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Foreword

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

LikeotherHistoncal Division Studies, it1s subjectto revision, and additional
information or suggested corrections will be welcomed,
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Introduction

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

The construction of a continental air defense
system during peacetime was not without prece-
dent. Duningthe 1920°s and early 1930%s discussion
concerning suck a system had taken place among
airmen but, at that eatly stage in the development
of the atmplane, was largely academic. Geography
was shll considered Amenca’s best defense.
Nevertheless, in the late 1930’s, some efforts
were made by the air arm to provide and test an
aircraft  warning service manned by volunieer
civilhians,

By the outbreak of World War Il in 1939, the
United States had lagged behind other nations in
the development of air defense elements. There-
fore, Maj. Gen. Henry H. Arold, Chief of the Aar
Coms, proposed the establishment of a command
to study dJdefensive doctnne and equpment.
Amold’s proposal resulted i1n the activation of the
Air Defense Command—a planmng agency—on 26
February 1940.

The new command was given no forces; all
available forces were assigned to GHQ AirForce,
a predecessor of the Ammy Air Forces. Responsi-
bility for air defense rested with four interceptor
commands unti]l early 1941 when it was also
assigned to GHQ Air Force 1n recogmtion of the
belief that air defense shouid be the responsihlity
of one air command. GHQ Air Force, 1n 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 warning gervice and antiaircraft units, in its
area,

The Amy Air Forces, created 20 June 1941,
undertook to establish an arcraft warmng net
along both seaccasts, The AAF goal was a chain
of radar stations 70 miles apart. By 7 December
1941, only 8 stations were fully operational, 2 on
the east coast and 6 on the west coast. However,
when the Japanese success at Pearl Harbor indi-
cated that, for the first ime, the American people
faced the possibility of being bombed, installation
of the radar network was accelerated. Eventually,
95 radar sites were constructed—65 on the 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 litile except tell
the direction and distance of approaching a1rcraft,
The network was supparted by a Ground Observer
Comps which numbered one and one-half million
volunteers at :ts peak strength in Apml 1943,

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

Although the continental air defense system was
untested, World War II produced several significant
decisions regarding air defense doctrine and
responsubility for are defense. Deferse against
air attack was recognized as an air force responsi-
bility and War Department doctrine cailed for air
force control of all air defense elements. Also,
an aircraft warning service was recognized as an
essential part of an air defense system. Further
more, air defense doctrine specifically cailed for
an air defense command as part of an air force.
These wartime 1nnovations were reflected in, and
had great infiuence on, postwar efforts to set up
a continental air defense system.

"
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CHAPTER |

POST WORLD WAR Il ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE

Defense of the continental Umited States against
air attack was to be one of the most wmportant
missions of the postwar military establishment.
This opinion was apparent 1n postwar planning
begun in the War Department months before the
end of World War II. At least as early as February
1945 the group planping the peacetime establishe
ment had recognized continental air defense as a
requirement.?

Anr Force leaders, of course, realized the
necessity for a peacetime air defense. They
assumed that the United States would not be the
aggressor 11 any future war but wonld undoubtedly
have to defend its continental limits against an
imtial suspnise gttack. As an AAF staff officer
explained, this assumption did not mean that an
air defense 1n being was needed because ar
defense could be considered relatively unimpor-
tant at that time. Nevertheless, he stated, plans
were requured so that the AAF would never ‘‘dupli-
cate the woeful inadequacy of the system that
existed before the war’’ and could avord ‘‘the
extravagant and comparatively neffective but
necessary makesh:fts* that were resorted to after
7 December 19412

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

*Contmental Auwr Forces, activated 12 December 1944,
had been assigned the mission of contrnental air de-
fense upon activation (ltr, Hg AAF to CG CAF, subj:
Directive, 14 Dec 44, 1n Hist CAF, 15 Dec 4421
Mar 46, doc 47),

the First and Fourth Air Forces to review the air-
craft control and waming (AC&W) requirements 1n
thewr areas and to develop plans to use the latest
types of ground radar equipment in cumrent and
postwar networks,*

Near the end of June, representatives of Head-
guarters, AAF and CAF, met to discuss the air
defense problem and, 1n the following month, CAF
submitted 1its recommendations, 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
in place “‘on a standby status with competent,
full crews available 1n not more than twelve
hours.” World War II radar would be of limited
value against future air attacks. Therefore, CAF
recommended that reseatch and development be
underizken on radar and allied equipment for an
air defense system capable of meeting the future
threat.®

AAF's Deputy for Operations, Brig, Gen. William
F. McKee, achnowledged the validity of CAF's
beliefs. Taking a more realistic view of the situ-
ation, however, he stated that the need for post-
war aur defense plans was too urgent to awat
future developments in radar. Currently available
equpment and personnel would have to be used.
Tramming and aperatfonal techniques developed
during World War II would have to form the basis
for a postwar ACEW system. Military character-
istics for radar capable of combating future amr
attacks could bhe drawn up, McKee said, but until
the kind of defense needed to counter future
attacks could be determined, AC&W planning
would have to be restricted to the use of available
tadar sets. In the meantime, so that personnel
and newer types of equpment would be available
for an interim force, he stated that the formation
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2 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

of a postwar AC&W radar plan was an essential
consideration. ¥¢

AAF Plans for Reorganization

Although some air defense planning was being
done, realistic plans could not be made until
responsibility for air defense was firmly fixed.
Air defense, as an important mission of the poste
war military establishment, was propetly an air
force responsibility, AAF planners heheved.
Unless the AAF was prepared orpamzationally to
assume the responsibility, a staff officer wamed,
‘‘strong representations® might be made for trans-
ferring the function to the ar arm of the Navy,
{Jarines, or Coast Guard.”

Based upon this consideration, Headquarters,
AAF had prepared a plan by 15 June 1945 for a
reorganization of air defense activihies. Follow-
ing closely the postwar military orgamzation
proposed by AAF planners, the reorganization
celled for two air defense commands under the
“direct command and administrative jurisdiction’?
ofthe Commanding General, Continental Air Forces.
These commands would have the same areas of
responsibility as the wartime Eastern and Westem
Defense Commands (i.e., east and west of the
103d mendian}.®

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

*
. CAF submitted such a plan in January 1046, Accord-
ing to the plan, radar would be located to defend
strateglc industrial areas and population centers end
would be manned by Regular Army and Air Reserve
personnel augmented by the Aitr Netional Guard. Since
CAF realized that it was not feasible or practical to
set up & completes radar screen around the nation, the
proposed plan would provide a hucleus around which a
complete system could be immediately constructed
when needed, The proposal had not been approved by
the time CAF was abolished m March (ltr, Hq CAF to
CG AAF, suby: Radar Deferse Report for Contmental
United States, 28 Jar 46, in 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, 11 DRBE 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.t”

Two other proposals for AAF reorganization
were made, both of which revealed diffetent con-
ceptions of how the AAF could perform 1its role.
In July Headquarters, AAF produced a tentative
plan calling for an AAF composed of a number of
commands. Strategic and tactical missions would
be provided for by a Strategic Air Force and a
Prowigional Air Force Headquarters, respectively,
while a Continental Air Forces would prepare for
air defense and conduct training.*

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

Although these orgamzational plans were still
under consideration when hostilities ended in
August, the advent of peace necessitated changes
in planmng. On 14 September, Headquarters, AAF
announced its peacetime objectives m a revised
V-] Plan based on a requirement for an Army Air
Forces of 70 groups.#* Probably with advance
information of this announcement, CAF had sub-
mitted to Headquarters, AAF a week earier a
proposal to combine the AAF V-] Plan and the
CAF operational plan in the establishment of an
interim air force. As one of its missions, Head-
quarters, CAF would plan for the ait defense of
the continental United States, any resultant plan
to be augmented at the dumection of “higher au-
thority.*** Headquarters, AAF®s Director of Opet-
ations, Ma). Gen. C. C. Chauncey, reganied the
CAF plan as a valuable contribution tothe solutron
of the AAF postwar problem. However, for the
precent, he informed CAF on 1 October, AAF
organization had to be based on the existing armed
forces structure and on any amangements which
might develop in the establishment of a umfied
department of national defense.!* Nevertheless,
Continental Air Forces sent copies of the organi-
zational correspondence fo its air forces for in-

*Twc previous postwar plans had called for 105 and

75 groups respectively (Draft) Record of Development

of Plans for Postwar Air Force, provided by Special

lfrojects Office, 24 Jan 1945, in USAF HD 145.0414A-
2%
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POST WORLD WAR Il ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE 3

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

On 14 November, 1n another organization plan,
Maj. Gen. St Clawr Streett, CAF’s Deputy Com-
mandetr, showed the influence of the opinions
expressed by Headquarters, AAF personnel. Cone
tinental Air Forces would be reorganized undet
this plan to consist of four commands, an Eastemn
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 Stategic Axr Task
Force."?

Nothing concrete resulted from these vanous
plans end, early in December, an ad hoc committes
was designated in Headquarters, AAF to study
the problem of armed forces reorgamization. The
committee considered all of the proposed plans,
each calling for stratepic, tactical, {ramning, and
awr defense commands i1n some fom. Finelly on 2
January 1946 General Cairl Spaatz, Deputy Come
mender, AAF, approved an organizatronal plan
which would set up an Air Force Combat Command
with four corps. sfrategic, tactical, and two
regional cowps, one for defense east of the
Mississipp1 and one for defense west of the niver,
The nucleifor these four corps would be CAF’s
four continental air forces, By 29 January,* this
organization was revised to delete the A Force
Combat Command and to distribute 1ts functions
among an Air Defense Command, a Strategic Air
Command, and a Tactical Air Command,*® Thus,
after months of discussion and planning, the
organization apptoved was basically the same as
provided in World War I doctrine, 1.e., the normal
composition of an awr force included a strategic
an force, a tactical air force, an air defense com-
mand, and vanous supporting commands. 1?

Almost two months were to elapse before the
reorganization actually took place. It was
origanally intended that the reorgamzation would
go into effect about 15 February with Contmental

‘On 22 Jenuary 1946, the mission of Continental Aar
Forces—including the provision of continental awr de-
fense—was restated by Headguarters, AAF. Apparently
a major reorgamzation was not expected tmmediately
(itr, Majs GensC,C, Chauncey, Actg C/AS to CG CAF,
subj: Mission of the Continental Awr Forces, 22 Jan
46, 1n USAF HD 168,64-16),

Air Forces becoming the Air Defense Command.?®
CAF had planned, therefore, that as the A
Defense Command 1t would be organized to work
with the six existing ammy areas. Thus, six air
districts were planned, each of which would con-
tamn National Guard and Reserve units 1 additton
to those of the Regular Ammy., No reorganization
had taken place by 15 Febmary and planning con-
tinned until, on 12 March, it became known
defintely that CAF would be the nucleus for
Stratemic Air Command.® On 21 March the AAF
reorganization hecame official with the activation
of Strategic Axr Command, Tactical Air Command,
and the sAir Defense Command, the latter at
Mitchel Fieid.*® Such plans as CAF had made 1n
expectation that it would become ADC were
paseed on to the new command.®

With this reorgamization, the AAF completed a
major point in 1ts postwar rebuilding program,®
although tt remained to be seen how well the new
commands could function with the personnesl and
equipment avenlable to them, An AirDefense Com-
mand existed but not an air defense.

Effect of Demobtlization

The reorganization of the AAF came in the
midst of a rapid and drastic postwar demobils
zation fostered by the prevailing national mood
in the months after V-J Day. Nearly four yearshad
been required for the subjugation of the Axis
nations snd the Amernican people were eager for
peace. The United States, as the sole possessor
of the atomic bomb, appeared to be free from
danger as long as its monopoly continued. Most
people helieved that there was no enemy in sight
and, even if one should appear, the Umited Nations
offered hope that peace could be maintained. The
combmation of a monopoly of atomic weapons and
a funchioning interational orgam zation engendered
the popular belief that a large military establish-
ment was no longer a requirement. Rapad demobili-
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 its former
self. All that remamned 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 or were untrained. And this
force was destined to be cut 1n half by the end of
1946.** From a peak wartime strength of 243
groups, the AAF had been reduced by the end of
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1945 to 89 groups, only 25 of which were in the
continental United States A mere 3 fighter groups,
plus 2 squedrons of night fighters, were 1ncluded
1n this total of 25 groups.?® But even these totals
wete unrealistic because many of the groups were
at skeleton strength or were manned by inexpen-
enced personnel, The AAF was rapidly approach-
ing a low state of combat readiness which caused
ope wiriter to report that, in the middle of 1946,
the AAF could not put a singie B-29 squadron 1in
the 2ir.?” As demohilization continued AAF hopes
of retaining even an esteblishment of 70 groups
appearad slim.

