, MaJ• Gen. S.E, Ander­
son, Dir P&O to DCS/O, subj: Director, Continental 
U S Defense Plaruung Group, 29 Apr 48, in OPD 
381 (11 Dec 45), sec 3), 
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Vice Chief of Staff Twunngm tum directed the 
Air Staff to prepare by mid-April an objectives 
plan for continental au defense. The Air Staff 
was to work in conjunchon with the Air Defense 
Command. Accordmg to Twining, the Air Force 
plan was to recognize the mcreased importance 
of air defense and the d1stmct probab1hty that 
future An Force activities might be limited pn­
marlly to two equally 1mportant•functions-air de­
fense and strageg1c air operahons,31 In drawmg 
up the Air Force plan, the Air Staff adhered to 
three basic cons1derations. an efficient a.tr de­
fensesystem would be a powerful deterrent to wai:; 
all parts of the air defense system had to be under 
the operational control of the commander charged 
with au defense respons1bl11ty; and all forces 
with an air defensecapabihty would beemployed, 88 

General Twinmg's statement and the plan 
drawn up by the Air Staff indicated the increased 
importance bemg placed on air defense. If air 
defense was to receive greater emphasis and be 
regarded, along with strategic air, as a powerful 
deterrent to war, the proper allocation of A1r 
Force resources would be more difficult. As md1-
cated by Lt. Gen. T .D. White, DCS/0, perhaps 
the Arr Force would 6nd that it had to reduce or 
elimrnate some of /ltS lesser responsibilibes.89 

Late in Apul the Air Force Counc1l approved 
the Au: Staff objectives plan/0 and 1t was sent to 
the Continental United States Defense Plannmg 
Group (CUSDPG). ln con s1 de r rn g the plan, 
CUSDPG extracted the early wammg prov1sions 
and employed them as a basis for a separate 
Joint Outhne Plan for an Early Warning System. 
Both the Air Staff°plan and the extracted early 
w arnmg plan were sent to the JCS and the other 
services for comment.~1 

While these defense plans were bemg consid~ 
ered withm the Defense Department, the Kelly 
Committee, .appointed m December 1952, issued 
its report. In the main, the committee buttressed 
the Air Force position of resistance to a crash 
DEW program. It recommended the immediate 
improvement of the existing AC&W system and 
the implementation of the Mid-Canada line and 
seaward radar extension, If funds were avrulable 
the committee recommended that emphasis be 
placed on research and development for a better 
air defense rather than on a crash DEW mstalla­
tton progtarn. Also, m hne with the basic con­
siderations of the A11 Staff obJechves plan, the 
Kelly group recommended the establishment of a 

centrahzed authority for coordination of the de­
fense of the United States/~ 

In view of the conflicting re ports of the various 
study groups and the differences of offic1al opm­
ion of the defense problem, the National Security 
Councrl created a new comm1ttee on 1 June 1953 
The Continental Defense Committee, headed by 
Lt, Gen, Harold R. Bull (USA ret.), was directed 
to 1eport on the current and planned contmental 
defense programs, to estimate costs, and to indi­
cate the desired pnoubes. On 22 July the Bull 
Committee reported 1ts conclusions that the de­
fense programs, current and projected, were m­
adequate. Immediate action was reqlllJed to im­
prove the defense situation, and as part of this 
improvement the committee recommended farst 
priority for early warning and an 1mproved air 
defense system.93 Secretary of the Air Force 
Harold W. Talbot announced general agreement 
with the committee report for the Department of 
the Air Force, but the Jomt Chiefs of Staff ad­
vised the National Security Council against 1ts 
acceptance until a means of financing mcreased 
defense programs was deterrnrned.9" 

While the Bull report and the continental de­
fense plans were being considered, the need for 
adequate air defense became more urgent when, 
on 12 August 1953, a thermonuclear explosion 
occurred in Russia.115 Soon thereafter, on 25 Sep­
tember, President Dwight D. E1Senhower approved 
a new pohcy statement calhng for increased 
emph.asis on continental defense, subject to 
monetary cons1derat1ons. This statement was 
superseded on 24 February 1954 by a revised 
presidential statement which formed part of the 
Republican "New Look'' mihtary program. The 
urgency apparent m Eisenhower's first statement 
was missing and the revised statement did not 
specifically call for air defense plans. Rather it 
pointed out emphatically the need for complete 
coordmahon of effort m contmental defense and 
for an orderly buildup of defense programs.H 

By mid-1954 emphasis on a1r defense had 
leveled off somewhat. The service plans and the 
early ww:nmg plan weie still under consideration 
by the J omt Chiefs of Staff. Discussion of the 
plans had illustrated once again the divergent 
views on roles and missions held by the three 
services.* Actually, the new Au Force Chief of 
Staff, GeneralTwmmg, believed that interservice 

•see below p. 78 ff. 
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disagreements on the roles and missions had held 
up approval of the defense plans.g' It was an­
ticipated that the formation of the joint air de­
fense command then under consideration would 
promote interservice harmony and aid in joint 
air defense planning. 

Seaward Extension of RCJdor Coverage 

Airborne Early Ylamin,g 
In addition to the need for an extension of the 

continental radai:: network northward, 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 States and 
C enada. Not only would a seaward extension of 
radar covering those ocean areas afford more 
warning time for land-based defenders and the 
civil populace, but it would allow interceptor air­
craft to operate farther from the defended areas.9 ' 

Like the northward extension of the radar net­
work, the attempt to place radar offshore as an 
addition to t~e air defease system began to make 
substantial progress during the 1953-1954 period 
of increased emphasis on mr defense. Further­
more1 the interservice roles and missions contro­
versy played a significant part m the attempt to 
extend radar coverage by airborne early warning 
(AEW) aircraft, picket ships, and. "Texas Towerst' 

The concept of using aircraft to supplement 
early-warning radar originated with the Navy 
during World War II. Late in 1913 the Japanese 
began to 11se 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 
radar coverage, radar-equipped ships were used 
as pickets. When use of the pickets proved costly 
because of the ships' vulnerability to the Kami­
kaze planes, the Navy considered patrolling radar­
eqwpped aircraft near the fleet. Since equipment 
was lacking, on 18 April 1944 the- Navy asked the 
Massachusetts Iftstitute of Technology's Radi­
ation Laboratory to develop eadv-wammg 
radar equipment for use in aircraft,99 By the 
end of the war-but not in time for combat use­
the equipment had' been developed 1 and some 27 
Grumman torpedo bombers had been modified as 
AEW aircraft (TBM-3W's). Later naval improve-

ments in AEW aircraft involved the use of the 
B-17 (PB-lW) and the Lockheed Constellation 
(PO•lW) as aircraftcarryingearly-warnmgradar.100 

Before the end of World War II the Anny Air 
Foices also became interested in airborne radar, 
and a project was established at the Air Materiel 
Command to investigate an Airboi:ne Control 
Center System. The project members considered 
the system primarily from an offensive stand­
point,101 However, after reviewing the military 
characteristics proposed for the airborne center, 
the Air Staff decided m 1946 that a greater need 
existed for an AEW all'craft for defensive pur­
poses. Therefore, the Air Staff recommended the 
1mmed1.ate development of the AEW aircraft, to 
which fighter control facilities could be adcled 
later.10a This recommendation was not carried out 
and AAF study of the AEW aircraft was reduced 
to a consideration of only the radar components. 
Since there appeared to be some AAF-Navy du• 
plication and because the Navy had two years of 
experience m the field, the problem of the AEW 
aircraft was left with the Navy,103 

The nex.t two years found the development of 
. the AEW aircraft in a state of flux within the 
Au Force.* Project SUPREMACY had contained 
no provision for seaward extension of the radar 
network.104 However, when a JCS committee 
evaluated SUPREMACY following the failure of 
Congres-s to consider the plan in the spring of 
1948, 1t stated a requirement for 500 miles of 
seaward extension of radar consisting of 9 picket 
ships and 16 AEW aircraft. The Air Force did not 
agree. Although the Air Staff believed seawaid 
surveillance was desirable, development of AEW 
attcraft and picket ships had not progressed to 
the point where they were ready for incorporation 
into the system.Los For this reason, and bec-ause 
of the scarcity of funds, no provision for seaward 
exterrs1on was included in the Modified Program 
proposed by the Air Force late in 1948 and ap­
proved by Congress early in 1949. 

Failure of the Air Force to recommend exten­
sion of the radar network dm not signify opposi­
tion to the extension for planning purposes. As 
early as April 1947 the Canada-United States 

* By Febmary 1947 the Navy had drawn up the require-
ments for a coastal early warning screen which 111-

cluded AEW aircraft (Opns Evaluation Group Study 
309, OCNO, Discuss10n of Requll'ements for a Coastal 
Early Wammg Screen, 11 Feb 47, in AUL M-31914-S, 
no 309), 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 

.. 

.\ 



This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

EXPANDING THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 69 

lT S S R 
PLANNED DEPLOYMENT 

OP 

CONTIGUOUS SYSTEM 
( AS OF JUNE 1900 ) 

+ AEW AIRCRAFT 

• PICKET SHIPS 

£. TEXAS TOWERS 

.. 