ADC Has Mission Without Means

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

In view of this situation, it 1s not surprising
that, from its inception, the new Air Defense Com-~
mand with a low priority suffered from 1nadequate
resources. The command was assigned an interim
mission to organize and admnister the integrated
air defense system of the continental Umted
States, to exercise “‘direct control of all active
and coordmate all passive means of zir defense,”
to train units end personnel mn air defense oper-
ations, and to operate and mamntain 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.®® Six air forces
were assigned to ADC-First, Second, Fourth,
Tenth, Eleventh, and Fourteenth—~but only the
First and Fourth were in an active status®®

*The orzanization of the ANG began on 25 April 1946
and the first ANG unit received federal recogmtion on
30 June of the same yeatr,

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

Shortly after his assumption of command of
ABRC, Lt Gen George E, Stratemeyer considered
the means at his disposal for petforming his
mission. According to his inferpretation, “the
Air Defense Command, with its subordinate Air
Forces, will have pnmary interest in the repelling
of an air attack, and we should therefore have at
our commend all air, ground, and seaforces which
may be necessary to repel such an attack.’™
Clearly he did not have sufficient forces to repel
an air attack, Therefore, he aitempted to obtain
the use of other forces in the event of an
emergency.

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

The scarcity of resources was emphasized
further in joint planming between the Fourth Air
Force and the Army and Navy commanders on the
Pacific Coastal Frontier. Because plans had
progressed by Apnil 1946 to the point where Fourth
Air Force had to know what forces it would have
in an emergency, General Stratemeyer recommended
that Headquarters, A AF specify what forces would
be available for air defense. Furthermore, he
suggested that Headquarters, AAF tell the com-
manders of SAC and TAC which of their units
would be placed nnder the operational control of
ADC in an emtetgency and inform those commanders
that the Commanding General, ADC was author-
1zed to deal directly with them in forming plans
for the use of those wnits.*® Headquarters, AAF
chose to teply by cating the condition of the AAF
combat units in the continental Umited States.

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

Air Defense Planning

Even though forces wete not available, planmng
for ar defense began. However, attempts to formu-
late plans revealed several differences of opimon—
some that could be settled only at the Joint
Chiefs of Stalf level*—resolution of which would
greatly affect the avalability of forces for air
defense, Based upon 1its intempretation of existing
arr defense doctrine and on wartime experiences,
Headquarters, AAF had assigned to the Air
Defense Command the organization and adminis-
tration of the ‘‘integrated air defense system of
the Continental United States,?’ with direct control
of all active air defense measures. Actually, AAF
did not possess the muir defense mission which it
had assigned to ADC. This anomaly was revealed
m April when, in response fo a request from
General Stratemeyer, Headquarters, AAF prepared
a compilation of documents pertaining to conti-
nental air defense. AAF had assumed responsi-
bility for the air defense of the United States.
Yet these documents disclosed that as of thedate
of the assignment of the interim mission to ADC
(12 March), continental defense, including =air
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 ar,
naval, and ground commanders 1n coequal status
in regard to the defense of the United States.
Nevertheless, from the compilation of documents
Maj. Gen. Lauris Norstad, A=sgistant Chief of Air
Staff for Plans, concluded that “theresponsibility
for Air Defense of the Continental United States
was given to the Air Forces 1n 1942 1n 1944 was
given to the Defense Command Commanders, and
now . . . is in the process of reverting to the Air
Forces, '**!

*See chapter II,

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

Headquarters, AAF's reply five wecks later
did little to clanfy ADC’s position. Because a
clanfication of responsibilities was hinked with
the questhons of unification and the missions of
the land, sea, and air forces, ADC’s quenies could
not be definitely answered. When unification was
achieved and the missions of the serwvices were
clearly defined, Headquarters, AAF believed that
the questions posed by ADC would be automatically
answered. AAF could only state that it had not
been given a definite misston directive similar to
the one 1ssued to AGF on 8 April. ¥

Stratemeyer's dilemma was recognized n
Washington mn the summer of 1946, Headquarters,
AAF persomel realized that he would welcome
any action which designated more clearly his
responstbility and authonty i performning his
‘‘complicated ard important task’’; furthermore,
every possible assistance should be given him.**
By August, this recognition of his problems had
resulted in no satisfactory solutions and
Stratemeyer, told to execute a massion with 1n-
adequate means, was concertled lest his meager
resources not be used to best advantage. There-
fore, he asked Headquarters, AAF to approve an
analysis of the ADC interim mission which was
compiled to determine ‘‘a realistic method” for
the discharge of his responsibilities. The analysis
was based on the curient allocation of forces and
existing assignment of responsibilities and
authorztv A°
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According to Lt Gen. Earle E. Partridge,
Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Operations, all in-
terested sections in Headquarters, AAF examined
the ADC analysis and concluded that the air de-
fense mission would be effectively accomplished
through the recommended courses of action.
Stratemeyer’s decisions were considered reasonz-
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 prnciple with Stratemeyer's pro-
posals, concurrence should contain a request for
ADC to draw up plans containing specific recom-
mendetions upon which AAF could take action,
Sigmficantly, P artridge stated that one assumption
contained in the analysis should not be sanctioned.
An air defense in being should not be maintained
at that time because the size and shape of the
integrated system was still a matter of conjecture.
According to the approved troop basis, he pointed
out, ADC would have insufficient troops to main-
tain an air defense system and “in peacetime
will have only encugh troops and equipment to
provide a thia peripheral early waming screea
with a negligible amount of interception control.

This explanation was not given to Stratemeyer,
possibly because it was not the unanimous opinion
of the AAF. Headquarters, AAF merely approved
the analysis in general and recommended minor
changes.* When the AAF 1eply wae received, a
member of Stratemeyer’s staff expressed the
opinion that the approval might be “‘more apparent
than real.” It appeared to him that Headquarters,
A AF had not given thorough study to the analysis.®
Nevertheless, there was nothing in the AAF reply
to cause ADC to discontinue its planmng for ax
defense.

Before approval of the analysis of its mission
was received from Headquarters AAF, the Air
Defense Command had issued to its subordinate
air forces a new planning directive which rescinded
the one of 2 May 1946. This new duective ind:-
cated that air defense plans would be based upcn
the assumption that the ADC interpretation of itz
air defense mission would he accepted and would
begin, pending receipt of detailed plans from the
War Depariment. Headquarters, ADC would 1ssue
general plans, policies, and directives from which
air force commanders were to prepare detatled
plans. Au force commandets were given much

wider latitude in wir delense than had existed
under the previous planning directive. They were
to prepere and test plans; to defend with assigned
forces the critical areas within their assigned
areas; to integrate additional forces which might
be allocated inte their active ar defense oper-
ations; to instifute passive defense measures;
and to attack ‘floating targets of opportunity
within the capabilibes of assigned forces.'” In
preparing their plans, the commanders should
assume that each would be tesponsibie for all air
defense measures 1n his area unless relieved by a
commander appointed by the War Depastment and
that, when needed fot air defense pumoses,
additional forces would be silocsted.** Plans
were to be made even though differences of
opinion still existed and even though no one could
be certain that the forces would be on hand when
required to carry out the plans.

The Problem of Operational Conirol

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

Lt Gen. Ira C. Eaker, Deputy Commander, AAF
explained in reply that the Commander, AAF had
been assigned responsibility for the air defense
of the United States. In tum, the AAF Commander
had delegated to the Commanding General, ADC au-
thority “‘to take immediate and independent action
in the event of aar attack against continental
United States. '’ Furthermore, the air defense com-
mander was responsible for coordinating within
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the continental United States the air defense
means avallable from the Armmy and Navy. Effec-
tive coordination was possible only through
assignment of operational contiol of these means
to the air defense commander dunng periods of
emergency; to thisprinciple all services apparently
agreed. In Eaket’s opinion, command over land
and sea forces not participating tn air defense
was not required by the Commanding General, ADC
for the discharge of his air defense responsibility.
If a sustained attack occurted on the United
States, the JCS would declare a theater of oper-
ations, appoint a theater commander, and allocate
to him smtable 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 bemng
conducted by Headquarters, AAF.*® Further clan-
fication was not immediately forthcoming and the
question of operational control was not settled
antil December 1947, almost two years after the
assignment of the air defense mission to the Air
Defense Command.

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

You have indicated that a theater commander is expected
to be appownted 1 any area of the United States which
1s attacked or threatened with attack. My concem is for
the period between the time hostile action occurs or is
fust expected to occur, and the time a theater com-
mander has actually been appointed and assumes re-
sponsibality in the area. Dwring this period I belteve a
unified air command 1n any one area is essential. 4

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

approved, with minor exceptions, and stated that
plans “‘should permit the transfer, if required, to
the Air Defense Command of operational control
of all units capable of air defense.’” The ADC
commander was the logical person to assume
over-all air defense responsibility until a theater
commander was designated.*® Although the direc-
torate was preparing an air defense plan which
would consider all available aur defense forces,™
Headquarters, AAF stll 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-
ing, ADC compiled three plans. The fust plan
was recetved 1n 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 wpon to set up an air defense
‘‘using only the forces, weapons, facilities and
regources currently avatiable.””* Thus, the air
defense system envisioned was of World War II
vintage., Although the plan recognized a number
of vital strategic areas that might be subject to
attack, its objective was defense of the one area
considered most likely to be the target of the
type of attack which an enemy could launch 1a
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
hittle prospect of a strong enemy force capable of
making a lasge scale attack in the immediate
future.” The short tem plan assumed a “‘very
great’” calculated nisk but there was no other
way to assume a concentration of the meager
forces available.® Also, as General Stratemeyer
admitted a month later, the plan *‘states many
things as fact which have not yet been appraved

*Accordmg to the plan, effective forces for continental
air defense durnng 1946-1947 included cnly 6 [ghter
groups, with an average combat effectrveness of about
50 percent, 3 AC&W groups, and one AA group (ADC
Air Defense Plan (Short Term), 18 Oct 45, 1n USAF
HD 419,01).

Tlntemgence estimates at this time maintained that
the Soviet Union would have only harrassing capa-
bilities until they developed the atom bomb., Soviet
development of the bomb wae considered a remote
possability in two years and a probsability 1n about
three years (Air Intellipence Div 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, %

Although tentative allocations of forces were
made to the ADC air forces for implementing the
short term plan and were revised six months later
to bring them wupeto-date, AAF approval of the
plan was not recewved by ADC.® Nevertheless,
formufation of the short temm plan convincingly
demonstrated to ADC the ““inability of the Army
Air Forces to provide an adequate air defense for
this country under present conditions, particularly
if a surpnse attack .. . were ta occur.’”™ 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 plen would provide defense for the five most
vital areas and would form the nucleus for the
development of a complete continental air defense
aystem. It was decigned *‘to provide a reasonable
chance of interception and destruction of attack-
ing aircraft or guided missiles with aminimum of
forces, "

A month later Headquarters, AAF received the

complete plan—actually a requirement study—
from ADC for the establishment of an air defensae
in being. As a preface to the plan, ADC stated
that
It is generally recognized that this country will most
likely be the initial objective of any future aggressor
and that the start of hostilities i1s very apt to take the
form of a sutprise alr attack egainst the United States,
Our securlty therefore depends, unless this country i
prepared to initiate offensive operations, whelly upon
the establishment of a permanent alr defense in the
most vital areas in this country, %
According to the plan, regular air force umts
would be deployed for the defense of the five most
vita} areas, ““1in numhers adequate to give areasona-
bie chatce of interception and destmiction of
minor air attacks.’ The nation would be divided
into three areas of responsibility, each of which
could be given & minimum air defense as soon as
resources were made available. If Headquarters,
AAF made the necessary decisions by 31 December
1946, ADC believed that defenses—except AA—
could be in operation hetween April 1948 and
March 1949. Also, ADC stated that it could expand
thiz= gir defense system when necessary if
assipned sufficient forces.*” Even though Heads
quarters, AAF had not commented upon this plan
by the end of 1946, it remained & basis for study
of air defense requitements by the Air Defense
Command,

The third plar being drawn up by ADC, a long
term plan, was a requurement study for establish-
ment of an air defenge by 1955. Such factors as
the type of war to be empected, the methods of
defense needed to meet that type of warfare, the
resources required, and the dates when the
tesources would be required were considerations.
The plan—preparation of which had barely begun
in 1946~was designed to provide Headquarters,
AAF with a basis for coordination of effort so
that an adequate air defense could be 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 air
defense system which would move toward the
possible enemy. When this perimeter defense,
which would mclude an extensive radar screen
for early warming, reached its practical limit,
defenses int depth would be built rearward to cover
the vital industnal and population centers,®

Status of Air Dofense ot End of 1946

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

Despite these efforts, the outlook for air defense
at the end of 1946 was not encouragmg. In a
review of the situation, the Chief of the Guided
Missiles and Air Defense Division in Headquar-
ters, AAF, Bng, Gen. Wiliam L. Richardson,
pointed out that the means for performing the air
defense mission were still meager. In fact, no
ACEW units had been activated for assignment {o
ADC and none were planned for the near future.
The entire radar equpment picture looked dise
couraging, General Richardson reporied, because
fiscal year 1943 budget sllocations for ground
radar equipment production had been cut from
$88,000,000 to $15,000,000. Such limited funds
would curta:l greatly any developmental work and
would necessitate reductions in equipment and
personnel. The primary dufficulty, as Richardson
saw 1t, was that

Overall policies and programs affecting air defense are
subject ta consylerable controversy imasmuch as the
means requited [or establishung awr defense systems
are excessive when compared with the amount of
mnsurance gatned and the actual need for amr defense
systems in the next few years has not been firmly
established. ™

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

POST WORLD WAR II ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE

9

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

Differences of Opinion in Headquarters, AAF

Of more immediate concern to the Air Defense
Command was the fact that, in spite of persistent
urging by General Stratemeyer, Headquarters,
AAF continued to refrain from 1ssuing a mission
directive to the command. Although possession
of a msston directive would not provide the com-
mand with the means for carrying out 1ts mission,
1t would make planning more realistic and clanfy
the problem of responsibilities. Stratemeyer's
plight 1n attempting to perform his mission with-
out clear-cut authority was recogmzed within
Headquarters, AAF yet attempts early in 1947 to
draw up an ADC mission directive were fruitless.*
Finally, General Spaatz, Commanding General,
AAF informed Stratemeyer 1n March that, although
hig staff had completed 1ts studies on the assign-
ment of the ADC mission, because of budgetary
discussions and the pending reorganization of
the War Department, action would be withheld
unt1] a more appropriate time. 7

Within Headquarters, AAF, discussions were
held concermng an AC&W policy drawn up in the
office of General Partridge. These discussions
revealed in March 1947 that a sericus difference
of opmion—which would have to be reconciled
before Stratemeyer’s problems could be solved—
still existed. The policy repeated the belief
expressed earhier by General Partradge that an
air defense should not be maintamned. The limr-
tations of the World War I air defense system
were generally known, 1t pointed out, as was the
fact that personnel and equpment were not avail a-

*Although ADC strength had increased proportionpately
to about 11percent—25,906 ouat of the total of 228,048—
this did not necessarily mean more emphasis on a2
defense. Most of the increase was absorbed Dy the
various tasks performed by the command.
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ble to revive that system. Nevertheless, projects
to improve the system were under study and
promised to alleviate the situation if they were
properly supported. In order to concentrate on the
development of new radar and on an improved
ACBW system, the policy paper proposed talung
a calculated risk i continental air defense—do
without aireraft conirol and waming rather than
spend money rehabiiitating the World War II
system or constructing new systems of the same
type. To set up an cbsolete system with the
currently available equipment would be “a
scandalous waste of public funds,”’ 1t asserted,
and would tend to creste the illusion of an ar
defense system where none existed. Partridge’s
staff maintained that “any diversion of our
of our crumbling resources to sustain the present
bow and arrow systems would be indefensible.’’
Based uvpon these considerations, the proposed
AC&W policy called for increased research and
development, establishment of nucies AC&W
systems only on a traiming basis, production of
current radar equipment solely for tramning and
limited stockpiling purposes, and elimination of
the emisting fixed operational radar systems.®

Although the Intelligence and Matenel divisions
agreed with this proposed AC&W policy,® Maj.
Gen. 0. P. Weyland of Plans felt that it was too
sweeping 1n its implications. The proposed policy,
he believed, tended to create the rmpression that
AAF was taking a negative approach to the
problem of air defense. Since the public regarded
air defense as the chief mission of the AAF, this
impression had to be aveided. Weyland believed
that the United States enjoyed a penod ofgrace—
estimated at approximately five years—during
which a calculated risk could be taken. This
period of grace was the result of the Iimited cape~
bilities of potential enemies ‘“‘and for no other
reason.’ At the end of that five year petiod, he
warned, some sott of an air defense in bewng
would have to be 1n existence and prohably would
have to be continued indefinilely. Regardless of
the type of defense which was maintained-it
might be only apassive defense—Weylandbelieved
that:™ ‘“The Ametican people would not tolerate
umntermipted attacks without waming against
their cities by atomic laden aireraft or puded
missiles, even if the attacks were of a speradic
nature. They look to the Air Forces for protection,”
As better equpment would always be ‘just around
the corer,’”’ he stated, the AAF would have to

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

These discussions highlighted the fact that the
AAF had only alimited basis upon which to esti-
mate the capabilities of its techmques and equip-
ment against actual air atiack. Air defenses had
been greatly improved during the course of World
War II but their operational use was not extensive;
continental defenses, of course, were completely
uniried. In order to fill this voud, Headgnarters,
AAF requested the Air Provang Ground Command
in June 1947 to esteblish a project to detemine
the potenhial value of AAF air defenses. Not
only would the results of such a test aid 1n air
defense planning—and help resolve the differences
of opinjon that existed—but by forestalling any
basic errors which might exist,-‘‘the securty of
the nation would be measurably increased as well
as the wasteful spending of great sums of money
avoided. ” ™ Although a plan was drawn up later
in the year,”™ no test was made, mainly because
the necessary equpment and personnel could not
be diverted from other tasks,

In the meantime, Stratemeyer continued to press
Headquarters, AAF for action on his many re-
quests, To assist the Plans Directorate in the
consaderation of his problems—and, 1t 1s suspec-
ted, to keep headquarters personnel aware of
them—Stratemeyer submifted a priority list of air
defense matters which required action, Approval
of the shott term aur defense plan was considered
most urgent for, in order to complete the plan,
ADC needed authonty to meke 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
prionty was implementation of the shott term pilan
and deciding on the plan for an air defense in

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

1 consider st esscntial that some kind of arr defense 1n
being be established if for no other reason than to
keep alive the art end science of providing an inte-
grated air defense system; once established, its extent
can be readily adjusted to the rescurces made availa~
ble for the purpose. However, we must have authoris
zation from your headquarters to make any plaps or
preparations—and some indication as to the troop basis
on which these plane can be predicated,”™

Effect of the Creation of USAF on Air Defense

One stumbling block that had prevented the
AAF from settling many of the problems posed by
General Stratemeyer was overcome on 26 July
1547 wath 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 forced to regard any recommendations
they might desire to malke 1n light of their posaible
effect on the pending unification legislation.* As
the new Secretary of the Air Force Stuart Symington
had stated: ““What has stumped us 18 the contro-
versy over the unification of the services into
a streamlined single department. Until that 1s
settled, it is hard for the Air Force to know where
1t 18 gowng or where it can go.’”® Now that inde-
pendence has been secured, the Air Force could
better determine its own future. Furthermore,
events 1n 1947 such as the situaticns in Greece
and Turkey which prompted the issuance of the
Truman Doctrine, and that in Westemn Europe
which resuited in the announcement of the Marshall
Plan, indicated to many that defensive measures
might take on new urgency.

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

*An unofficial opinion was expressed that ‘‘one of the
most serious consequences of delay in armed forces
umfication 15 that the AAF, lacking autonomy, has
been powerless to fight for enough funds to support
even 2 mimmum plan for air defense,! (Kendall XK.
Hoyt, ‘“What Price Air Power??*’ in A Force, XXIX,
no 7 (Jul 47), 24.)

air defense. Air defense planners hal realized, of
course, that an aircraft control and warning
system was of primary importance in a successful
air defense system. Much planning and discussion
concermng an AC&W system had been catried on
in Headguarters, AAF since 1945,% Efforts had
heen made, but without success, to have funds
for such a system inclided in the repulat military
budgets for the fiscal years 1947, 1948, and 1940,
Also, wn 1947, a joint development-production
contract had been let with the General Electtic
Company for the AN/CPS-6B radar, an improved
search radar.”™ Nevertheless, for several reasons
1 addition to the unification negotiations,
annouficement of an ACRW plan was delayed
Within the Aar Staff, as pointed out mbove, ‘the
advisability of a major expenditure for air defense
was questioned and no agreement was reached as
to when an AC&W system should be operating in
place. Other delaying factors were: disagreements
on the theoties of aur defense; changes in require-
ments for AC&W because of the mass destrction
weapons; and the fact that entirely new radars
would not be available until at least 1953.77
Despite these handicaps, an aircraft control and
wamin(% plan had been completed by November
1947.1

The arcraft contiol and wamng plan, which
was approved by Chief of Staff Spaatz on 21
November, was based on all information available,
including the vanous plans submitted by the Awr
Defense Command. It was to be implemented
withun five years from the time funds were alio-
cated and would provide 24-hour operation of
Alaska and continental pertpheral stations and
part-time cperation of interior United States
stations. The plan—known as SUPREMACY~-was
to be implemented 1n three phases: Phase I to run
to 30 June 1948; Phase II for fiscal year 1949;
and Phase Il for fiscal years 1950 through 1953
A total expenditure of $388,000,000 was called
for which would eventually provide 411 radar

*See abave pp- 1.3,

The over-all financial picture was altered sull
further 1n March 1947 when future funds for AAF were
reduced. As a result, the Atr Staff determined that
only 55 rather than the planned 70 groups could bhe
supported (Report of Chief of Steff USAF to Secretary
of the Air Force, 30 Jun 48).

Secretary of Defense Jamee Formestal publicly an-
nounced on 12 November 1947 that the Defense De-
partment was making plans for an air warming network
(The New York Times, 13 Nav 47)
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stations, 374 of which would be in the Unmited
States. Operating personnel would consist of
25,138 Regular Air Force and 13,788 National
Guard troops.™ Although this networtk would be
*‘the heart” of any integrated air defense system
which would be established, admittedly it, in
itself, would not provide air defense; nar would
it provade an ‘““air tight’’ warning and control
system, prunarily because of radar hmitations, It
would constitute a “moderately cfficient”’ system
against conventional long-range air altacks and
would afford facilities for traimng and developing
tactics and techniques. Also, the system could
be easily modernized and expanded as more
efficient radar became available.™

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 Aar
Defenrse Command was to be the implementing
agency for the plan, it would be concerned with
detailed planning.®® Stretemeyer replied that, in
general, the proposed system would “provide a
minimum aircraft control and warming coverage
for the strategic areas of the continental United
States within the inherent capabilihes of presently
available equipment.’’ In order to maike the radar
screen more effective, 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 Come
mand. In addition, coastal radar covetape should
be extended by the use of redar picket vessels or
aithorne 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 parmit.* In SUPREMACY, the
Air Force now had a definite AC&W system plan
from which to work.

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

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

In another significant action on the same day
the role of the Air National Guard was aiso clari-
fied, Stratemeyer was told that, in pedforming the
air defense mission, the ANG would conatitute
his major source of units; aad, in event of war or
emergency, all ANG units would be available to
him mitially,*®

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

Outside of the Air Force there was also evis
dence that, at the ‘“Washington level,’ interest
in airpowet, including air defense, was re-awaken-
ing. Several rumors circulating of Soviet atomic
test explosions included one story of a test
which had taken place 15 June 1947, This story
assumed added sigmficance because it had been
preceded by a statement by V. M. Molotov, Russian
Foreign Minister, that “the secret of the atom
bomb ceased to exist a long time ago.”* Also,
several Air Force leaders, such as Generals
Spaatz and Doolittle, had pointed out to the
public in 194G and 1947 the weakness of the
American air forces and the importance of maun-
taining a strong air force in being.*® General
Stratemeyer had put the case more strongly in
mid-1946 when he had stated publicly that the
Air Force was 1in a worse state than after the
World War I armistice. He revealed to the members
of the Aviation Writers Association that *‘we
couldn’t punch our way out of a wet paper bag, %"
The decline in the nation’s air strength had been
further publicized during the first half of 1947 1n
the hearings and debates which had pieceded the
adoption of the Unification Act.

Because of the generally unfavorable condition
of American aviation-cavil 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. Finletter, on 18
July 1947, Heanngs were held throughont the
last four months of 1947, and copious testimony—
most of which illustrated a prowing interest m
airpower—was heard from military and civilian
leaders. According to The New York Times:
¢“Thre 15 the semousd mtuation in which we find
ourselves today in the matter of air power.
Practically without exception, witnesses, mili-
taty and civil, have hammered with all the force
at their command on the fact that the nation’s
security rests on adequate air defense.'™® The need
for an adequate air defense was brought home
forcibly to the public when, 1n perthaps the most
startling testimony before the Finletter Com-
mission, General Spaatz disclosed that Russia
was building copies of the B-29 long-range
bomber. ¥°*

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

In its enfirety, the testimony presented helore
the commission revealed a grave situation* and
most interested persons could agree with Chair
man Finletier that “in these times aur defense
assumes a special importance 1n the creation of
national policy.””%° Plan SUPREMACY, if approved
by Congress and implemented, would constitute
an important step in the creation of an adequate
continental air defense.