.._ C A N~ A 

----""--......_ 

UNITED STATES 

Map 5 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 



This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

70 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

Military Cooperation Committee proposed an 
early-warning plan-that was never acted upon­
which included the use of both aircraft and picket 
ships to extend the early-warning Hne,106 More­
over, m commenting on Plan SUPREMACY, ADC 
had pointed out the need for an extension of rad2.r 
coverage along both coasts.107 ADC envisioned 
an early-warning line stretching from Hawau tu 
Puerto Rico through Alaska, northern Canoo:;i, 
Greenland, and Newfoundland.10e Further support 
for seaward e."(tension came from the Ait Defens:; 
Policy Panel, whichreportell to the Chiet of Staff, 
USAF in February 1948. The panel concluded 
that naval forces should be assigned to theater 
commanders for the purpose of sea:;•:ard surveil­
lance and control. At the same time, the panel 
recommended that the Au Force obtain or develop 
and test AEW a1rcraft.10

~ Despite recogmb.on by 
these agencies of the need for AEW aircraft, lsd: 
of funds and msufficient progress forced the Ai.ir 
Force to discontmue all work on the project m 
September 1948 with the understanding that the 
Navy would continue development. 110 

The Aix Force dec1s1on to cease work on thi,; 

AEW aircraft meant that Air Force-Navy coopere­
tion would be mandatory if any AEW aircraft were 
added to the air defense system m the nes::­
future, The foundation for such cooperation had 
been laid at Key West in 1948. Among the func­
tions assigned to the Navy were prov1Sion of 
"sea-based air defense and sea-based means for 
coordinating control for defense against air at­
tack" and provision of naval forces, including 
naval ,au, as required for air defense, in accord­
ance with joint doctrines and procedures approved 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,111 Smee no jomtl}' 
approved doctrmes or procedures were forthcom• 
ing from the JCS, naval pai:b.cipation m air de­
fense, up to mid-1954, was based on a series c,f 
policy statements by the successive Chiefs cf 
Naval Operations. Also, the Navy continued de­
velopment of the AEW a1rcraft.1u 

Air Force activity m the AEW field was re­
sumed early m 1951. Within Headquarters USAF 
the Air Defense Team in the Directorate of Plans 
urged that the Air Force parhcipate in the de­
velopment of aubome air defense radar.113 Be­
cause the Navy announced that no picket ships 
would be available for air defense before 195-t 
the need for AEW aircraft became more urgent. 
At about the same time, General Whitehead sub­
mitted to Headquarters USAF a statement of re-

quirements calling for five squadrons of eight 
AEW aircraft each to extend the aircraft control 
and warning facilities seaward.114 Because of 
these factors, the Directorate of Req1urements 
xecomrnended to the Air Force Council that the 
Air Force begin testmg AEW aucraft and program 
40 aircraft for procurement. The council turned 
the problem over to Maj, Gen. Gordon P. Saville's 
Drrectorate of Development.us 

In m:tdw1951 the Development Dll'ectorate ap-, 
proved a recommendation that 48 AEW aircraft be 
obtarned for the Air Force as soon as possible. 
Included m this total would be 10 C-121C (Lock­
heed Super Constellation) aircraft then in ptoduc­
tion which could be converted. The rem amder 
would be the same aircraft as converted by the 
Navy and called the POw2\V. Also, Hecdquarters 
USAF decided to make a study to determine 1f 
the B--29 could be modified as an AEW a1rcraft.'u 

By the end of 1951 a USAF reqwrement for 56 
Super Constellation AEW aircraft had been estab­
lished,117 However, since the first of these would 
not be available until the middle of 1953, the 
Directorate of Requirements had tentatively ap­
proved a proposal made by the Duector of Plans 
that 30 B-29's be modified immediately to be used 
by ADC until the Super Constellations (RC-121 !s) 
could be produced,118 ADC opposed this interim 
action and iA August Headquarters USAF can­
celled the project. 

Meanwhile, ADC had prepared a plan for the 
employment of AEW aircraft in two barriers some 
800 miles long establrshed apptoximately 225 
miles off both coasts, Each barrier would be 
covered by four arrcraft spaced about 150 miles 
apart. ADC estimated that this coverage would 
afford a probability of detection of between 80 
and 90 percent.m With this plan as a foundation, 
ADC proceeded to set up the organization for 
employment of the AEW air c raft, training for 
personnel, and the many other plans needed for 
this new element of the air defense system.120 

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 first AEW squadron was not equipped until 
October 1954.121 

Delays in aircraft deliveries resulting from 
production lags were not the only difficulties 
encountered m addmg AEW aircraft to the radar 
network. The re-entty of the Air Force into the 
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field of seaward radar extension in 1951 did not 
receive support from the Navy, Although the Air 
Force looked to the Navy for AEW aircraft at that 
time, it was apparent that the Navy would not 
have enough alt'craft for the needs of both serv­
ices.1~2 Hencet Headquarters USAF approved the 
ADC requll'ement for the procurement of AEW 
aircraft, 

The absence of Naval enthusiasm for Au Force 
efforts to add AEW a1rcraft to the aJt defense 
system became more senous early ill 1953. Fol­
lowing President TmmanJs policy statement of 
31 December 1952 calling for emphas1s on the 
early-warning systemt each service was called 
upon to prepare a defense plan as of 31 Decem• 
bet 1955.* The plan submitted by the Arr F01ce 
contained a requirement for AEW a1rcraft; the 
Navy plan did not. Accordmg to the Navy view­
point, the Navy was responsible for the defense 
agamst aJI attack outside the range of the Air 

Force land-based radar.123 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 prov1s1on of AEW aircraft was 
its responsibility, the Air Force contmued tr 
plan for AEW employment.124 

No mtetserv1ce agi:eement on the use of AEW 
aircraft could be reached until thrs doctnn al dif­
ference was resolved, and on 29 July 1953 Secre­
tary of Defense Charles Wilson was asked to 
make the decis1on.m In support of the Att Force 
position, General Twmmg pointed out that the 
seaward extension was actually a part of the 
entire air defense system, which was an Air Force 
responsibtl1ty. Also, as he reaffirmed, prov1s1on 
for land-based aviation was an A1r Force func­
tion; the Navy should provide the necessary sea­
going £orces.u5 

Discussions of the problem contmued until, 
on 25 September 1953, President Eisenhower ap­
proved a National Security Council paper calling 
for the earliest possible 1mplementab.on of con­
tiguous seaward extension of the continental 
radar network.127 Influenced by this presidential 
edict, on 22 October General Twinmg and Ad­
miral Rober!: B. Carney, Chief of Naval Opera­
tions, reached an agreement which accepted the 
Air Force position. For contiguous extensions of 
radar coverage, the Air Force would provide the 
AEW aircraft and the Navy would fum1sh the re-

*See above p, 66. 

quired ships.m This agreement, v,hich was not 
s1gned until December, cleared the way for the 
implementation of the AEW plan as soon 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 shipst 
if such a force was dee111ed necessary for a.tr 
defense. Seagomg surface forces obviously were 
the responsibility of the Navy. The principal 
problem concemed the procurement of enough 
ships to fill the requirements, 

Despite the vulnerability of the radar-equipped 
ships used 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 to use radar-equipped ships for early warning 
against German attacks on Allied convoys.129 

Thus precedents existed for the picket ships 
included by the Navy in a ptoposed coastal early­
warning screen for use against air and submanne 
attacks.130 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 States.131 

The Air Force at that time had established no 
requirement for picket sh1ps. No provision had 
been made in 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 
line of picket s}ups and AEW ai.rcraft, the Air 
Staff had objected. The Air Staff considered the 
use of a radar picket hne to be of questionable 
value.1u This opmion was reflected later in the 
year in the preparation of the Interim Program and 
F 11st Augmentation (Mcxhfled Program), However, 
General Saville's planning group believed that 
picket ships should be considered later along 
with other radar needed to complete the system. 
For that reason, the F1rst Augmentation program 
ongmally provided for three prototype ships for 
testmg purposes.133 The $7,000,000 requested for 
this purpose, howevert was ehrninated from the 
program by the Bureau of the Budget.134 

The Air Force did nothing further about picket 
ships until early 1950 when ConAC forwarded to 
Headquarters USAF a requirement for the use of 
Navy picket ships. An defense personnel be­
lieved that picket ships would be needed to sup-
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plement the seaward extension of the radar net­
work hy AEW wrcraft. Primarily, the picket ship, 
would afford high-altitude coverage and the AEW 
aircraft would ptovide cover for low altitude.u, 
Based upon ConAC 1s recommendations, Hee:i­
quarters USAF presented to the JCS a requu~ 
ment for ten picket ships, six on the east coast 
and four on the west coast. Use of these ships 
would aid in identifyinginboundfhghts and would 
add to the defense m depth around coastal taz· 
gets.13, 

Now that the Air Force had decided upon a re­
quirement for picket ships, efforts were made by 
Headquarters USAF, ADC, and the air defens1:! 
forces to arrange with the Navy for the use of the 
ships.* The principal stumbling block was the 
Navy's insistence that no shiJ)'S 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-h □ur notice □ff the east 
coast. Further than that, it would be 1954 beforu 
the Navy could furnish the required ships.137 

Since ADC believed that picket ships wer.:i 
needed before 1954', 1t contmued to urge Head• 
q~arters USAF t9 press for a resolutton of the 
problem. Finally, on 13 Mai:ch 1952, Acting Sec-
1etary of the Aµ Force R.L. Gilpatr1c asked the 
Secretary of the Navy to coopetate in meetmg the 
urgent requirement for picket ships.138 The Secre­
tary of the Navy replied that the Navy did n<Jt 
believe the world situation warranted radar cover­
age on a continuous ba:sis; 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 Navel Opera­
tions action was deferred.139 

Although one picket ship had begun full-time 
operations in September 1952, mast of 1952 and 
1953 was occupied by testing and ba1nm g.140 

Continued efforts by the Air Force throughout 
most of 1953 failed to produce a settlement of the 
problem. Late 111 1953 prompted by President 
E1senhowerJs approval of the National Security 
Council paper requiring implementation of coo­
tiguous seaward radar extension as soon as pos­
sible, General Twining and Admita1 Camey 

• A RAND Cotporabon study c:ompleted about this time 
indicated that the use of pJcket ships would greatly 
increase the effect,. veness of the interceptor squadro:na 
(RM-518, F1ghterEffectlveness as a Function of R~d-1l' 
Coverage, 30 Jan 51). 

agreed that the Navy would provide the necessary 
picket ships. The forces used in this radar ex­
tension would be duected by the Au Defense 
Command.Ht The foundations were thus laid for 
picket ship operabons, but further decisions in 
regard to their use had to await the establish~ 
ment of a jomt air deferrse command m 1954, 