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

*

Senator Henry Cabot Lodge (R-Mass,), appeanng
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, also
stressed the necessity for an adequate awrdefense, He
believed that the Air Force was stunted and that the
United States was without a nation-wide organization
to cope with massive air attacks (The New York
T'imes, 14 Nov 47).
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CHAPTER i

USAF RECEIVES THE AIR DEFENSE MISSION

Background of the Key West Meeting

Although the ‘““Unification Act' (National Se-
curity Act) of 1947, which set up an independent
Air Force, was a most important step forwand in
the creation of an effectaive military establish-
ment, many problems concerning the roles and
migsions of the services remained unresolved.
The statute, as well as Preaident Truman’s fol-
low-up Exzecutive Order ‘‘Functions of the Armed
Forces,’* was expressed 1n such general temms
that each service had its own interpretation of
many of its assigned functions., For example,
neither document specifically assigned the mis-
sion of air defense to the USAF; vet USAF con-
tinued to regard air defense as its mission, As a
result of the dafferent interpretations, the Joant
Chiefs of Staff struggled unsuccessfully during
the ensuing months to reconcile interservice
views in order to prepate a unified plan of
action.!

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

*Representauve Carl ¥inshaw (R-Cal), a member of
the Boand, stated that delay and diversion in the
National Military Establishment had created a “‘shocie
ing, deplorable situation.’’ Instead of unification,
Hinshaw declared that the American people were get-
ii;x)g Muiplification’ (The New York Times, 12 Mar

14

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

We are not unaware of the fact that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, who individually represent the three separate
services, may find it difficnit to prepare truly coordi-
nated and integrated plans. The loyalty of each
service to ite traditrons 1s understandable, bat un-
yielding adherence to service loyalties at the exs
pense of national security ie a luxury the Mation no
longer can afford, ¥

Within the USAF these views were endorsed by
an Air Policy Board which was fomed to review
the findings of the two civihan commissions.*
Moreover, ancther USAF group, an Air Defense
Policy Panel, expressed similar beliefs when it
recommended to the Chief of Staff that the JCS
establish a fundamental military policy based
upon amrpower. Thig policy, the panel reported,
should contain a clear definition of interrelated
missions and roles of the services.®

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

*The Communist seizure of Ceechoslovakia on 24
Februaiy 1948 was the start of a period of severzal
weeks duntng which tension was high in the Capital,
While the JC§ was meeting i Flonda, Congress was
considering ways and means—such as Untversal Mili-
tary Trainming—to strengthen the nation. This tension
was an important factor in the setting up of an active
a1r defense later in the year (sec chapter IOT),
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Inferservice Controvorsy over Missions

Before considering the results of the Key West
meeting, it 1s pertinent to examine the disagree-
ments concerning the an defense mission. The
prmeipal difference of opinion existed between
the Air Force and the Army and was an outgrowth
of the controversy over the control of Antiamcraft
Artillery (AA). Duning World War II the AAF had
made continuous efforts to bnng about the mnte-
gration of AA with other arx 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 conirol. Consequently, AAF
planners looked forward to integration and in-
cluded an their postwar plans the assumption that
AA would be inteprated mto AAF.” Support for
integration came from several highranking AAF
officers, mncluding Generals Amold* and Par-
tridge.”

The AA questicn was revived late n 145 as
a result of an Army Ground Forces (AGF) re-
organization, As part of this reorganization all
previous mstructions to the commanding generals
of the wartime Eastem and Westem Defense
Commands had been rescinded, and a new War
Department directive, making those commanders
responsable for the defense of the contmental
United States, had been 1sswed, They were
to command, train, and make plans for the
use of all army forces assigned to their com-
mands, For air defense, the Commanding
General, AAF was to designate an AAF com-
mander 1in each Defense Command to prepare air
defense plans “‘under the general supervision of
the Defense Commander. ””® Under this directive,
AAT had been given no conifrol over AA. In Feb-
ruary 1946, the Defense Commands were placed
under the contro]l of the Commanding General,
AGF who was to assume thenrr missions and to in-
activate them as soon as practizable.!®

Following tts assumption of tesponsibility for
the defense of the contmnental Umited States,

=.‘In August 1945 General Arnold stated that integratron
should take place at once so that the AAF could bene-
fit from the experience of demobilizing AA toits
peacetime size and of appiy:mg the lessons of the war
to peacetime training (memo for C/8 from CG AAF,
subj: Integration of Antiaircraft Artillery into the Army
Aar Forces, 4 Aug 45, n DRB 381 War Plans ‘‘Miscel-
taneous! National Defense 1845 v 2

Headquarters, AGF submitted a proposal in
March for a revised statement of its defense
mission. Antiarxcraft Artillery, according to this
propesal, would be a responsibility of the Army
Ground Forces except when part of the defense
of air and naval installations.’* This assignment
of an active aur defense means to a ground service
did not agree with the interim mission that Head-
quarters, AAF had delegated to ADC a week
earhier, Nor dad it coincide with the report of the
Board of Officers on the Orgamzation 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 will
require antiaircraft artillery under 1ts command to
carry out this mission,”’ Although the Simpson
Board had added that it did not advocate inte-
gration of AA with the AAF at that time, Head-
quarters, AAF cited this report as the basis for
1ts rejection of the proposed AGF defense mission
msofar as 1t pertained to AAF, Because the AAF
was charged with air defense and the command
of AA employed theremn, Maj. Gen. Lauris Norstad,
Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Plans, reminded
General Spaatz that an Air Defense Command had
been activated to carry out the air defense mis-
siofl, Since that command had to be an integrated
whole, planning for all air defense elements had
to be a function of the Commanding General,
AAF

Based upon the belief that it possessed the air
defense mission and would be assigned AA,
Headquarters, AAF prepared a lengthy study
setting forth 1ts AA requirements for ar de-
fense.'® On 17 April 1946, this study was sub-
mitted to General Jacob L. Devers, Commanding
General, AGF, His reply revealed that the two
services were not in agreement on the meaning
of the term ‘‘air defense.”’ He described the mis-
sion of the AAF as ““defense by air;?’ 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 installations, General Devers
d:d, however, agree that a unified defense com-
mand—air defense as part of over-all defense—
was a necessity.* This Amy Ground Forces
wnterpretation, if accepted by the AAF and the
War Department, would kave far-reachming effects
not only on the status of AA 1n the air defenge
system but on control of gmded missiles m the
future.

THIS PAGE Declassified 1AW EQ12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

16 DEVELOPHMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

The appearance of War Department Circular 13§,
14 May 1946 clanfied somewhat the relationghip
between AAF and AGF in air defense matters.
Based primanly on the reports of twe War De-
partment reorganization boards (the Simpson
Board and its precedessor, the Patch Board), the
circular was issued as tentativedoctring, subject
to revision as soon aspossible after 1 September.
it specifically assigned ADC the mission to pro-
vide for the air defense of the United States angd
to control and train AA units agsigned to it.*
Furthermore, the circular ditected AAF and AGF
to cooperate in the development and determine-
tion of those special tactics needed for the use
of arms, especially AA, by the AAF and thet the
Commanding General, AAF recommend to the Werx
Department the means, including AA units, re-
guired for air defense.®®

General Partridge, the Assistant Chuef of Air
Staff, Operations mformed Assistant Secretary of
War for Air Stuart Symington that Crrcular 133
was “‘a step toward the eventual assumption by
the Army Air Forces of responsibility for organi-
zation and control- of all means of area aur de-
fenge.” In particnlar, Partridge balieved that the
assignment ta ADC of the mission to provide fer
the air defense of the United States wes an indi1-
cation that the War Department recognized the
need for a unified command in air defense. AA
would st1ll be a part of AGF but umts would ke
assigned or attached to ADC for confrol and
training. Other encouraging parts of the ciuculsr,
Partridge told Symington, were those which gave
AAF some control over the development, tactics,
techniques, and organization of all elements of
air defense and which designated the Command-
ing General, AAF as the primary source for rec-
ommend ationsg to the War Department of the means
required for air defense. Since the circular was
tentative, Partridge recommended to the Secre-
tary that, in the interestof airdefense efficiency,
any revision shonld retain the above favorable
provisions as War Department doctrine.'®

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

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

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

Socon after the Air Board meeting General
Devets submitted to General Spaatz a lenpthy
staff study explamning the AGF posstion. In effect,
the AGF position called for a division of the air
defense mission: AGF to provide local ground
defense, while AAF was providing au defense
beyond the range of ground weapons.* The AGF
position was based upon the contention that Air
Force control of AA durtepg World War II had been
meffective, and the study reasserted that air
defense chould be redefined as ‘““defense by
air, "¢

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

*For & detaisled account of the AGF proposals and AAF
counterproposals see: ADC Historical Study 4, Amy
Antiaircraft in Air Defense, pp. 3«9,
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detection and communications systems. There-
fore, he sugpested that the curtent system be
retained end be amended only after thorough
trial.®? Spaatz also explamned the AAF position
to the War Department Generzl Staff and recom-
mended that the AGF proposals be disapproved *

The response by AGF to the Aur Force com-
ments was a teaffirmation of the AGF position—
the need for unity of command was agreed on but
the Ground Forces regarded air defense as but a2
part of the over-all defense prcblem. As long as
the services disagreed on this vital point, Gen-
eral Devers stated, no progress could be made
in camymmg out awrr defense responsibilities.
Thetrefore, he suggested that further discussion
be postponed until agreement could be reached,
ot mstructions issued by the War Department, on
the apphcation of unifted command tc the de-
fense mission.™ Apparently AAF agreed for the
matter was not pressed fucther at that time.

After 1 September 1946, the War Department
Gerneral Staff emphasized the AAF-AGF contro-
versy in the consideration of a revasion of War
Department Cwcular 138. Although the War De-
pattment was the only agency that could settle
the conflicting Axr Force-Ammy views, the Gen-
eral Staff decided to make no firm decision at
that time. Pointmg out that the i1ssue 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 defimition of air defense and those parts
of Citcular 138 pertaining to AA remained un-
changed.? Since these sentiments were approved
by the Sectetary of War and the Chief of Staff,*
it appeared that the air defense mission remained
with AAF with the solution to the problem of AA
left for future consideration, Subsequent corre-
spondence illustrated that the Ammy position had
not been abandoned; vet, settlement of the problem
was placed in abeyance during the struggle for
unification,

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

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

by the air force commanders to arnve at agree-
ments had revealed further differences. For ex-
ample, the Navy did not recognize the validity of
ADC’s interim mission which directed the com-
mend to be prepared to operate independently or
in cooperation with the Navy agaimnst seagoing
vessels or in the protection of coastwise ship-
pmg.?® 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.®® 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 Agrecments

The Joint Chiefs of Staff deliberated at Key
Wesat from 11 through 14 March 1948 and reached
agreement on most of the major problems con-
cerning the three services, These decasions were
embodied 1n an officral ditective “Functions of
the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff’’
iggued 21 April. In the man, the Functions paper
assigned to each service a group of primary
functions as well as a collateral group of activi-
ties i which each service would support the
other services, The Joint 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 assignedto USAF “‘to be responsible
for defense of the United States against air
attack in accordance with the policies and pro-
cedures of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.?’ This func-
tional assignment-in addition tc the scceptance
of the Air Farce's definition of air defense as
“all measures designed to nullify or reduce the
effectiveness of the attack of hostile aircraft or
guided missiles after they are airbome™—ap-
peared to assign definitely the mission of amr
defengse to the USAF. Other provisions of the
paper ndicated that USAF was responsable for
land-based air defense and, in coordination with
the other services, would develop doctrines,
procedures, and equpment to camy out that
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responsibility. Sea-based air defense and sea-
based means for coordinating control of air de-
fense wete to be provided by the Navy, Both the
Navy and Atmy were to provide their forces ““as
required for the defense of the United States
against anr attack, in accordence with joint doc-
trines and procedures approved by the Jomt
Chiefs of Staff.’” Among its collateral functions,
USAF was assigned the conduct of antisubmarine
warfare, the protection of shippmg, and the inter-
diction of ememy sea power through aitr opes-

ations.™
Alihough this assignment of functions did

much to clarify the roles and missions of the
services, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had failed to
settle one controversial 1ssue—the status of AA
in air defense. Unification had made the problem
more complicated for USAF because independenceo
meant that AA was further from its reach, Hence-
forth, doctrine concermning 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 Febmary 1948, this assignment
of AA, including ground-tc-air missiles, to the
Army was “contrary to good organization’® and
“to the most efficient utilization of the weapons
in air defense.’” The panel recommended that
USAF be given tespoasibility for organizing,
manning, training, equipping, and employing AA
and ground-fo-air missiles** Ar Force repre-
sentatives at the Key West meeting, in tuen,
recommended the integration of AA with the
USAF: The Joint Chiefs disagreed and stated in
the Functions paper that the Army was to con-

DEYELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

tinue to organize, tramn, and equip AA units,
However, the JCS specifically assigned an air
defense responsibility to the Aimy in that it
was ““T'o provide Ammy forces as required for the
defense of the United States agawnst air attack,
1n accordance with joint doctrine and procedures
approved by the Jomt Chief of Staff.’®® USAF
would have to acquire the necded AA from the
Army on the bagis of this functional assignment,

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

*rhis meeting was held at the Naval War College 20-
22 August 1948. The official directive embodying the
results of the meeting steted that, 1n 1ts field of prie
mary missions, each service had to have exclusive
responsibility for programmmng and planning, subject
only to contro]l by higher authotity, All available
forces should be nsed by a service in the execution
of any of its missions (R. Earl McClendon, Unfica-
tion of the Armed Forces: Administration and Legis-
lative Developments 1945-1949. Air University Docu~
mentary Research Stndy, MAFB, Apr 52, p. 73).