Texas Towers 
The third, and most recently conceived, method 

of extending radar coverage seaward is by use of 
the so-called "Texas Towers," The idea for 
these sea-based radar platforms originated m the 
LINCOLN Laboratory in the summer of 1952. In 
the opm1on of the LINCOLN scientists, picket 
sh1ps, though very necessary, were not an 1deal 
solution to the problem of contiguous radar ex­
tension, The picket ships were very expensive; 
they were limited to 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 adopted1 would greatly reduce those 
requirements." 14lThe LINCOLN proposal called 
for the erection of platforms on shoals off the 
northeast coast to serve as radar sites,' Smee 
the towers would resemble the oil well drilling 
platforms used m the Gulf of Mexico, they were 
called TexasTowers. These towers, accordmg to 
the LINCOLN conception, would be rectangular 
m shape (60 feet by 120 feet) and would cost an 
estimated one million dollars each to construct. 
Several shoals between Nova Scotia and the New 
Jersey coast were suitable,* and the towers built 
on them would afford high altitude coverage 200 
to 300 miles out from !.hare. The Texas Tower 
proposal appeared so promising to the LINCOLN 
Laboratory that a staff study was prepared and 
circulated among all agencies concerned with air 
defense.1~ 

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

*The P1::uc1f1c offshore area had few suitable sites fot 
Te11:as Tower construchon (Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 
53, P• 305), 
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1953.w In its reply, ADC informed Headquarters 
USAF that 1t desired to make operation of the 
radar on the towers as automatic as possible in 
order to corrserve personnel.146 

Little progress was made in the months that 
followed. LINCOLN Lab~atory heard no more 
about its proposal until the end of June 1953, 
Because of this seem:mg lack of interest, Maj. 
Gen. R.C. Maude, Commanding General of the 
AirForceCambridge Research Center,* presented 
the problem to Maj. Gen. D.L. Putt, Commanding 
General of the Au Resea!Ch and Development 
Command, Also, several expedients, such as 
building a tower as part of the DEW line project, 
were considered and discarded. Fmally, after 
conferring with Headquarters USAF, General Putt 
wa:s convinced that the problem was more one of 
des1gn and installation than of research and de­
velopment. Therefore, he agreed to place the 
Texas Tower woject in the hands of the Air In• 
stallations Office,1◄7 

At last, 1n November 1953, USAF announced in 
a plannmg guide 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 would cost $4,000,000.1◄8 Bead­
quarlets USAF followed with approval for con• 
struction of ftve towers-the design of which was 
changed to that of an equtlateral triangle, 210 
feet on a side-and inclusion of their cost in the 
budget programs for the fiscal years 1954 and 
1955,1

"'
9 By mid-1954, the Navy had been desig­

nated as the responsible agent for construct10n 
of 'the Texas T-owers, and operational and log1s­
hc al plans had been prepared,un However, it 
would be 2 December 1955 before the Air Force 
assumed beneficial occupancy of the first Texas 
Tower. tan 

Tito LINCOLN Transition System 

Not acturu.ly a part of the radar network exten­
sion but essential to its success was the vastly 
improved equipment designed to make use 
of the early warning and conu:ol data furnished 
by the radar sets. Furthermore, an improvement 

*The military organization under which LINCOLN 
Laborato,y functions, 

t For a popular account of hfe and operations on the 
first completed Texas Tower see: CJ'a.lg Thompson, 
0 Amenca's ,Strangest Island," The Saturday EventnQ 
Post, CCXXIX, no 1 ('1 Jul 56), 26-27. 

in this equipment-the ground electronic environ­
men t-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 air defense control 
center,15

~ Automatic operation permitted by this 
equipment would reduce the human element to a 
muumum. As indicated by a member of the Air 
Staff, this reduction was needed because there 
was "ser1011s doubt that successful interceptio!IS 
of high-speed attacking airborne objects can ever 
be made by other than fully automatic means. rnsi 
By 1950 it was very evident to air defense per­
sonnel that delays resulbng from handling the 
data constituted one of the greatest weaknesses 
of the interim au defense system,154 

The hanchcap to the air defense system result­
ing ftom an inadequate ground environment was 
the subject of one of the first investigations made 
by the Att Defense Systems Engmeenng Commit­
tee (ADSEC) after its fonnation late ll1 1949.* 
The committee compared the air defense system 
then in existence to an animal that was at once 
"lame, purblind, and 1diot-hke." ADSEC stated 
that an im}llovedground enviJ:ooment was required 
for "1t makes little sense for us to strengthen 
the muscles 1f there is no brain; and given a 
brain, it needs good eyesight. " 15~ 

Tw:rung to the scientists m order to provide 
the brain, the A1r Force called upon MIT to estab­
Hsh a laboratory to undertake a broad air defense 
program. The first phase of this program-Proj­
ect CHARLES-indicated the many llllprovements 
that would be requh:ed for an effective future air 
defense system, t CHARLES recommended erec­
tion of a centralized aircraft control and warning 
system which would combine the use of the high~ 
speed digital computer being developed by MIT 
with radar data u:ansmJ.Ssfon equipment from the 
Air Force Cambndge Research Center.u6 Project 
LINCOLN was set up in 1951 partly to continue 
consideration of these CHARLES recommenda­
tions. 

"'See above p. 31, 

t At the same time, the Continental Air Defense Sys• 
tem (CADS) proJect was mvestJ.gatmg the current air 
defense system, Several CADS recommendations for 
improvements m the manually operated ground en­
vu-onment were adopted, The ground environment still 
did not meet ADC requ.irements (Headquarters, ADC, 
Operauonal Plan SAGE, 7 Mar 55, v). 
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LlNCOLN scientists considered the problem of 
the ground electronic envuonment-the bra.tn­
from the standpoint of what could be done at 
once,in the near future, and ultimately. They de­
vised an immediate solution to the data-handling 
problem. Th1s solution they termed the "Quick 
Fix., system. Primarily, Quick Fix was designed 
to simplify data handling by rearranging function1;, 
in such a way as to ehmJnate the human element 
as much as possible~is1 

Quick Fix was the best that the LINCOLN 
scientists could devise for the period until ;;i 

"Future System 0 could be developed. Between 
the Quick Fix period and the completion of the 
Future ~ystem, some elements of the Future Syc­
tem-including the digital computer-could b~ 
made available. When these elements were plsced 
in operation, a uTransition System" 'would be in 
existence,155 

According to LINCOLN scientists, the Transi­
tion System would strike ' 1a balance betwe:.:n 
men and machines," Machines would be avail­
able to perform the functions that men did mo;o;t 
poorly, leaving man to complete the operation by 
making the basic decisions. The heart 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 Trarrsitiat System would be flexible and 
could be incorporated into the Future System 
when required,H9 

The LINCOLN Quick Fix system was demon­
strated to Air Defense Command repre~entatives 
on 29 September 1952,m Although the system 
offered "some potential" for an improved manual 
system, Ge11e1al Benjamin W. Chidlaw, ADC's 
commander, reported that it did not meet ADC r~ 
quirements for an improved sem1automal:.lc ail: 
defense S:!(stem.1n Testing of the equipment by 
Air Proving Ground Command (APGC) confirmed 
Chidlaw's opinion. APGC reported in March 1933 
that Quick Fix was "operationally undesirabb" 
and recommended that the project be disccn­
tinued. Headquarters USAF agreed and requested 
LINCOLN to "phase out this program as quickly 
as possible and divert ... manpower and funcls 
to more urgent ;ork. '1H2 

At about the same time, the Air Force was ar­
riving at a decision to support the Transiticn 
System. In addition to the LINCOLN system, tile 
Air Force bad been interested in an Air Defense 

Integrated System (ADJS) being developed by the 
UniveISity of Michigan's Willow Run Research 
Center,163 As late as J anumy 1953 the Air Force 
believed that both systems should be supported 
until futth er progress had been made, 1"'- 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 because 
the Air Force could not afford to support two 
projects.'~5 Following the Air Force's selection 
of the Transition System, as the ground electronic 
enviionment 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 operational 1n the New York area by 
January 1957.m 

Once the decision had been made 1n favor of 
the LINCOLN Transition System, t planning fot 
installation and integration into the Air Defense 
Command was undertaken. The Western Electnc 
Company was given a contractfo1 the installation 
of the system and, by the end of 1953, had or­
ganized the Air Defense Engineering Services 
(ADES) to fulfill the contract. Since ADC would 
he the ultj.mate "customer," ADES would report 
to that com.mand.167 ADC, in tum, had made sub­
stantial progress in its planning by mid-1954.10 

Although limitations in the system were already 
apparent, 'tt the Trairsition System held much 
promise for the future and would provide ADC 
"with the capabihty to conduct ru.r battle effec­
tively and flexibly. 1116P 

In the words of the Air Foice Cambri'dge Re­
searchCenter historian, the LINCOLN Transition 
System looked promising because, ''in associa­
tion with better eyes (radar) and better muscles 
(defensive weapons) it offered a chance to make 
a significFt improvement in the effectiveness of 

* In order to test the Transitlon System, LINCOLN 
Laboratory established the Cape Cod System m mtd-
1952. Tlus system, whI.ch consisted of 12 radar sites 
in the Boston area, began actual demonstratlons in 
September1953, Acting asL1NCOLN's provlrig ground, 
the Cape cod system mdicated the feasibility of the 
Transition Srstem {Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, 
1tP• 2ss-62), 

The Transition System later became known as the 
Senuaatoinatic Ground Environment (SAGE) System, 
tt For exen:iple, the system wals subject to electromc 
C1Jun:tenneasures, sabotage, and destruction of the 
above-ground fecillties, 
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a1r defe11se systems.'117~ Northward and seaward 
extensions of the radar network would move the 
"eyes" closer to the potential enemy, thus af­
fording the air defettse system a greater petiod of 
w arnmg, Theimprovedinteteeptors and the guided 
missiles still in the developmental stage would 
strengthen the "muscles,, of the system. It was 

expected that the combination of these llllprove­
ments would result in a weapon system which 
would increase s1gnif1cantly the kill potential of 
the air defense forces, Nevertheless, full benefit 
from these additions and improvements could not 
be derived without the proper organization for air 
defense . 
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CHAPTER VII 

JOINT ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE 

From the time that Headquarters, AAF began to 
plan for the postwar military establishment­
before the end of Wodd War Il-unb.l the meetmg 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West, Flotida, 
in the spring of 1948, the Air Force contended 
that continental air defense was its responsibility. 
Several organizational plans, designed in part to 
enable the Air Fotce to dischatge this respons1-
bihty, were drawn up dttring1945 1n Headquarters, 
AAF and Headquarters, Conb.nental Air Forces. 
None of these plans were approved, but in March 
1946 the AAF was reorganized along functional 
lines with the establishment of three major com­
mands, Strategic Air Command, Air Defense Com­
mand, and Tacb.cal Ait Command.* To Au Defense 
Command was assigned the mission of organizing 
and administering the integrated continental au 
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 Army Ground Forces.tt Furthermore, dis­
cussion between the AAF and the AGF indicated 
that the two services did not agree on a deonitton 
of air defense. AGF rnaintained that air defense 
was merely part of the over~all defense problem 
and actually should be defined as "defense by 
au.'' AAF believed, on the other hand, thtJt 
acceptance of the Army's position would havo 
divided the air defense mission. ttt Pending the 

*For a discussion of this reorganization see ADC 
HS-9, Orgalili:abon an4 Responslbihty for Air De­
fense, March 1946-September 1955, 
t See above, p, 4, 

tt See above, p, 5, 
tttsee above, pp. 15-16. 

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

In March 1948 the Air Force contention that air 
defense was an Air Fotce responsibility was con­
firmed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff meeting at Key 
West According to the Funct:J.ons Paper, which 
embodied the conclusions reached by the JCS, 
the USAF was assigned the mission of providing 
continental air defense in accordance with 
the policies and procedures of the Joint Cluefs. 
Also, the Air Force defirut:l.on 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, \Vhether or not the Key West agreements 
would solve the prob 1 ems facing General 
Stratemeyer 1n his attempts to cauy out his 
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 seJVices would be 
req111red in an au defense system, Primarily 
these resources consisted of Army ant:l.aircraft 
artillery and Navy fighter aircraft and radar eqwp­
ment. According to the Key West Functions 
Paper, the Army and Navy were to furnish those 
resources in keeping with JCS pohcies. Since no 
JCS policies were forthcommg, ADC continued to 
rely on mterserv1ce agreements that were intended 
to provide all avwlable air defense forces in an 
emergency. Negotiations for such agreements 
usually revived differences of opmion concerning 
operat:J.onal control of the forces.t Also, the agree­
ments were not completely satisfactory for the air 
defense commander because availability of Army 
and Navy forces would always depend upon their 
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"'see above, pp. 17°18, 
t See above, PP• 6-7, 
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not being required for their pnmary missions,* 
Whtle the Air Defense Command was negotiating 

for augmentation forces as a means of carrymg 
out its mission, the War Department was drafting 
a plan for the formation of a continental defense 
co!11mand, War Department planners maintamed 
that this would be an Army command which would 
umfy all ground and air defense forces under one 
commander, When the WD plan was considered by 
the Air Staff late m 1946, Maj. Gen. O, P, Weyland, 
Plans Chief, stated that the proposal did not go 
far enough. He understood that Admiral Fo1l'est 
Sherman, the Chief of Naval Operabons, had 
stated that the Joint Chiefs should undertake the 
establishment of a jo1nt defense command There­
fore, Weyland believed the time was propitious 
to approach the Navy on the subject In Weyland's 
opllllon, such a joint command should function 
under the strategic guidance of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff.1 

Consideration of a Joint command continued, 
and on 26 Match 1947, at the direction of the 
Joint Chiefs, the Jo1nt Planning Staff appointed 
an ad 1roc committee to study the question of a 
umf1ed defense command, t Deliberations of the 
committee indicated that Admiral Sherman had 
apparently not expressed naval opuuon when he 
spoke in favor of a joint command, According to 
the Navy member of the committee, establishment 
of a unified command was 

unnecessary m the light of potential enemy capabilities 
and is undesirable in that it would concentrate excessive 
authority in one individual for a variety of operations 
which are so diverse in character and geographic ares 
t!iat they can best be performed by separate commWJds, ~ 

He considered the 1nterserv1ce cooperation agree­
ments then 1n existence sufficient for that time. 
Because of this difference of opinion, the com­
mittee was unable to reach an agreement.5 

By 1948 attention of Air Staff planners had been 
focused on the possibility of establishing an Au 
Defense Command as a speci&ed command of the 

*For discussions of these problems see: ADC HS-4, 
Army Antiaircraft in Air Defense, 1946-1954; ADC 
HS-5, Emergency A1r Defense Forces, 1946•1954, 
t A w,UJ.ed command is identified by the USAF Diction• 
ary as "a command made up of joint or combined 
forces, operating under a single commander,., Appaz.. 
enUy during the period under discussion service pl&n­
ners used the terms "Joint command" and "uni£1ed 
command" interchangeably. As herein used they are 
considered to hllve precisely the same meaning. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff,* This solution to the com• 
m and problem met with conSiderable opp0S1bon 
both from General Stratemeyer and from some 
members of the Ah Staff, t Stratemeyer agreed 
that responS1bi!ity for air defense had to be 
shared by all services and thal: wuty of command 
was necessary, However, he obJected to a JCS 
command pdmartly because the JCS was "a 
rather cumbecsome body to be charged with oper­
ating an active component of the Au Force" and 
because the ADC commander would become 
responsible to two agencies the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff for air defense and the Ch1ef of Staff, USAF 
for all other functions. Moreover, Stratemeyer felt 
that 

there iS no assurance that the JCS would be any more 
wtlllng to allocate resources of the Army and Navy to 
air defense by virtue of the ADC becoming a JC~ 
spec1f1ed command than they are at the present time, 

Thus, in 1948 neither the Joint command nor the 
JCS specified command concept found much favor 
w1tlun the Air Force. 

The next two years witnessed the formation of 
the ContJ.nental Air Command, to which the air 
defense mission was assigned, and the gradual 
demise of the Air Defense Command. tt By means 
of these orgat11zat1onal changes, more effective 
use of the available USAF forces was made 
possible. Also, m 1950, the formation of the Anny 
AntJ.aircraft Command began the integration of AA 
into the air defense system and paved the way 
for closer coordination between the Army and the 
Air Force in air defense matters. ttt 

The Soviet atom1c explosion in the summer of 
1949 placed new emphasis on the problem of 
organization for continental air defense. Within 
the Air Staff, organizational studies begun m 
Q::tober 1949 revived a proposal for the estabhsh­
ment of a unified defe-m,e or unified air defense 
command, Plans were drawn up by the Air Staff 
and in Headquarters, ConAC, but none could be 

"'Accozding to the USAF diction1uy a specified com• 
mend is "a one-service command under the strategi.c 
guldance of the JCS for the perfonnance of a specific 
task.u 

t Oo.e m~mber of the All' Staff stated that crea hon of 
a JCS-directed A1r Defense Command was "premature, 
unrealistic, disadvantageous, unnecessary, reckless, 
and illogical" (memo from Col. A,J. Kiru!.ey to CoL 
John B. Cary, subj; Policies Relative to AlZ Defense, 
4 June 48, in OPD 381 {11 Dec 45), sec 3), 
tt See ADC HS-9, pp. 21-39, 

tttSee ADC Hs-4, pp, 34-45, 
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approved because of the shortage of personnel.*,;, 
At the end of June 1950 the outbreak of th.e 
Korean war drastically altered the situation, Not 
only did the need for a more effective contmental 
air defense become more acute, but the contem­
plated buildup of the Air Force promised to 
alleviate the personnel shortage to some extent. 
Pfenning for an orgaruzatlonal change resumed. 

By September a plan calhng for a unified Air 
Defense Command had been prepared by the Air 
Staff. Submission of the plan to ConAC for com• 
ments revealed that oppos1t:ion to the unified 
command concept still remained. Replying for the 
commend, Brig, Gen. HerbertB. Thatcher, ConAC'o 
Deputy for Operations, stated that application of 
the concept to the Air Defense Command we;:-; 

"unnecessary and undesirable," Instead, Thatcher 
expressed agreement with the establishment of a 
JCS specified command such as General Stmte­
meyer had opposed two years earlier, ConAC 1s 
concurrence was based on the need, in the light 
of international conditions, for raismg the conti­
nental air defense organization to a position which 
would "assure recognition commensurate with the 
importance of the United States air defense 
ptoblem.u Thatcher stated that the command co:::.­
cept desired was one involving only USAF units, 
with the commander possessing operatlon;;l 
control over the units supplied by the other 
services.5 

Lespite ConAC's oppoSluon 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 th at possessed sn air defense cape• 
bility. 0 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 to the unified commsnd commensur:..te 
to the Air Force contribution, USAF would support 
the unified command plan, If only token forcec; 
were offered by the other services, the USAF 
would favor the establishment of a JCS specified 
command, as recommended by ConAC, 7 

In reply to Twining's explanation, Gener,11 
Whitehead rene~ed his recommendation, mado 
earlier in the year, for the formation of an Air 

*See above, P• 3&, 

Defense Command separate from ConAC. Such a 
command was necessitated, Whitehead repeated, 
by the growth of the air defense system. Since 
JCS action on the unified commG11d plan was not 
forthcoming, this time Whitehead's proposal was 
speedily approved by Headquai:ters USAF, and the 
Au Defense Command was uxe-established" on 
1 January 1951 as a major USAF command,* 

Formation of the Air Defense Command did not 
termin~te Headquarters USAF efforts to gain 
approval for its other organizational plans. When 
it appeared that the unified command plan would 
not receive JCS approval, General Vandenberg 
sent the Joint Chiefs a plan calling for a JCS 
specified comm.sud, 8 Both plans remained before 
the JCS, and although all agencies concerned 
conbnued to conS1der 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.11 

The question of command arrangements in air 
defense organization arose again in 1953 during 
the period of incteased empbaSls 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 dil:ecte<l by the Chief of Staff an.d 
depending upon interservice agreements for 
emergency forces. Nevertheless, on 6 August 
1953, the Joint Chiefs of Staff tentaUv1ly agreed 
on the establishment of a JCS specilied command 
and charged General Twimng, who. ha,d replaced 
Vandenberg as Air Force Chief of Staff, with 
preparation of the necessruy plans,10 