TAlthough it cannot be denied that these agreements
left many guestions unresolved, one of Stratemeyer’s
staff members undoubtedly exaggerated when he stated:
‘““that the mountan has labored end brought forth a
small mouse which is Likely to increase rather than
reduce the confusiop that aelready exists in this vital
subject [air defense]’’ (mema for Stratemeyer from Col
R.C. Candee, subj;: Eey West Conference, 23 Apr 48,
m Hq ADC HD 50.1).
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CHAFTER i

START OF AN ACTIVE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The fiurst three months of 1948 witnessed a
number of events which brought World War III
closer than at any time since {he defeat of Japaa,
A series of Soviet actions, including the seizure
of Czechoslovakia andthe presentation of a group
of demandz to Finland,* began a new phase in
the Cold War and ptompted President Traman to
identify Russia for the firgt time as the “‘one
nation”’ blocking peace efforts.! Also, dunng this
peniod, General Lucius D. Clay, American Mil-
tary Governor in Germany, cabled frot Berlin on
5 March that he believed war might come ‘“‘with
dramatic suddeness™ at any moment,® Although
Clay’s fear proved unfounded, it illustrated the
tension of an terval during which, according to
Headquarters USAF, “some slight danger of
hostilities with USSR? existed.?

Active Air Defense Begins

Because of the uncertainty of the international
situation, an 25 March General Carl Spaatz di-
rected the immediate augmentation of the Alaskan
arr defense system.! On the following day he
directed the Alaskan Air Command to place itg
warning radar on a 24-hour operating basis by 4
Apsil,F1On 27 March representatives of USAF con-
ferraa with Strategic Atr Command, Tactical Aur

'Among the demands was one for rader sites m Fin-
land, If the Soviets had been granted access to these
sites, ther radar screen would have been advanced
300 to 40D mles closer to Narth America slong the
Great Curcle Route (Dept of the Army, Intelligence
Division, Intelligence Review, no 108, 13 Mar 48,
e 3

The Alaskan netwotk was manned by the 625th and
626th AC&W squadrons. Both squadrons began 24 hour
operations on 26 March 1948, The formar continued
24 hour cperations until 28 April while the 626th
squadron. contieued until 14 June (Hist 625 ACEW Sq,
?fl“-]lm 48; Hist 626 AC&W Sq, AprJun 48).

By early 1048 four rader sites and a f{ighter control
ceater had been established 1t the Alaskan Air Com-
mand area (Hist Aleskan Air Command, 1648, p. 64).

Command, and Anrr Transpoert Command personnel
and determmned on geveral actions: to send one
fighter group to Ladd AFB, Alaska, to move a
second {ighter group from Keamey AFB to
McChord AFB, to fly several radar sets to Alaska
at once; to direct ADC to add four lightweight
radar sets to the equipment of the 505th AC&W
Group m the Northwestern United States (Seattle
area)* and to place the group’s radar sites on
24-hour aperation,*

Headquartets USAF indicated the reason for
this sudden decision in an order to ADC to set up
an AC&W system mn the Sesttle area. Although
thete was no evidence that an aur attack would
occur i the near future, ADC was informed, such
a possibility existed and would continve to exist
for at least the next 60 days.Jr Theretore, General
Spaatz desired ‘‘immediate and vigorous'’ action
at once io provide the besi possible radar wam-
ing screen. He emphasized that steps were to be
taken promptly to place the air defense system 1n
operation.® These instructions were relayed to
the Fourth Air Force on the same day.® Three
days later the First Air Force in the Northeast
was apprised of these actions by ADCTT and was
told it might receive orders to occupy radar sites
in its area.”

*

The 305th ACBW Group had been scheduled for trans-
fer to the Firgt Awr Force by 1 July 1948 (Huist lat
AF, 1 Jan-30 Jun 48, p. 4).

On 16 March Central Intelligence Agency had sub-
mitted an estimate to Preeident Truman that no war
was probable withmn 60 days., Two weeks later, CIA
extended this estunate beyond the 0 day peried, AAF
dad not spree with the latter apinion (W alter Millic
5%%}), The Forrestal Diarias (New York, 1951), pp. 395,

The First Aur Force had been working leisurely on
an sy defense system along the lines indicated by
the ADC Air Defense in Beimng Plan., Two fighter
groups were being orgamzed and trained and negotta-
tlons were undetway for the sequsztion of radar sites
(Hist 1st AF, 1 Jan-30 Jun 438, p. 3).
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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 defense. No
right of entry into the selected aress hzd been
obtained for some of the radar sites, the raquired
funds had not been autharized, and no specific
mission directive had been issued to the Awr De-
fense Command by Headquarters USAF. As an
additional handicap, there would be no military
contro] of civil air {raffic in the defended area.®

In spite of these unfavorable conditiong, the
Nerthwest Air Defense Wing, which had bezn set
up as the tacticel agency for the system, was
teady to begih operations by 12 April.® In the
Nottheast, First Air Force had been orderzd on
3 April to be ready *at any time'* to establish
an air defense system similar to that sat up in
the Northwest.'” However, shottly after 12 April,
ADC recewved word that the crigis was over, On
22 April Fourth Air Force was permitted to dis-
continue 24-hour operation of its radar stations.
Since Headquarters USAF did not order the cmer-
gency system broken up, ADC instructed Fearth
Air Force to keep 1ts ACKW sites in operetion
as much as personnel and equipment woald
atlow,

Within three wesks after ADC recewved the
emergency order, its commander, Lt. Gen. Gecige
E. Stratemeyer, teported to Headquarlers USAF
concerning the difficulties encountered by Feurth
Ajir Force. Stratemeyer reviewed the handicaps
under which the attempt was made fo set up an
air defense system. He concluded his seport with
a series of recommendations, the principal cre
being that the Air Defense Command be given the
means for carrying out its mission.*?

Brig. Gen. William I.. Richardson, Chicf,
Guided Missiles Group, teplying for Headquarters
USAF, did not specifically approve any of the
recommendations. He stated that the problems
facing ADC were appreciated and assured Strate-
meyer that Headquarters USAF would continue to
seek satisfactory solutions, With respect to the
recommendation that ADC hbe given the means to
accomplish its misslon, Richaidson promised
that:*® ““The Air Defense Command will be given
the means for accomplishing the mission to the
maximum extent that such action iz consistent
with meeting other Air Force missions and will
be given the maximum freedom in the utilization
of these means.’* Also, Richardson informed ADC
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that the assignment of forces to the command
rather than mersly plecing them under its opera-
tional control was being studied.! Since Ceneral
Richardson’s reply actuslly did nothing to allevi-
ate the command?s lack of forces, it was received
without enthusiasm in Headgquarters, ADC. In
fact, one staff officer stated that, to accept the
reply as final, would be to sccept that an sir de-
fense in being was impossible of achievement.**

Meanwhile, Headquartets USAF approved the
retention of the emergency system when it di-
rected ADC on 23 April 198 fo establish “with
current means? ACEW systems in the following
priouty: Northwestern United States, Northeastern
United Staies, and the Albaquerque, New Mexico,
area.t® Since the emergency net in the Northwest
wag still m place, the nucleus of an AC&W sys-
tem existed in that area,* Because it is the near-

*Actually, discussions concerning the air defegpse of
the Hanford Engineering Works at Hanford, Washington
had been telung place for several yeers, As eatly as
March 1945 the Fourth Air Farce drew up aur defense
plans for the instsilation. In July 1945, a fier the
question of military or czvilian control of atomic energy
had heen resolved in favor of the latter, the Atomis
Energy Commission was formed, In June of the follow-
g vear, David E. Lilienthal, AEC chairmas, sug-
gested to Secretary of War Robert Fetterson that the
matter of military proteotion for vital AEC installa~
tions, one of which was Hanford, be reviewed. Secre-
tory Patterson agreed and designated the Plans and
Operations Division of the War Department Genmral
Staff the responsible War Depurtment agency for con-
ducting discussions with the AEC. Maj, Gen, Lawis
Norstad, the director of the division, in tum requested
the Commanding General, AAF to make nir defense
plans for the AEC facalities, In additron, AAF was to
advise whatprotection could be afforded by the cument
forces in being and what changzs might be required to
provide ‘‘an appropriate and reasonable provision for
each anstaliation.’’ Maj. Gen, Curtis LeMay, Deputy
Chief of Alr Staff for Research and Development, re-
plied that immediate provieion for nir defense of AEC
faciities would adversely affect cnmrent planning and
that the cost in manpower and equipment for an wur
defense of the four isolated AEC mstallations (Haa-
ford, Los Alamos, Sandia and QOgk Ridge) would be exs
cessrve, Nevertheless, Lellay outlined an emergoncy
plan while emphasizing thst such emergency air de-
fense had fo be integratedinto any over-ail air defense
plan. General Norstad retumed LeMay’s plen with the
recommendation that it sot be gpproved for plesning
purposes. Instead, Norstad suggested thet the protec.
tion of AEC facilities be included, and given speclal
consideration, in planning for the active awr defense
of the United States (ltr, Hg 4th AF to CG AAF, subj:
Survey of Requirements for the Air Defense of the Han-
ford Engineering Project, Hanford, Washington, 3 Mar
45, in USAF HD 145,96-93 (111-B-5)% Itr, Lilienthal to
Sec of War, 4 Jun 47, in DRB 381 War Plans—M:iscel-
leneous National Defense, 19461047, v 1, itr, Patter-
son to Lilienthal, 18 Jun 47, in DRE 381 War Plans—
Miscellaneous Nationatl Defense 1946-47, v 1; memo
for CG AAP from Norsted, Dir P%O WDGS, subj: Se-
curity of Vital Atomic Energy Faoilities, 8 Jul 47, in
381 War Plans—Miscellaneous National Defense 15946~
47, v 1; memo for Dir PRO WDGS from DC/AS for RED,
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est part of the continental United States to
Russia and because of 1ts AEC installations, that
area was accorded first priority. Since the Albu-
querque area was located in the interior of the
continent and therefore appeared relatively safe,
it was considered third 1n importance,

The Nottheast area was given second priority
because of its population and industrial concen-
trations. The 23 April directive stated that the
first step in the implementation of plans in that
area was the establishment of a mode} air defense
system, 1ntially 1n the wvicinity of New York
City,!? 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 planming, some
concrete steps toward acquiring radar sites and
bases had been taken.!® Early in 1948air defense
activities an the First Axr Force area had re-
ceived added impetus because of preparations
for exercises scheduled to be held in May. Lack
of funds later ceused their postponement.!® Be-
ginnings had been made, ftherefore, 1n both the
Northwest and the Northeast before the directive
of 23 Apri. However, except for the transfer of
AC&W personnel, Stratemeyer was informed m
that dwective, augmentation of the resources
available to ADC for estabhishmng these systems
would have to awaeit action by Headquarters
USAF. Funds for setting up these systems would
have to come from the money cutrently avail-
able.”?