In tum, General Twining instntctecl the Air 
Staff to resume consideration of air defense com• 
mand organization. He reminded staff members 
that in view of the increasing Soviet nuclear 
capability, 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 chd not change its previous 
decisfon in favor of retaining the pre-sent organi­
zation, In defense of its position, the Air Steff 
reported that normal JCS or unified command 
arren•gements would not be satisfactory for air 
defense. Instead, the Air Staff drew up a plan 
calbng for the Chief of Staff, USAF to report to 
the JCS pedodically concemmg air defense 

• See above, P• 36. 
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matters and to send all air defense plans and 
pohc1es to the Joint Chiefs for approval.11 

Apparently with some reluctance, the Air Staff 
also prepared an alternate plan calling for a JCS 
specified command, In the opinion 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 comm and 
of all defense forces. Thatcher believed that 
-such a command would take away from lhe Air 
Defense Command commander the split-second 
control that he needed in order to pedorm his 
m1ss10n.* In add1tion, Thatcher feared that a 
uruhed command would give both the Army and 
the Navy, as well as the USAF, a pnmaryresponsi 
b1hty m an defense.u Therefore, the alternate 
plan for a JCS specified command was made 
ready. The Air Staff obJections to a change m the 
command anangements and the recommendation 
for periodic reporting to the JCS by the Au Force 
Chief of Staff were sent to the J omt Chiefs in 
December 1953.u 

Soon after the beginning of the new year, 
General Twining informed Lt Gen. Earle E. 
Partridge, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations, that 
a realignment of the Air Force posit.ton on con­
tinental air defense was urgently needed, Adm1ral 
Arthur W, Radford, Chauman of the Jomt Chiefs 
of Staff, believed that the Au Force could no 
longer afford to carry the full respons1b1l.tty for 
such an important funcb.on. He was fumly con­
vinced that some type of JCS command had to be 
devised. Twining agreed and requested the Air 
Staff to take appropnate action to reverse its 
previous position in opposition to a JCS specified 
command,14 

At about the same time, m a memorandum to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Radford expanded 
his ideas ~n the type of command artangement 
needed for au defense, He remmded the Joint 
C1uefs that they were charged by law to establish 
unified commands m strategic areas when such 

*eoi. James F, Mnsenand, a member of Thatcher's 
staff, disagreed. He felt that unified commEUUl...y,iould 
strength.en the Air Force m a1r defense because 1t 
would give the commander more 111fluence 1n plamung 
and would allow more coordinat:J.on in weapon system 
development (memo from Col, James F. Whisenand, 
Asst Dep Dir of Plans, for General Thatcher, subJ, 
Cotnn:1and A:trangements for the Defense of the Uiuted 
States, 15 Dec 53, m OPD 381 (11 Dec 45}, sec 10), 

an establishment was in the mterest of national 
secunty. Radford considered that in the interest 
of national security a 301nt command for continen­
tal air defense was necessary. This command 
would be composed of forces from each service 
and would provide for the coordinated efforts of 
each service for continental au defense. Accord­
ing to Radford1s conception, the command would 
be under a sen1or Air Force officer with the Ch1ef 
of Staff, USAF as execub.ve agent. The joint 
commander would have a joint staff and would be 
empowered to ach vate subordinate joint comm ands. 
The joint command would mclude all air forces 
assigned to att defense and all anb.aircraft 
arl:Illery involved in permanent air defense. Also, 
prov1s1on would be made for the Jomt commander 
to have operational control of any units which 
could augment the air defense forces. Adnural 
Radford recommended that the Joint Chiefs 
approve this type of organizabon for continental 
au defense.15 

On 22 January 1954 the Jomt Chiefs of Staff 
approved 1n principle the establishment of a JCS 
command for continental air defense and directed 
the Joint Strategic Plans Committee to prepare 
terms of reference for the commander of such a 
command. The committee report of 1 March mdi­
cated that a difference of opinion still existed, 
The Air Force and the Navy now appeared to 
favor a Joint command with the jomt commander 
having spec1fac guide lines to follow, On the other 
band, the Army expressed a preference for a JCS 
specified command, with the Air Force as execu­
tive agent, According to the Army view, terms o{ 
reference would be broad and detailed plannmg 
would be left for th~ 'service component com­
manders, The committee report: also recommended 
that the views of the Air Defense Command, Army, 
and Navy be requested. u _ ____ _ 

- ·Gen;;i Ch1dlaw re~lied for ADC on 11 May 
1954 w1th a proposed organization wh1ch was very 
similar to that suggested by Adm11al Radford, 
Chidlaw proposed a Jomt command under the JCS, 
with the Au Force serving as executive agent. 
Under the joint command would be three subcom­
mands: the Air Defense Command, the Army Anti­
aircraft Command, and a Navy component. At each 
level of the existing Air Defense Command Chidlaw 
planned a 301nt headqn;uters commanded by ADC 
officeIS and augmented by a small number of 
Atmy, Navy, and Manne Corps personnel The Au 
Defense Command would tum over responsibtl1ty 
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fo1 air defense to the new joint command, which, 
in an emergency, would have operabonal control 
over the forces of the subcommands.17 

In an accompanying letter, General Chidlaw 
explained his conception of the requirements for 
this unprecedented command. Any joint commend 
established, he believed, had to have unity of 
command and simplicity of operabon as overridmg 
considerations, Also, there had to be a clear 
analysis of the threat; a simple, clear, and duect 
command structure; and-what he considered the 
most important single item-a sound JCS-approved 
air defense plan, b1nd1ng on all services. Chidlaw 
stated that since air defense was a funchoncl 
mission C8l'1led out on a geograph1cal basis, the 
operating air defense command had to be organized 
geographically with all subcommands havmg the 
same mission-air defense of a geographical 
area. The "Uruted States Air Defense Command" 
that he proposed would provide this organization, u 

When Chidlaw's views and those of the other 
services were received by the J omt Chiefs of 
Staff, another: important difference of opinion was 
indicated The Army believed that 1f a joint com­
msnd was established, joint headquarters below 
the ADC level were not necessaty or desirable. 
Operati.onal control, the Army maintained, should 
be exercised through the service component com· 
manders. On the other hand, the Navy agreed with 
the' Air Force that headqiiarters down to air 
division should be joint and th at the air defense 
commander should have operational control over 
all forces assigned or made available for air 
defense.19 

By 2 August this difference of opinion had been 
resolved in favor of the Navy-Air Force view and 
the JCS directed the activation of the Continen­
t al Air Defense Command (CONAD), As 
estabhshed, CONAD was similar to the organi­
zation proposed by Admiral Radford and General 
Chidlaw. CONAD, a joint command "for the air 
defense of the continentel United States/' was 
placed above the existing ADC structure, with the 
Department of the Au Force as executive agent. 
The Au Defense Comm m.d, the Anny Antiaircraft 
Command, and naval forces of the oontiguous 
radar coverage system were allocated to CON AD, 
The Commandtng General, CONAD was given 
operational control of those forces and of all 
augmentation forces made available duringpedods 
of emergency?0 

The creation of CONAD, which was activated 
1 September 1954 at Ent Air Force Base with 
General Chidlaw as commander, was a significant 
step m the development of continental air defense, 
As part of a JCS-duected command, each air 
defense commander would no longer have to depend 
upon interservice agreements for augmentation 
forces. Those forces were available and, during 
emergencies, the commander's operational con­
trol of them was assured, Furthermore, the para­
mount importance of continental air detense wa:s 
recognized. Althoogh the Air Force would retam 
the dominant position-the Department of the Afr 
Force was the executive agent 9f the command 
and air defense commanders would be USAF 
personnel-henceforth the responsibility of pro­
tectmg the United States from air attack would be 
shared by the Army and the Navy. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

SUMMARY 

Before the end of World War II, Air Force plan• 
nets recognized that continental air defense 
would be one of the most important mi.3"sions of 
the postwar military establishment. These plan­
ners assumed that the United States would not be 
the aggressor in any future war but would un­
doubtedly have to defend its continental hm1ts 
against an initial surprise attack. Although this 
assumption did not necessarily mean that they 
advocated an air defense in being1 it did mean 
that they saw a requirement for au defense plans. 
In on:ler to fdl this requirement, discussions m 
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-J Day, the Au 
Force could do httle to implement these plans. 
Nevei:theless, as part of a postwar 1eorgan1za­
hon, an Air Defense Command was activated on 
21 March 1946 as one of three major AAF com­
mands. 

At the hme of the AAF reorganizatlon, it was 
apparent that Air Force resources would be in­
adequate for complete maruung of each of the 
majo1 commands. Smee possession of the atomic 
bomb by the United States was the mam deterrent 
to war, the Strategic Air Command and its de­
livery vehicles had to be combat•ready at all 
times. Therefore, lughest priority for manpower 
and materiel wss a:ss1gned to SAC. The Air De­
fense Command, allotted a heterogeneous group 
of responsib1lit1es in an interim miS'sion d1rec• 
hve, would have to get along with as few re­
sources as pOS'sible. 

In the tield of air defense1 ADC was delegated 
the organization and administration of the inte­
giated air defense system. It was to exercise 
direct control of all active, and to coordmate all 
passive, means of air defense. Lt. Gen. George 
E, Stratemeyer, ADC 1s commander, qwckly dis-­
covered that he did not have the me:ans for ful-

81 

filling such a misS1on. In fact, the means for 
establishing an effective air defense ·system were 
not available throughout the Air Force. For the 
present, ADC found that without operabonal 
forces its principal role was one of planning. 

Lacking both m1Ss1on duective and forces, 
ADC wa-s handicapped in its attempts to plan for 
air defense. To fill this void, Stratemeyer pressed 
Headquarters, AAF during 1946 for a mis-sion d1-
recbve, for a statement of responsibilities, and 
for operational forces. Pending an end to the 
struggle for unrl'1cahon and a builduo of its 
forces, Headquarters, AAF could grant none of 
his requests. Nevertheless, ADC dJew up three 
plans: a short term plan which was a capability 
study to mdicate what the command could do if 
called upon to set up an air defense m the im­
mediate future; a plan for an air defense in being; 
and a long term plan that was a requirement 
study based on future forecasts. Although none 
of these plans 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 Stratemeyerts requests 
was overcome on 26 July 1947 with the creation 
of the United States Air FOJCe. No longer would 
Air Force planners have to consider the effect of 
thes.r action·s on the pending unification legisla­
tion. W1th independence a reality, Headquarters 
USAF could take definite steps toward establish• 
ing an air defense system. One of the most im• 
portent of these steps was its approval of a plan­
known as SUPREMACY-for an AC&W network 
coshng $388,000,000 and consisting of 411 radar 
stat.Lons in the United States and Alaska, Also, 
late in 1947, Headquarters USAF granted ADC a 
definite mission d1rective assigning the air d~ 
fense-1n an emergency and for planning purposes­
of the United States to General Stratemeyer. This 
clard1cation 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 primary re­
sporrs1bility for air defense. And, while these 
significant actions were taking place, an awak­
ening public interest in au defense could be 
seen. 

In the midst of these rather halting USAF ef­
forts to begin an air defen·se system, interna­
tional events dictated an attempt to set up an 
active air defense, In March 1948, with the "Cold 
War" threatening to become a war m fact, Gen­
eral Cad Spaatz, An Force Chief of Staff, or­
dered the establlshment of an active air defense 
in Alaska and in the Northea:st and Northwest 
sections of the United States. Although ajr de­
fense personnel took prompt action to comply 
wlth Spaatz' directive, the means were not avail­
able to establish an effectJ.ve defense. By the 
time the tense March-April period ended, the fu­
tility of attempting to defend the nation without 
sufficient personnel or materiel had been well 
illustrated. 

Now that at least skeleton air defense systems 
were in place, Headqua;ters USAF directed ADC 
to retain the systems and to set up a similar 
system in the Albuquerque, New Mexico, area. In 
order to assure that the nation would not be com­
pletely without air defenses 1n the future, Head­
quarters USAF also attempted to obtain congres­
sional sanction for Plan SUPREMACY. Desp1te 
efforts by the Department of the Air Force, Con­
gress adjourned 1n June 1948 w1thout acting on 
the plan. 

With considerahon of SUPREMACY delayed at 
least until the next session of Congress and the 
need for air defense becommg more acute, Head­
quarters 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 Open:• 
tioas to study the problem. General Sav11le's 
staff concluded that until an over-all air defense 
program was decided upon, some action had to be 
taken to estabhsh an air defense system and 
that such achon would be limited to the deploy• 
ment and installauon of radar equipment. There­
fore, terniing the air defense picture "certainly 
shocking,n Saville presented to Secretazy of De­
fense James F orrestal a plan calling for an Inter­
im Program consistmg of 51radars and 10 control 
centers and a F11st Augmentation of 15 radaxs. 
Termed the 1,fodifled Program it would require 

about$86t000,000 and was scheduled to be opera­
tional by 1952. A bill based upon the Modified 
Program was presented to Congress early in 1949, 
Finally, in nud-March, this measure-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 against future 
threats, the Air Force was at last authorized to 
begin constmcbon of a radar network. 

Since neithex SUPREMACY nor the Modified 
Program would furnish early warning immediately, 
the nation would :remain v.utually defenseless 
against all' attack. In order to provide some pro­
tection, air defense personnel decided to estab­
lish a temporary network, the mstallation of 
which was code-named L.ASHUP, Approval for 
LASHUP was received from Secretary of Defense 
Foxrestal in October 1949, and preliminary work 
on the network began by the end of the year. 

While plans were being made for establishmg 
an AC&W network, air defense was strengthened 
by another major reorganization ctf the Air Force. 
In October 1948, Presic1ent Harry $. Truman 
called for greater emphasis on the organization 
and training of all reserve components. One of the 
results of thi:s 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 Ta:::bcalAlt'Commandwere reduced 
to "operational" status. For air defense, this 
reorganization meant that Ell.I ADC and TAC units 
would be placed under one commander and could 
be used in whatever role the situation demanded. 

In the fall of 1949, continental air defense re­
ceived new emphas1s following the Soviet atomic 
explosion which occurred aeveral years before 
the time pred1eted by most American experts. No 
longer could the nation depend solely upon its 
atomic stockpile as a deterrent agmnst aggres­
sion, Henceforth, strong defensive measures to 
augment the offensive striking force would be 
re quired. But there was little that the Air Force 
could do immediately to strengthen air defenses, 
Nevertheless, several significant steps, includ­
ing issual'l.ce of a duecbve to begin construction 
of the radar sites for the Permanent System were 
taken. 

Despite the efforts by Headquarters USAF to 
improve the air defense system, Lt. Gen. EnnIS 
Wlutehead, the Commanding General of ConAC, 
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was not satisfied. Because contmental air de-­
fense was his responsibility, he began to urge 
Headquarters USAF to provide the means for an 
effective air defense, During the first half of 
19501 USAF did all that 1t cou1d to grant White~ 
head1s requests; but, as had been the case smce 
the end of World War II, the An Force d1d not 
have the resources to satisfy simultaneously all 
of its commitments. 

Continental air defense assumed added sigmf-­
icance on 25 June 1950, when the North Koreans 
invaded the Repnbhc of Korea and the United 
Nations, Jed by the United States, moved to stop 
the Communist aggression. With hostilities taking 
place, a major conflict, wh1ch would undoubtedly 
include au attacks on the United States, might 
eastly be touched off. 

Outbreak of the Korean hostilities did not bnng 
about any 1mmed1ate augmentation in personnel 
or matenel f'or the air deferrse system because, 
naturally, the Far East Air Forces were accorded 
a higher prionty. However, the air defense sys­
tem benefited mother ways, Attempts were made 
to place the AC&W network on a 24-hour opera­
tional basts, and authonty was received to make 
active mtezceptions of hostile aircraft. Furthel"" 
more, fighter forces for air defense were increased 
by federalization of Ah National Guard units. 

At the same time, the Korean war meant a great 
increase m the responsibilities of ConAC. This 
factor, in addition to the increase m figltter fore es 
and the progress being made m co11struchon of 
thePerrnanentSystem, led to the re.establishment 
of the Air Defense Command. With the formatlon 
of ConAC, late m 1948, ADC had become an op­
erational headquarters. On 1 September 1949 it 
had been reduced to record status and a year 
later had been abohshed completely, Now, at the­
end of 1950, a new Air Defense Command came 
into being with one m1ssian-ptovis1on of conti­
nental au defense. 

The Air Defense.Command appeared at a time 
when Headquarters USAF was adopting a new 
concept. According to tlus "weapon systemn 
concept, the future A:tr Force could perform its 
missions best by use of air defense, strategic, 
or tactical weapon systems. In each system all 
elements were to be combined around an airframe, 
Until the elem~ts 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 compleb.on until 1952, erection of a temporary 
(LASHUP) radar network had been undertaken. By 
m1d-l950, the 44 LASHUP stations were oper• 
atlonal. Construction had also progressed slowly 
on the Permanent System. Priorities had been 
estabhshed for the 85 stations, wdh completion 
of the fust group scheduled for 1 July 1952, 
Because completion by that date m1ght not be soon 
enough in view of the Soviet atomic explosion late 
1n 1949 and the outbreak of hosttl1ties in Korea in 
June 1950, beginning in 1950 Headquarters USAF 
tried to accelerate the pi:ogxarn. Despite Depart• 
ment of the An Force and congressional efforts, 
however, factors outside of the control of USAF, 
such as strikes and shortages of radar equipment, 
continued to delay installation of the network. 
The Permanent System was not fully operational 
until Anrtl 1953. 

' -
t.uccessful 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 to write military character• 
1stics for improved early-warning radar sets. By 
1947 p1cduction of two improved sets-AN/CPS-6B 
and AN/FPS-3-~as underway, with d~livery of • 
the first sets scheduled for 1949 and 1950, Be­
cause these sets, although great improvements 
over previous models, still did not meet future 
requuements, tesearch and development was con­
t.rnued on mare powerful models. 

The deiivery program for impr'oved seateh radar 
was delayed from the beginning, and despite ef­
forts to accelerate the program, the Permanent 
System was not completely equipped w1th the 
sets until April 1953. In the meantime, the Air 
Force had contracted with the Western Electric 
Company for a proJect to investigate Improve­
ments on the existing radar network. This proj­
ect, known as CADS (Cmtinental Air Defense 
System), recommended a number of changes which, 
when adopted, impr9ved the ground environment 
of the mterim au defense system. 

A rna.,or weakness of the Pennm.ent ~yi::tem 
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 corps of ground observers to spot low­
flying aircraft and fill gaps m the radar coverage. 
However, 1t was not clear during the immechate 
po.Jtwar yems that the Air Force had the authix-
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ity to organize 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 observer ·system.Not until Febru­
aty 1950 was the formation of a GOC authorized 
by Headquarters USAF. 

Because the GOC was to be composed of vol­
unteexs, its 5uccess depended upon public in­
terest. From the first Iecruitmg lagged badly and 
interest proved' c:hff1cult to sustam. Although al­
most 350,000 volunteers were enrolled in the 
GOC by mid-1954, only 130,000 were considered 
active. These observers manned some 5,400 of 
the 16,000 posts deemed necessary by the Air 
Defense Command. The Ground Observer Corp.s 
remained a weak element in the interim au de­
ferrse system. 

At the heart of the future air defense weallon 
system would be the interceptor aircraft. How­
ever, an aucraft 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 American night fighter 
(P-61) had been developed. To replace the P-61 
during the postwar period, the AAF planned a jet 
aircraft, and two models, XF-87 and XF-89, were 
selected for investigation. While these all'ctaft 
were being developed, an interim interceptor wns 
needed, and the P-82 "Twin Mustang" was se­
lected. Even though some 225 P-82•s were op­
erational by the end of 1948, they were soon to 
be replaced by jet aircraft, principally the F-860 
and F-94C, 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 a1I defense system. 