Because of the meagerness of resources at his
disposal, General Stratemeyer experienced great
difficulties in attempting to carty ount the direc.
tive. In fact, as he told Headquariers USAF :in
Apnl, adequate airdefense was impossible “oven
though the total forces, resources and facilities
presently available to the United States Air Force
were placed at my disposal.?’ Although he as-
sured Headquarters USAF that he would provide
the best defense possible with what he had, he
pointed out that his task could be made easier if
USAF would approve several of his recommenda-
tions, Heagainurged Headquarters USAF to make
a firm decision to establish and majntain 1n
being an air defense system which would conform

subj! Air Defense of Vital Atomic Energy Commssion
Facihties, 15 Sep 47, in Case Hist AC&W System,
doc 52, memo for C/5 USAF from D P &0 WDGS,
subj* Air Defense of Vital Atomic Energy Facilities,
1 Qct 47, 1n DRB 381 War Plans--Miscellaneous Na-
tional Defense 1946-47, v 1), '
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in general with the system proposed in SU-
PREMACY and the ADC air defense plans, In
summaty, Stratemeyer stated, a sound air de-
fense system could be established more quckly
if a carefully planned program were followed.
This course would avoid a lowering of efficiency
and morale among alr defense personnel and
would prevent “‘accusations of owr having cried
‘W olf’ without justification,” However, if intelli-
gence available to Headquarters USAF but un-
known to him indicated that no time remamed for
orderly preparations, Stratemeyer repeated with
emphasis, “it is essential that ADC be given im-
mediately the resources required for such prepa-
ratione as is possible in the time ,available,’™

The inadequacy of the air defense system m
the Northwest was soon 1llustrated by manecuvers
conducted in May.? In his report on these exer-
cises, the Commanding General, Fourth Air Force
to whom the defensive forces were assigned,
stated that the tests “‘left little doubt as to the
inability of this headquarters to defend any part
of its areas agamst hostile air attack under the
present operating conditions and using the equip-
ment now available.””*™? General Stratemeyer
echoed this opmion and, reiterating that the
status of air defense greatly disturbed him, he
once again called upon Headquarters USAF for
action to strengthen air defense,

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

*l'n view of the chviocusly inadequate air defenses for
the Northwest, Chawrman Lahenthal of the AEC agemn
asked the Defense Department to consader forther the
defenze arranpements for the Hanford wetks in the
state of Washington (ltr, Lilenthal to Forrestal, 28
Jun 48, in DRB 381 National Defense~War Plans
Miac), USAF replied that, as resources became avail-
able, the degree of protection afforded vital installa-
tions such as Hanford would be increased (Air Staff
Summary Sheet prepared by Dir P&O subj: Defense of
the Atomic Energy Feacilities, Hanford, Washington,
3 Aug 48, in DRB 38l National Defense—War Plans
Misc),

Exercises it the Northeast in June gave proof of the
inadequacy of the air defense system in thet ares
(Itr, 1st AF to CG ADC, subj; Report on Air De-
fense Maneuvers 1 the Metropoliten New York Area,
14 Oct 48, i Hist ADC through June 1951, I, doc

39),

T‘?Thmendorsement was approved by Gengrals Norstad
and S.E. Anderson, but was delivered unsigned to
Stratemeyer by Bng, Gen, John P. Doyle, ADC’s
DC/S, Materiel (handwritten notation on lst ind (Itr,
Hqg ADC to CG USAF, subj: Air Defense of the Conti-
nental Unted States, 2 Jun 48), Hq USAF to CG ADC,
7 Jun 48 1n OPD 373.24 (3 May 46).
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22 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

meyer's ‘““concern for the low capabilities of the
Air Force for the defense of the United States
against air attack’ and was taking many steps,
such as the presentation of SUPREMACY to Con-
gress, to imptove the situation. The underlying
cause for the inability of USAF to provide ADC
with the needed facilities had been the shortage
of personnel and materiel. When USAF had taken
unfaverable action on his requests, Stratemeyer
was informed, it had not been “‘through desire,
but because our resources throughont the Air
Force were so meager that fillmg yowr require-
ments would have cut across the missions and
responsibilities of other mayor Commands.” Head-
guarters USAF admitted that it had been remiss
in taking no action on ADC’s three arr defense
plans,* but Stratemeyer was assured that they
were used in the preparation of SUPREMACY. In
conclusion Headquarters USAF gave Stratemeyer
a detailed accounting of the actions it had taken
or would take to aid him in the performance of
his mission.# It was apperent that, as far as
limited funds, personnel, and materiel allowed,
Headquarters USAF had been doing all that at
could to 1mprove continental air defense.

Failure of SUPREMACY

Meanwhile, Project SUPREMACY, approval of
which would have greatly arded the Aiur Force
in improving the air defense system, had en-
countered difficulties. In December 1947 Axr
Force representatives discussed the project with
members of the Bureau of the Budget and decided
to secure congressijonal enabling legislation be-
fore consering SUPREMACY from a budgetary
standpoint, Therefore, Headquarters USAF pre-
pared legislation which was sent to the Army and
Navy for concurrence early m Febmary 1948,
The Army agteed 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 uatil 30
April,* The Bureau of the Budget returned the

*See above pp. T7-8.

Among the significant steps taken during this penod
was the establishment of the Continentsal United States
Defense Plannmyg Group on 6 April, This geoup, which
was directed by an Army officer with an Aar Force
officer as deputy, was to perform a major role in de-
fense planming at a later date (A/S Summary Sheet,
General Anderson Dir P&O to DCS/0, subj: Directer,
Continental US Defense Planning Group, 20 Apr 48,
in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45) sec 3).

proposed bill to the Secretary of Defense for re-
consuderation. The puncipal objection of the
Burean was that, since the program pertained to
ail agencieg of the National Military Establish-
ment, it should have been tied together and re-
viewed by the Office of the Secretary of Defense
{0SD) and the Joint Cluefs of Staff.” The Depart-
ment of the Air Force stated that the program had
not been presented to the OSD or the JCS as a
total program because SUPREMACY called for
only a land-besed carly warming system which
was the responsibility of the Aur Foarce. The
other elements required in an aunr defense sys-
tem—fighters and AA—wete included in other
programs which had been approved by OSD and
JCS8. The important consideration, the Air Force
emphasized, was that, if the system was to be
completed by 1953, it was essential that legis-
lative authority be obtained from the Congress
then in session.®*

While the Executive branch was considering
the bill, Senator Chan Gurney (R-S. Dak.) became
interested and, on 23 May, asked Secretary
Symington to submit the bill to Congress without
watting for clearance from the Bureau of the
Budget.*® Symington agreed and on 27 May Sena-
tor Gumey introduced the legislation in the Up-
per House while on 2 June, Representative Carl
Vinson (D-Ga.) introduced the measure in the
House of Represenstatives.’” Before hearmgs
could be held on the legislation, the 80th Con-
gress adjoutned. According to General Hoyt
Vandenberg, the delay of almost three months
while awaiting naval concurrence proved the
deciding factor in the failure of Congress to act
on the lepislation during that session.®?

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

When it appeated that a spacial session of
Congress might be called by President Truman
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in the late summer of 1948, General Vandenberg
felt that the Air Force should make every effort
to get Congrese to consider SUPREMACY. Con-
gressional action would not intetfere with JCS
consideration of the program, he pointed out to
Symington, and passage of the legislation would
provide funds for USAF to begin the installation
of radar equipment then on hand. General Vanden-
berg recommended that Symington personally ad-
vise Secretary of Defense Forrestal of the neces-
sity for prompt passage of the legislation.® No
special session was called and, sccording to an
Air Force staff officer, SUPREMACY appeated
to be a “dead duck? until the next session of
Congress.”

Origins of the Permanent System

The postponement of SUPREMACY and the
obvious inadequacy of the existing radar networks
as illustrated by the exercises 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 Axr Defense Division was
established in the Directorate of Plans and Oper-
ations for the purpose of reviewing USAF ’s posi-
tion with respect to aur defense. To head this
new division, Maj. Gen, Gordon F. Saville, one
of the USAF's strongest advocates of an aur de-
fense system, was recalled from his post as
Chief, Aixr Section of the Jomt Brazil-United
States Militarty Commission 1 Rio de Janemro.
Saville and his staff tackled the problem immedi-
ately and soon aanncunced several conclusions:
(1) the Axr Force could not discharge its re-
spotisibilities for air defense by continued waiting;
(2) SUPREMACY would have {o be rephased as
a result of the delays and fund limitations; (3}
immediate and positive action was required to
begin the establishment of a limited aw defense
in being pending final approval of an over-all air
defense program. With these conclusions wm mand,
the Air Defense Division began the development
of an “‘Intenim Program. **®

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

In order to make use of the available sets most
effectively, the division planned for the installas
tion of radar equipment on a line-of-defense rather
than a defense-in-depth prineciple.®

The Air Defense Division presented the Interim
Program to the Air Staff and to representatwves
of the Air Deferrse Command on 9 August. A
month later, when General Saville presented the
program to Secretary of Defense Fortestal, he
mmpressed upen Forrestal that implementation of
the program had ta begin at once. To meet any
possible objections from the Defense Department
or Congress, the program was limited to radar
equipment already on hand or under cutrent pro-
curement from funds appropriated. Saville said
that he found it utterly impossible to overstate
the complete inadequacy of the existing radar in-
stallations.* The picture of what the USAF pos-
sessed for air defensewas “‘certainly shocking,?”’
and when the time factor iavolved in developing
and setiing up radar sets was considered, the
situation was even more startling.

The Intersm Program presented by Saville
called for atotal of 61 basic radars and 10
confrolcenters 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 waming
and control system by 1952"--would be set up.
Angmenting the radar and ground observer sys-
tem would be an Air National Guard program for
the mannmg of gap-fillng and air tramsportable
radar. In addition, 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 cbvious, Saville stated, but
it was all that could be done by 1952, and it
would be ‘““a great deal better then nothing "’

Everything needed for implementing the Interim
Program was available or approved, Saville as-
sured Forrestal, except authorization and funds
for construction. The best that the Air Force
could do in diverting funds to begm the program
at once was the small sum of $705,000. And
smce the effect of this expenditure would be
wasted if no additional funds were made avail-

*

Before presenting the details of the Inter:m Program,
General Saville described the current rader situation.
Only six basic radars—one of which was Navy equip-
ment—with tWo control centers, were deployed mn their
permanent sites. Not only was the contribution of this
radar to ar defense negligible but it did not famish
adequate facilities for development and testing.
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able, a supplemental appropristion by Congress
of $44,300,000 would be required as soon as
possible. Saville concluded;

It is therefore urged that the Secretary of Defense and
the Director of the Buteau of the Budget approve the
submiSsion of thus supplemental appropriation for FY
1949, and push 1t to the himit. Only in this manner can
theAir Force discharge its responmibafity to the
American people for air defenze, 58

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

Although futere requirements were not en-
tirely clear, General Saville emphasized that
what the Alr Force proposed was the establish-
ment of a system which could be improved as
required. What was set up under these programs
would be part of a permanent system; the Ajr
Force would neither buy nor develop radar e quip-
ment which could not be used in the system
“through the nseful life of that equipment.??
In summary he said: ““this matter ig one of very
great urgency, and requures i1mmediate action.
Nothing can be found 1n the world situation, in
the attitude of the people, or in any cther field
which would justify continued delay. We must get
on with it.*™*

Shortly after Saville’s presentation of this
Modified Program* to Forrestal an ad hoc com-
miftee, appointed by the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff to
reply to Formestal’s memorandum of 1 July re-
garding SUPREMACY, submitted its report. The
committee indicated that 1t recognized the de-
sirability of SUPREMACY as an ultimate goal
but implied that the Modified Program should be
appraved. It further implied, repotted an AirForce
staff officer, ‘‘that the decision to proceed be-

1“l:luri::xg the discussion stage, the Interim Program
and Farst Augmentation wete jointly referred to as the
Modified Program by Headquarters USAF personnel.
The actual ACEBW radar network which resulted from
congressional approval of this program was the basis
for the Permanent System,

yond the furst augmentation should be determined
in light of experence ganed through operation
and test of the partial system, of future technical
developments, and of advanced mntelligence,?'*?
In other words, the committee seemed uawilling
to go beyond an approval of the Modified Program.