While these interceptors were be1ng phased 
mto the system, the aircraft designed to consti­
tute the heart of the weapon system in the future 
was being developed. From a design competi­
tion begun m 1950, a contract for the u1954 In­
terceptox" was awarded to Convair, When 1t ap, 
peared that this interceptor would not bo 
operational until the 1955-56 time period, anothei: 
interim a1Icraft: was needed. To meet this need, 
a decision was reached to produce the airframe 
of the Convau 1954 Interceptor as the F-102A; 
the ultimate aircraft was designated the F-1028. 
By mid-1954 theF~102A tests had been completed 

but the aircraft was not scheduled for production 
until the end of the followmg year, 

During the years 1951-54, while the intetim 
air defense system was being completed, efforts 
were being made to expand the system, Because 
it appeared quite certain that any future air at­
tack would come across the polar regions, con­
tinental air defenses had to be oriented north­
ward. At first, the meagemes-s of an' defense 
resouroes dl c ta te d that a line of defense be 
e·stablished around the most vital areas. By 
195,2; however, the Air Defense Command had 
adopted the "double per1meter" concept whereby 
the defended areas would be protected by two 
Imes of radar, The meairs with the greatest po­
tential for completing and augmenting the double 
perimeter included mobile and gap-filler radar 
sets, airborne and seaborne early-warnin~ radar, 
and a ground environment which would afford 
more automatic data-handling, 

The method undertaken initially to strengthen 
the Permanent System was expansion of the ex• 
isting land-based system. This augmentation 
would be accompllshed in four phases, the f1tst 
three of which would corrsrst of 98 radar sets m 
the Mobile Radar program. Installation of these 
radar sets had been approved and given a high 
priority by Headquarters USAF by mid-1954. For 
low-altitude coverage and gairfllling, He ad• 
qu.arters USAF had also approved a program call• 
ing for 323 small automatic radar sets. Addition 
of these radars to the Permanent System prom­
ised to 1mprove greatly the land-based AC&W 
network. 

Northward extens1on of the eady warnmg net• 
work was made poS'sible by a combination of 
factors. The Alaskan Air Command andthe North• 
east Air Command possessed early warning poten• 
hal and were mtegrated into the continental air 
defense system. The PINETREE chain of radars 
in southem Canada was installed by the coop­
erative efforts of the American and Canadian air 
defense commands, and the Mid-C enada hne was 
being completed primarily by the Canadians. 

These northern extensions would he helpful, 
but there was a need to move the early warning 
line as close as possible to the potential aggres­
sor. A radar line across the arctic regirnrs of 
Canada would fulfill this requirement. The de. 
c1sion to build such a Distant Early Warning 
(DEW) line with American funds was reached by 
the Department of Defen:se during a period when 

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958 

,. 



This Page Declassified IAW E012958 

SUMMARY 85 

pub he awareness of the nation ts vulnerabihty 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 mvesbgate air defense. During the summer of 
the following year, the LINCOLN Laboratory 
organized a special study group to review conti­
nental au defense. Most startling of the recom­
mendations of thi:s special study group-the Sum­
mer Study Group-was one for the immediate 
erection of a DEW line at a cost of $370,000,000 
and an annual maintenance cast of $100,000,000. 
Although the Group's report was not approved 
officially by the Air Force or the Department of 
Defense, 1t was presented to the N ati'onal Se­
cunty Council by the Chairman of the Nattonal 
Secunty Resources Board. These agencies re­
ceived the report with enthrrsiasm and President 
Truman was apprised of the Summer Study Group's 
fmdmgs. 

In essence, the report of the Summer Study 
Group called for a crash program in the erection 
of a DEW line. Neither the Au Force nor the 
Department of Defense agreed that such a pro­
gram was feasible at that time, In the opinion of 
the Au Staff, development of the 1adar equipment 
needed for a DEW line was not far enough ad­
vanced. Furthermore, the Arr Force believed, 
any available funds co11ld be more effectively 
used to improve the exxsting AC&W network. 
Despite these objections, on the last day of 1952 
President Truman approved construction of the 
DEW hne. Durmg the next two years, while the 
question of the feas1b1lity of a DEW hn e was 
being discussed in the public press, testing of 
equipment proceeded on schedule. 

The entire question of the amount and type of 
continental air defense requrred also came under 
drscuss1on during this period. When the Summer 
Study Group and Project EAST RIVER (Civil 
Defense) reports highlighted the nation's 
vulnerability to air attack, the N ahonal Security 
Resources Board and the National Security Coun­
cil pressed President Truman for action. The 
President responded by ordenng a review of all 
air defense programs and, when the review re­
vealed unsatisfactory conditions, by appointing 
the Kelly Committee to study the au ..ieferrse 
problem. Also, each service was called upon by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit a pl an to 
cover the defense situation as it was expected 

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

While these plans were under consideration, 
the Kelly Committee submitted a teport which 
opposed a crash DEW program. Since this repcxt 
indicated that a difference of opinion still existed 
on air defense, the National Security Council 
appointed a new (Bull) committee which, on 22 
July 1953, reported that the continental defense 
programs, current and future, were inadequate. 
Shortly thereafter the Bull Committee~s conclu­
srnns took on ooded significance with the 12 
August Soviet H-bomb explos1on. Therefore, .;in 

25 September, President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
approved a new policy statement calling for m­
creased emphasis on continental defense. By 
early 1954 another policy statement bad lessened 
the emphasrs; and by the m1ddle of the year, out­
side of the Air Force, defense seemed somewhat 
less urgent. Approval of the defense plans was 
bemg delayed by the divergent views which still 
existed between the services on certain phases 
of alt defense. It was hoped that fonnahon of a 
joint air defense command then being considered 
would aid m resolving those mterservice dif­
ferences. 

In addition to the northwanl expansion of the 
land-based network, a seaward extension was 
necessary. Three devices were adopted to pro­
vide seaward extension: aubome early warning 
(AEW) aucraft, 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 
Gene1al Nathan F. Twming, the Air Force Chief 
of Staff. Camey and Twmmg agreed that the Air 
Force wouW provide the AEW aircraft and the 
Navy would furnish picket shjps. These seaward 
extension fmccs would be augmented off the 
Atlanb.c 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-m addition to the land-based 
and seaward extensioos-in the improvement of 
the air defense network was the development of 
the ground electronic envuonment. A11 defettse 
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 imm~diate solub.cn 
and a plan for a "Future System." The LINCOLN 
Quick Fix was deemed "operationally widestt.:i­
ble," however, and an intermediate solution­
LINCOLN'S Transition System-was propose-:!, 
The Transition System was accepted, with the 
first prototype due to be operab.onal by J anua::y 
1957. Adaption of the Transition System, in corr­
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 force::.. 

Formation of a joint air defense command had 
long been considered by air defense personnc:1 
as an ultimate goal. Although Headquarters, AAF 
had assigned the air defense mission to the Air 
Defense Command upon the latter's achvabon 
early in 1946, air defezrse was not confirmed es 
an Arr. Foroe mission until the meeting of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West hl March 1948. 
As a result of the Key West decisions, air de­
fense became a unilateral responsibility of the 
Air Force, with the Army and Navy having col­
lateralfunctions, Thus, the Air Defense CommSJ'Jd 
remained an Air Force organization and continmid 
to negotiate with the Army and Navy for the use, 
in an emergency, of any forces possessing r.n 
air defense porential, In the absence of a joint 
command, interservice agreements were the only 
devices available to ADC. 

As early as 1946, the Wai: Department was co:1-
sidering a plan for a joint continental air defem:e 
command. During the years that followed, variCY.!!S 

proposed plans came to naught, largely beca:nso 
of divergent interserv1ce views. By 1953 the Air 
Force position on the question of the joint con:­
m and concept was based upon maintenance of the 
status quo-an Air Defense Command directed by 
the Chief of Staff and depending upon interserv• 
ice agreements for emergency forces. However, 

on 6 August 1953 the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed 
to the establishment of a JCS specified command 
for continental air defense. USAF continued to 
object to a change, but early in 1954 reversed 
its position. 

With the Air Force talung a favorable attitude 
towazd a joint command, several interservice dif­
ferences of opmion were ironed out during the 
first half of 1954; and on 1 September Continen­
tal Air Defense Command was activated, sub­
stantially s:s proposed in May by ADC's comman­
der, General Benjamin W. Chidlaw, CONAD, a j.oint 
command, ' 1for the au defense of the continental 
United States," was placed above the existmg 
ADC structure, with the Department of the Air 
Force as executive agent, The Air Defense Com­
mand, the Anny Antiaircraft Command, and naval 
forces of the contiguous radar coverage system 
were allocated to CONAD. The Commanding 
General (Chidlaw) of the new comm and was given 
operational control of all assigned forces and of 
all augmentat.ton forees made available dudng 
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 aix defense had been 
built. From the days of 1946-1949 when the na­
tion was practically defenseless, a nation-wide 
integrated air defense system had become a. re­
ality, The Perm anent, System I of early-warning 
radars was operational and interceptor strength 
had been increased. Antiaircraft artillery and the 
Ground Observer Corps had taken their places 
in the system. Also, m sn emergency, all avail­
able forces would be used to counter an att at­
tack. Nevertheless, the Cantinental Air n~fense 
Command took over an interim system. Much re­
rnamed to be done before the nation's defense-s 
would afford the protection/needed. 
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Bibliographical Note 

The Air Force historian who attempts to tell 
the story of post-World War ll an defense 1s 
presented with an abundance of material. ·This 
material 1s divided mainly among four reposi­
tones: D1rectorate of Plans, Headquarters USAF, 
Departmental Records Branch; Alexandria, 
V ugmia; Duectorate of Hlstoucal Services, 
Headquarters Air Defense Command; andArchives 
Branch, USAF H1stor1cal Division, Maxwell Air 
Force Base, Alabama, These files contain 
correspondence, reports, memorandums, and 
other documents useful to the researcher. 

In addition, the semiannual reports of the Con­
tinental Air Defense Command, its predecessors, 

and its subordinate air forces were used exten­
sively. lnformat10n was alsO' obtained from 
histories of the various staff sections of Head• 
quarters USAF and from semiannual reports of 
USAF major commands, prmcipally Air Research 
and Development Command and Afr Materiel 
Command. 

A number of monographs prepared by other 
lustonans in the USAF historical program contain 
useful information, These include monographs 
wntten by the Directorate of Historical Services, 
Air Defense Command, and case histories com­
piled by the Historical Div1s1on. Air Materiel 
Command. 
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SIGNIFICANT DATES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE 

1946 

27 March - Air Defense Command activated at 
Mitchel F1eld1 New York as pai:t of AAF re• 
organization. 

25 April - Air National Guard organized. 

1947 

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

26 July - Uruted 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. 

194,8 

1 January - PresidenFs 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 
operation. 

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

23 April • ADC ordered to set up AC&W systems 
in Notthwest, Northeast. and Albuquerque, 
New Mexico a1eas, 

27 May - SUPREMACY introduced in Senate 
(introduced in House of Representatives 2 
June), Congress adjoum~d without taking 
action. 

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

9 September - General Saville presented Modi• 
f1ed Program to Secretary of Defense James 
Forrestal. 

October - Si;!Cretruy of Defense Fonestal approved 
use of funds for LASHUP. 

25 0 ctober - First air d 1v1swn (25th Air D ivis1on) 
activated at Silver Lake, Washington. 

l December - Continental Air Command acti­
vated; ADC made operational command under 
:onAC. 

1949 

1 March - Six ConAC au forces relieved of air 
defense responsib1hties, Eastern and Western 
Air Defense Liaison Groups formed (suc­
ceeded by Eastern and Westetn Air Defen·se. 
Forces), 

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

21 MaEch - President Truman signed bill author­
izing AC&W system (Modified Prog(am). 

1 September - Eastern and Western Au Defense 
Forces activated, 

23 September ~ President Truman announced that 
atomic explos1on had taken place in Russia 
in August. 
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2 December - Headquarters USAF ordered Office 
of Chief of Engineers to proceed w1th con­
struction of first 24 s1tes of Permanent 
System, 

1950 

3 February - Headquarters 
authorized ConAC to set u 0, 

~ Corps. 0 
8 Aptil - Headquarters USAF -P 

to begin armed intercepti ~ Energy Commission insta }-East Coast. _j 

1 June - LASHUP considered 0 
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25 June - Hostilities broke out in Korea. 

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

1 August - Agreement bet w e en General J. 
Lawton Collins, Arn,.y 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 anywhei:e 
in the United States. 

30 August • Secretary of the Air Force Th.omas 
K. Finletter ordered Permanent System radar 
site construction expedited. 

1 October - Northeast Air Command ~ctivated. 

1951 

1 January - Air Defense Comm·and re­
established. 

1 February• 19 ANG fighter squadrons federal• 
ized and assi&n,ed to ADC. 

1 March - Centrsl Air Defense Force activated. 

14 Aptil - President Truman approved Radar 
Extension 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 forces in emergency air defense. 

10 July - l\lob1le Radar Program approved by 
USAF. 

26 July -Project LINCOLN Laboratory chartered 
by USAF t Army and Navy. 

1 August - Project CHARLES group submitted 
1ts report. 

1952 

16 J anuaey • ADC proposed double perimeter 
plan for air defense system. 

14 July• SKYWATCH (fulltime operation ofGOC 
posts) began. 

27-28 August - Summer Study Group reported to 
the Defense Department. 

23 September - First picket ship placed on 24-
hour operation. 
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1 October - Project EAST RIVER (Civil De­
fense) reported. 

4 December • Kelly Co1nm1ttee set up to study 
continental a1r defense programs (reported 
early m 1953). 

31 December - President Truman approved 
National Security Council policy statement 
calling for strengthened continental defense. 

1953 

10 Apul • USAF decided to adopt the LINCOLN 
Transition System. Later renamed Sem1-
Automatic Ground Env1ronment (SAGE). 

13 April - Permanent System became fully oper­
ahonai. 

22 July - Continental Defense (Bull) Committee 
reported that defense programs were made­
quate. 

12 August - Thermonuclear explosion took place 
in Russia. 

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

1 October - First airborne early-w aming squad.­
ron activated at McClellan· AFB, California. 

22 October - General Nathan F. Twining, USAF 
Chief of Staff, and Admral Robert Camey, 
CNO, agreed that USAF was to provide AEW 
aircraft; Navy to provide picket ships and 
hghter-than-air aircraft for air defense (agree­
ment not signed until 24 December). 

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

1954 

11 J anuaey - USAF approved the construction of 
five Texas Towers. 

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

1 August - Airborne early-warning operation 
began off West Coast. 

1 September - Continental Air Defense Command 
activated at Ent AFB, Colorado. 
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ADC HD 
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CADS 

CAF 

CHARLES 
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CONAD 
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DEW 
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Glossary 

Antiaircraft Artillery 

Alaska~ Air Command 

Army Au Forces 

Aircraft Control and W armng 

Air Defense Command 

Directorate of H 1 s t or i c a 1 
Services, Air Defense Com• 
mand 

Air Defense Engineering Services 

Au Defense Integrated System 

Au Defense Identification Zone 

Au Defense Systems Engineer­
mg Committee 

Atomic Energy Comm1ss10n 

Airborne Early Warmfig 

Army Ground Forces 

Air Materiel Command ~ , 

Air National Guard 

Air Proving Ground Command 

Au Uruvers1ty Library 

Continental Air Defense System 

Continental Air Forces 

A shott term study proJect at 
the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology for reviewing the air 
defense pmblem (1951) 

Continental Air Command 

Continental Air Defense Com• 
mand 

A proJect for developmg and in­
stalling radar equipment m the 
Arctic for use in early wammg 
lines (originally called 
COUNTERCHANGE) 

Continental United States De­
fense Plamung Group 

Distant Early Warmng 
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DRB AGO Departmental Records 
Branch, Alexandria, V1rg1D1a 

EADF Eastern Au Defense Force 

EAST RIVER A project orgam2ed in 1952 tG 

study the problem of C 1 v 1 l De­
fense 

FEAF 
GOC 

JCS 

KCRC 

LASHUP 

LINCOLN 

MSG 

NBC 
NEAC 
NSC 

NSRB 

OPD 

oso 
PIMETREE 

PJBD 

PPl 

RAND 

Far East Air Forces 

Ground Observer Corps 

J 01nt Chiefs of Staff 

Kansas City (Missouri) Records 
Center 

The temporary radar early warn­
mg network e re c t e d between 
1948 and 1950 

A laboratory estabhshed in July 
1951 at the Mass~chusetts Insti­
tute of Technology to study air 
defense ptoblems 

Military Study Group {United 
States and Canada) 

Newfoundland Base Command 

Northeast Air Command 

N ahonal Security Council 

National S e c u n t y Resources 
Board 

Duectorate of Plansi Headquar­
ters USAF 

0 ffice of the Secretary of Defense 

A cham of radar stations built by 
101nt Canadian-American efforts 
a 1 on g the Canadian-American 
border 

Permanent Joint Bo a rd on De­
fense {United States-Canada) 

Plan Position Indicator 

A nongovernmental, nonprofit 
organization de d 1 cat e d to re­
search and development for the 
nation's welfare and security 
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RCAF ~oyal Canadian Air Force TAC Tacb.cal Air Command Q 

ROB Research and Development USAF U mted States Air Force 
Board, Headquarters USAF 

SAC Strategic Air Command USAF HD Archives Branch, USAF Histori- 'j 

cal D1v1sion, ·Maxwell Air Fo[ce 
SKYWATCH 24-hour operation of Ground Ob- Base 

server Corps begun in 1952. 

SUPREMACY An Ancraft Control and Warning VHF Very High Frequency 

plan approved by the Air Forco WAOF Western Air Defense Force 
21 Nave m b er 1947 but not 
passed by Congress WDGS W!'-r Department General Staff 
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AAF V-J 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, 15-17, 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 
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tem developed £01, 7':r-75, 85-86; joint organi­
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25-26, 33, 38, 40, 44-47, 49, 52, 54, 57-58. 
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Air Defense in Being Plan (ADC), 8, 10-11, 19n, 

81 
Au Defense Integrated Systenr (ADIS), 74 
Air Defense Policy Panel, 14, 18, 56, 70 
Air Defense Systems Engineering Committee 

(Valley Committee), 31, 44, 61·62, 73 
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Air Foace Cambridge Research Center, 61, 73-74 
Air Fo1ce Combat Command (proposed), 3, 35 
Air Force Cowicil, 67, 70 

Air Foroes (nwnbeted): 
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 
Au Research and Development Command, 37, 

53n, 73 
Air Reserve, 2-4, 28, 32, 34 
Air Staff, 7, 11, 23, 32n, 35, 44, 46, 64, 66-681 

71, 73, 77-79, 85 
Air traffic control, 2, 20, 32-33, 60 
Air Transport Command, 19, 60 
Airborne Control Center System (proposed), 68 
Airborne early warning (AEW) aircraft, 12, 59, 

65, 66n, 68-71, 85 
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, 2~23, 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 explosion on, 30-31, 82-83; 
placed on 24-hom operation, 32; Permanent 
System completed, 37-41, 83; improved 1adai: 
equipment fo1, 41-44; augmented by GOC, 44-
47, 84; Permanent System strengthened, 57-59, 
84; northward extension of, 59-66, 84-85, de­
velopment of LINCOLN Transition for, 73-75, 
85-86. See also SUPREMACY, Modified Pro­
gram, and Au Defense, Continental, 

Alaska, 11, 19, 23, 38n, 59, 60n, 65, 70, 81-82 
Alaskan Air Command (.AAC), 12, 19, 59-60, 84 
Albuquerque, N.M. area, 20-21, 38, 82 
All-weather interceptor. See fighter interceptor 

and aircraft by spec1fic type, 
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