In his memorandum of 1 July, Sacretary For-
restal had requested the Jeint Chiefs to consider
““possible modifications of the program
[SUPREMACY] that would echieve substantially
the desired objectives at lower costs.” On the
basis of the ad hoc committee’s report, the Joint
Chiefs, in the opinion of Maj. Gen. S. E. Ander
gon, Ditector of Plans, seized upon the Modified
Program—af revised to include naval means—as
fulfilling F orrestal’s request for *“‘possible modr-
fication” of SUPREMACY.* Therefore, although
they stated that the establishment of an air de~
fense system should be accorded a prionty
second only to an offensive striking force, the
JCS reported to Forrgstal in favor of the Modi-
fied Program. In addition, they tecommended that
the Secrctary of Defense faver early congres-
sional authorization for an ovet-all anr defense
program and that he support budgetary requests
for immediate implementation of the Modified
Program and later additions as they became
practicable.®®

The attempt fo substitute the Modified Pro-
gram for SUPREMACY obviously would not meet
with USAF approval. Aur Force staff officers
tock the position that SUPREMACY had repre-
sented Ax Force requirements for an AC&W sys-
tem. 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 laiter was complete in itself,
as far as it went, and was not to be considered
eather a modification or a part of the larger pro-
gram.¥ Despite this USAF position, because
they were linked together in Depattment of De-
fense discussions, both programs suffered. In
actuabty, the Modified Progtam was so named
because it indicated a reduction 1 the demands
of the Air Force. Nevertheless, apparently it
graduaily replaced SUPREMACY as a goal as
far as the Department of Defexse was concemed,

Beginning in late Cctober 1948 discussions of
the Modified Program were held within the De-
partment of Defense. As a result, a bill was pre-
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pared calling for an appropniation of $85,500,000
for radar construction purposes substantially as
requested by General Saville in the previous
September. ¥ Secretary of the Air Force Symington
sent the bill to the House of Representatives on
8 Febroary 1949.%° Introduced on the following
day, the measwe was referred to the Armed
Services Committee 4%

At hearings before a special subcommittee ap-
pointed to consider the legrslation, Saville and
Gen. Muir 8. 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 z Nation-wide scale and surely would result
in unnecessary death and destruction throughout
our country should we be attacked 1n the future.”
Passage of the act, he asserted, was essential
to the security of the nation.?

The major Air Force presentation in support of

the measure was given before the Armed Serv-
1ces committees of both houses of Congress by
General Saville, now Commanding Genera] of the
Air Defense Command, Savilie explamed that im-
mediate establishment of an Ancraft Control and
Warnmng system was essential because no ef-
fective defense of any sort agamst an anr attack
was possible without such a system. He also
explamned the costs involved in setting up the
radar network and attempted to answer those
critics who opposed buying radar equipment that
was considered obsclescent. He stated that
With respect to the future, we cannot speak with cer-
tanty. We know that we wili require new and better
radar equipment as it becomes avaulable—in much the
same way we need new and modern awcraft. Our equip-
ment wall develop and change. So far as we can see,
our land-based radar stations, once set up, wall be
suitable for many, many yesars to come—in fact as far
as we can gee or guess,
Because of the fime mvolved in installing and
petfecting an adequate control and watung sys-
tem, General Saville told the congressmen, it
was urgent that authorization be given the Air
Force mmediately.*

Representative Carl T. Dutham (D-N.C.) ex-
plained the Aircraft Centrol and Warning system
to the members of the House when the measure
was considered on @ Mach 1949, He pointed ocut
that, although the authorization included in thie

*See above, p. 23,

bill was only for constriction purposes, the
USAF needed congressional approval before
equpment and personnel could be added to the
eystem. He informed his colleagues that the pro-
gram had been considered and approved by intel-
ligence experts who had studied the nation stra-
tegically from the point of view of a possible
etiemy. The program would nrot furnish absolute
protection, he cautioned, ““but it wili give us a
reasonable degree of protection where protection
is needed at a cost which the economy of this
country can sustain.’”™® The measute passed the
House of Representatives without further delay
and without a recorded vote.” According to an
obsetver, “a note of nrgency was sounded in the
brief debate. It was a plea to get things started
scon.”™ QOn 18 March the hjll pessed the Senate
without debate ot a recorded vote and was signed
by President Truman on 21 March.®® The USAF
now had authonzation for an Aircraft Control and
Wamnmg Systembut it was to be some time before
Congress actually appropnated the money to
establish the system,

Start of a Temporary Network

Nerther SUPREMACY nor the Modified Pro-
gram was designed to fumish immediate protec-
tion apainst air attack. SUPREMACY had been
regarded as a five-year program, and the system
envisioned in the Modified Program would not be
completed unt1l 1952. In the meantime, the nation
would be virtually defengeless against enemy
bambers. Although those concerned with air de-
fense rezlized 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 tramning and development.

The conception of the temporary network—the
installation of which was called LASHUP by
General Saville®*—apparently was a combination
of Farst Aixr Force, Air Defense Command, and
Headquarters USAF thiaking. The USAF direc-
tive of 23 Aprl 1948 had authorized the estab-
lishment of a model air defense system in the
Northeast,* however, lack of funds had kept
progress at a mimimum.*> When it became ap-

*

Since thattime considerable interest had beenevinced
in a model air defense system. Among those who had
recommended such a system wete Dr, Vannevar Bush,
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parent that SUPREMACY could niot receive con-
gressional approval before 1949, Headgquarters
USAF attempted to obtain funds for the construc-
tion of a model system. Such a system wounld be
valuable for training and would provide a measure
of defense for that area. To aid in planning for
the Northeast system, ADC was requested to
furnish Headquarters USAF with estimates of the
funds required for its establishment,%¢

While Headquarters USAF was considering a
model system for the Northeast, First Air Force,
which was responsible for the area, was drawing
up a plan for the installation of available radar
over a two-year period on govemmeni-owned
property. The plan was submitted to ADC along
with a request for $152,000 for construction put-
poses.t? Apparently the consbuction called for
in the First Air Force plan would satisfy Head-

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

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

48, in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 60; lir, Landbergh
to Symington, 2 Aug 48, in DRB Files of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, Radar, memo for Symngton from
A.S, Barrows, 10 Aupg 48, an PRBE Files of the Secre-
tary of the Arr 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, Baged upon the Finletter and the Congres-
sional Aviation Policy Commission reports, the
Air Force drew up early in 1948 several long
term expansion programs aumed at a 70-group
Air Force. The most realistic of the programs
called for a buildup from the 55-group force pro-
jected 1n January 1948 to 70 groups by Sep
tember 1949.! Shortly thereafter, Congress ape
proved 70 groups as an ultimate goal for the A
Force.?

Although air force planners had visualized sn
establishment of 70 groups as far back as World
War I, that number had remained merely a target.
Now, even with congressional sanction, that
target was not to be reached. In May 15458
President Truman set a ceiling of 15 ballica
dollars for the Defense Department budget for
fiscal year 1950. This amount represented about
half of the total Army-Navy-USAF request for the
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 scheduled to attain by December 1948,
Thetefore, the Air Fotce reprogrammed with a
48-group Air Force as ite goal and was prepared
when the President asked for such a reduction in
his next anmual budget message to Congress.

In the face of an increasing threst of Soviet
offensive capabilities and size limitations, the
Air Force’s only course was to conceafrate cn
the buildup of the Strategic Air Command evea
at the expense of the other USAF missions. Air
defense and tactical functioens, of necessity,
retained a lower prionty in the 4 8-group program
than the strategic force.?

28

The Establishment of Continental Ajr Command

While the Air Force was strugghtig to plan for
the fulfillment of its migsions with a2 reduced
force, it caried out a major reorganization in-
tended in part to strengthen the nation’s air de-
fense potential, On 15 October 1948, President
Truman issued an Executive Oxder calling for
greater emphasis on the organization and traaning
of the Armed Forces resetve componenis.® In
order to implement this presidential directive a
new command, Continental AirCommand (ConAC),
was achivated with Lt. Gen. George E. Strate-
meyer as commander, Among its four major
migsions, ConAC was to provide for the active
air defense of the United States and to be re-
sponsible for the Air National Guard and Arr
Reserve, Air Defense Command and Tactical Air
Command weteto continue as ““operational’’ com=
mands under ConAC.® 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 teorganization, effective 1 Decemher
1943 but not completed until 1 February 1949,
wag designed parily to make more economical
and effective use of the Regular Awr Force. As
explained 1n a USAF press release, henceforth
the Air Force could *“throw the full weight of
the combined units either to the Air Defense com-
mand or to the Tactical Ajr Commend, as citcum-
stances may requite.’” The air defense system
would be improved because responsibility for amr
defenze would be centralized in the Continental

*Barlier in the yeer, two of AD(Ys original six awr
forces had been abolished; the reorganization once
agam made six gir forces availasble for air defense.
(1st and, (Itr, General Stratemeyer to C/S USAF, subjy*
Plan for Reorgamzation of Aw Defense Command, 30
Jun 48), Hq USAF, to CG ADC, 29 Jul 48, in Haist
ConAC, 1 Dec 1948-31 Dec 1049, 1, doc 8.)
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GROWING EMPHASIS ON AIR DEFENSE 29

Aw Command thus allowing ADC to concentrate
on planming and the operational employment of
the air unitsallocatedfor air defense by ConAC.*
Tramning, supply, and administration would be
the responsibalities of the six ConAC air forces.
The reorgamization had the virtues of relieving
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 divided authornty., This Is what
would have to be done anyway if an emergency arose.
Such lmprovisations always take some time before op-
timum efficiency 18 achieved, By making the change
now, time 1S won that could never be wholly made up
even under the spur of emergency conditions.

On the other hand, as a result of the redrganiza-
tion, the position of the Air Defense Command
was unusual. It had major command status yet
had only operational conirol over air defense
for]t::es, no resources were actually assigned to
it

The Johnson Economy Program

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

*On 1 March 1949, the commandmng generals of the six
ConAC air forces wete relieved of air defense respon-
sibalibies. In order to fill the vacuum thereby created,
the Air Defense Command was autherized two opera-
ticnal headquarters through which 1t would exercise
1ts air defense responsibilities. It was planned that
thece headquarters would be the Eastern and Western
Arr Defense Forces which would be activated leter in
1849, (They were activated on 1 September,) In the
meantime, an Eastern and Westem Air Defense Laiax-
son Group were set up to coordinate air defense east
and west of the 103~ longitude and, in event of air
attack, to exercise operattonnl control of the sir de-
fense forces allotted to the Commanding General, ADC.
In addition, ADC would eventuglly be assigned erght
alr defense divisions, the first two of which were to
be assigned 1 March (ltr, Hg ConAC to CG 10th AF,
suby: Air Defense Responsibilities, 1 Feb 49, in Hist
ADC through June 1951, V, doc 162; itr, Hq ConAC to
Chief Eastemn Air Defense Liaison Group, sub); Mis-
sion and Responsibality of the Eastern Air Defense
Liasson Group, 23 Mar 49, in Hist ConAC 1 Dec 1948«
31 Dee 1949, 1, pr 2, doe 59),

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

James Forrestal as Secretary of Defense 1 March
1949, instituted an economy program, a move that
undoubtedly met with public approval. Reduc-
tions were made in personnel, equipment, and
facilitzes, with all services sharing proportion-
ately i the cuts, Although its serious effecis
would not be felt for many months, the Johnson
program was an additional handicap i the at-
tempt to establish an active air defense. ¥

As an integrel part of his economy program,
Secretary Johnson, continuing the concentration
on strategic awpower as the principal force upon
which the nation would rely for protection,
stopped construction of the Navy's supercarner,
Also, m accord with this reaffirmation of em-
prhasis on strategic air warfare, the Air Force
cancelled orders for 470 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 “revelt of the admirals,’” and a
heated controversy on the merits of the B-36 and
the supercarrier. Among the many charges hurled
at the Air Force by its cntfics was that aw de-
fense had been neglected 1n favor of strategic
airpower. Significantly, although the charge was
never answered specifically, the Air Force was
completely vindicated by the congressional
probers. Regardless, the debales :llustrated that,
despite umfication, much d:fference of opinion
as to the proper way to defend the nation still
existed. Considerable time, energy, and money
were diverted from the naticnal defense effort
during the lengthy controversy which not even the
announcement of an atomic explosion by the
Sowviets could terminate.

Impact of the Soviet Atomic Explosion

Throughout the postwar period American
leaders 1 science and industry as well as in the
mihitary realized that Russia would eventuzlly
develop atomic bombs and vehicles capable of
carrymg them to the North Amernican continent.
Estimates as to when the Soviets would possess
bombs and aucraft in sufficient quantity to nsk
a major war vaned greatly. Howevet, 1t appeared
to many that the United States had at least until

*The Secretary’s economy move was quite Likely a
factor 1n the congressional delay in appropnating the
ACEW system funds which had been voted in March
1940, See sbove p, 25,
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1952 before its monopoly of atomic weapons
would be seriously threatened. Based upon the
intellipence availahle in mid-1949 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff held that viewpomnt. They stated
that the AC&W system had to be functioning by
1 July 1952 and that the remainder of the system
had to be operationally ready by 1953.* These
opmions, in addition to the occurrence of such
incidents as the economy program and the B-36
investigation, 1llustrated that, though the period
of comparative freedom 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 Hayt S. Vandern-
betg, Air Force Chief of Staff, immediately called
the attention of his colleagues on the Jomnt
Chiefs of Staff to the *“desperate need for a vastly
more effective air defense for the continental
United States.’” And the USAF, 1n view of the
unexpected Russizn atomic explosion, advanced
from 1953 to 1950 its estimate of Soviet caps-
bilities for atomic attack and increased the em-
phasisheing placed on air defense preparations.*®

Because of budgetary limitations and the amount
of time needed to actually make additions to the
air defense system, USAF could do little to bring
about an immediate improvement in air defenss
capabilitres. The temporary (LASHUP) radar net-
work had been completed in June in the North-
east and installation was progressing n the
Northwest, Since the latter area contained the
closest targets in the Umited States for Soviet-
based bomhers, efforts were made to Improve its
air defense system.®! Within Continental Aw
Command headquarters, ait defense was hence-
forth recognized as the command’s most important
mission.!? ConAC began drafting manning sched-
ules based npon top prictity for air defense units.
A higher prionty would mean more personnel
which would enable the air defense sysfem to

1k'l‘he weakness of the West Coast air defenses had
been of public concermn for some t:me before the report
of the Soviet atomic explosion. Both the Washmgton
congressional delegation and Secretaty of the Ajr
Force Symington reported civilian unrest in that area
dunng the summer of 1949 (memo Maj. Gen, T\Dn
White, Dhr L&L: to Sec of the Air Force, 22 Aug 49, in
DRE Files of the Secretary of AF 381, ltr, Whitehesd
to Maj. CGen. W.F. McKee, Asst VC/S Ha USAF, 25
Oct 49, in Hq ADC HD 51,3),

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

The realization that the United States no
longer possessed an atomic monopoly also af-
fected the establishment of the Permanent Sys-
tem.* Authorized by Congress in March 1949 the
AC&W program had lagged badly because of lack
of funds. Congressional approval had sot been
followed by appropriation of the money needed.
Furthermore, by the end of April, inclusion of the
funding in fiscal year 1949 hed been disapproved
and USAF had been asked to re-examine the pro-
gram to see 1f some of the authorized amount
could be deferred until fiscal year 1951. Upon
re-examination, USAF concluded that delay until
1951 would mean that the operational readiness
date for a reasonable effective system in 1953,
as directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, could
not be met.!® The decision was finally reached to
seek the authotized $85,500,000 ia the fiscal
year 1950 appropriations'® but, when the measure
for that fiscal year was passed in October 1949,
it did not include a specific appropriation for
radar site construction. Instead, the bill anthar-
ized the Secretary of Defense, at lus discretion,
to use for that purpose not more than $50,000,000
of the Air Force appropriations. Thus, it would
be necessary for the Air Force to take funds
away from some other project mn order to begin
the authorized construction progtam, ™*?

Now that a source of funds had been desig-
nated, action could be taken to begin mstalla-
tion of the radar equipment for the Permanent
System. Theiefore, on 2 December 139 Head-
quarters USAF directed the Office of the Chief
of Engineets to proceed with the construction of
the 24 radar sites which had been accorded pri-
ority.”The end of 1950 was designated as the
target date for the construction of these sites.*®

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

*See above, pp. 23-25,

TActuauy, specific congressional appropriations for
cartymng out the AC&W progrem authorized by Cen-
gress in March 1949 were not made unti! 6 September
1950 and 6 January 1951 (64 Stat. 749, 1233).

TTFunds for these 24 sites were available by 24 Febru-

ary 1950 (itr, Hq USAF to CG ConAC, sub): Personnel
Requrements for Axrcraft Control and Waming Unuts an
Accelerated Air Defense Program, 24 Feb 50, i Hq
ADC HD), i

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




L3

e et
?

LR P T e

R

W e+

et iy

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

Gen. Muir §. Fairchild, the Vice Chief of Staff,
presented a memorandum to the USAF Scientific
Adwisory Board expressing General Vandenberg®s
opinion that a “vastly more effective air de-
fense? was needed. As a 1esult, Dr. George E.
Valley, a member of the Board, recommended in
November the establishment of a special commat-
tee to consider the air defense problem.'” Ven-
denberg approved the recommendation and the
Awrr Defense Systems Engineering Committee,
with Dr. Valley as chamrman, was appomted.
Formation of the committee (popularly known as
the Valley Commiftee) ‘‘reflected a realization
that the air defense probiem had become so crnfi-
ca] that every means must be employed te insure
the full wtilization of scientific resources i
reaching the best solution.'”® Also, on 1 De-
cember, an Air DefenseTeam was activated under
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations.* This
group was directed to see that all steps within
the capabilities of the USAF were taken to speed
up the air defense program and was to establish
requirements for means beyond the capabilities
of the Air Force. The team immediately began
planning on a vanety of air defense subjects.®

General Whitcheod's Efforts to Improve
the Air Defense System

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

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

It 1s firmly belteved that the urgency to mobilize our

defensive air power based on 24-hour, 7-days a week
operation, cannot be postponed, An active eir defense

*The team was headed by Col. T, J. Dayharsh.
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in being must include the provision for actual mter-
ception and shooting down of umdentified amrcaft
crossing our borders or penetrating our defense areas.
Our present capab:lity, even if mobilized, lacks the
decisive authonty to shoot down an aircraft until after
the hostile act has taken place. An arrcraft control
and warning net which 1s primarily & means of control-
ling our own aircraft has become our only means of
intelligence of Boviet intentions, Until the entue situ-
ation 15 remedied , , . the capability of ConAC to con-
duct adequately the ewr defense of the Umited States
remawns mmeffective, 24

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

aircraft were the two pumary requirements. In

addition, Whitehead made 22 other recommenda-
tions, approval of which would have gone far to-
ward correcting the defects of the contmental

air defense system.* Headquarters USAF person-
nel were well 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 Axrr Force did not
have the resources to satisfy simultaneously all
of 1ts commitments, Although Whitehead consid-
ered all of his requests ugent, Headquarters
USAF could f1l! them only gradually.

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

Because of the new threat posed by Sov:et pos-
segaion of atomic weapons, researchand develop-
ment for air defense was alse given increased
emphasis, Budget-wise, the fiscal year 1951 ap-
propriations for ar defense constituted 14 per-
cent of the total USAF research and development
appropriations, contrasted with only $ix percept
for the previocus fiscal year.®® Also, acceleration
of fighter amrcraft procurement was ordered, this

*Smce Whitehead’s recommendations ranged from ‘¢a?
to “4x,* thas letter was referred to within the Directo-
rate of Plans and QOperations as the ‘‘ax'’ letter (in-
terview with Col, T.J. Dayhareh, Military Representa-
tave, Permanent Joimnt Beard on Defense, 22 Mar 56),
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increased procurement to bs brought about by
means of amendment to the fiscal year 1950 pro-
curement program.*” And, @ order to use more
effectively any improvements which were made,
negotiations with Canada for agreements to ex-
tend the aqit defense system northward were
spurred on durng this period.* All of these ac-
tions indicated that, although the strategic
strikmg force still retained priority, eir defense
was at last bemng accorded much greater empha
sis,

The Effect of Hostilities in Korea

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

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

*See below epe 140-41, Hecdquarters USAE also em-

phasized planting for the air defense of Strategic Aur

Command besca overseas (Hist Hq USAF, 1 Jul 49-3¢
un 50, p. 32).

General Whitehead was undoubtedly overenthusiestic
when he informed his Air Force commenders in March
that General Vendenberg and the Air Staff had come to
realize thet eir defense had become ““the moet impor-
tant misston assigned to the USAF,” Nothing In Head.
quarters USAF cortespondence would indicate that
defense against air attack had replaced retallaton as
the priority-mission of the Air Force (lir, Hq ConAC
to all Air Force commanders, 4 Mar 50, 1n ADC Specicl
Hastorieal Study, The Air Defense of Atomic Energy
{t&gtaﬂaﬂons, March 194G-December 1952, supp doc

TTAFR 20-15, Orgenization of the Air Force Combat
Wings, issued 13 December 1948, designated the wing
rather then the group as the basic operational untt of
the USAF. A wing was composed of a combat group
and its sapporting elements,

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

Although FEAF was given priority in matters
of personnel and materiel, the sir defense system
benefited m other ways. ConAC immediately
placed the AC&W network on 24-hour operations
which, however, later had to be abandoned.®®
Also, control of air traffic was made easier.
ConAC had been authotized to begin armed inter-
ception in certain areas on 8 Apnl 1950.7 Now
that the danger of air attack had increased, it
wae imperative that the air defense forces be
allowed to carmy out active defenge aperatioms
wherever required, Such operations entailed the
control of air traffic for purposes of identifica-
tion and, if necessary, interception!T There-
fore, shortly after the outbreak of hostilities, Air
Defenseldentification Zones (ADIZ) were created
in the most vital areas. Within these zones all
military arrcraft were required, and civil aircraft
were requasted, to file flight plans as an aid to
ident:fication.®® In addition, on 24 August, Presi-
dent Truman approved a USAF policy statement
which permitted active delense opemations, The
Commanding General of ConAC was authorized
to destroy awrcraft in flight within the sovereign
boundaries of the United States which commit hostile
acts, which are manifestly hostile in intent, or which
bear the military insipua of the USSR, unless prop-
erly cleared or obvicusly 1n distress,*?
By September Congress had established a legal
basis for air traffic control by its passage of
Public Law 778. Henceforth, the pgovemment
had the power to regulate civil arcraft and to

*Ind.i.catwe of the increased interest an air defense
within the Defence Department was Secretary of the
A Force Thomas K, Finlelter's tequest early in
August for a requirements study by the Air Staff, This
study was tp show what would be needed, ““regard-
less of cost,’” to realize as close to a 100% kill po-
tentral as possible against enemy bombers, According
to a staff officer, Finletter sctually desired a *““Man-
hattan-type progect’! for air defonse (memo for DCS/O
from Col. W,S, Steel, Spec Mil Asst to OSAF, subj:
Reqguirements for Awr Defense of the Umted States, 9
Aug 50, in OPD 373,24 (3 May 46) sec 3),

TSee ahove p, 3L

For = study of the identification problem see; ADC
HS-3, The Identification Problem in the Air Defense
of the United States, 1946-1955.
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require the filing of flight plans by civilians
within the ADIZ ’s.® As a result of these actions,
air traffic control for purposes of identificatron
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 institnte active ar defense
operations, this suthonty meant [ittle 1f he did
not possess an adequate interceptor force. Such
a force was not m existence m mid-1950, On 2
March 1950, Headquarters USAF had presented
its recommendations in regard to awr defense to
the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff. This “Packege Pres-
entation’’ stated the minimum acceptable force
requrements needed by the Air Force to cany
out the air defense mission.¥ One of the most
important of the USAF recommendations called
for 61 squedrons of interceptors to be deployed
at 52 bases.™

Even if approved by the JCS, this ‘“‘Packape
Plan” would not produce interceptors immeds:-
ately, Therefore, in an attempt to make better
use of its available aircraft, shortly before the
outbreak of Korean hostilities, ConAC had sub-
mitted to Headquarters USAF a plan for the te-
deployment of its fighter squadrons. ConAC had
expenienced difficulty under the existing wing-
base orgamizational structure i deploying to
best advantage the few fighter squadrons at 1its
disposal. Squadrons had been located at the
game base as their wing headquarters. The
ConAC plan would allow greater dispersal by
deploying the three [ighter squadrons of each
wing at bases separate from the wing headquar-
ters, If its proposal received approval, ConAC
planned to deployits 23 squadrons on 14 bases.”
Headguarters USAF approved the plan tempo-
rarily but informed ConAC that a permanent
change of that nature would necessitate JC§ ap-
proval. By the mddle of July this deployment
had been completed.®

*

Two Air Force goals were being discussed at this
time, In the 58-wing program, 35 squadrons of inter-
ceplors were planned, while in the 69-wing program,
48 sgquadrons were included, When the Chinese Come=
munists entered the Eorean struggle, the USAF roused
its goal to 95 wings including 61 squadrons of 1nter-
ceptors (Hist ConAC, 1 Jul-31 Dee 50, pp. 73-74;
Semuannual Report of the Secretary of the Amr Force,
1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 200).

Federalization of the Air Nationol Guard*

Although this dispersal would result in a more
effecttve wse of the fighter forces, the Korean
conflict emphasized the mnadequacy of contr
nental-based inteiceptor forces, The only 1mmedi-
ately available source of additional fighter units
was the Air National Guard. Since the establish-
ment of the Air Defense Command early in 1946
the role of the Air National Guard in air defense
had been of much concem to the Air Force. It
had been necessary for ADC to meclude ANG
units 10 ifs arr defense plans, yet scant reliance
could be placed on the units. This situation was
not the fault of the Air Force, as The New York
Times’ military analyst Hanson W. Baldwin had
pointed out, “‘but rs part end parcel of the
country’s postwarmilitary policy, which 1s based
fundamentally upon the mamntenance of relatively
small professional forces backed up by large
semi-tramed part-time forces.'™? According to
Baldwin, the Air Force was handicapped in its
rehiance on the ANG because ANG personnel
wete “weel-end warriors' who ‘‘despite all the
will in the world—cannot be instantly ready for
action in anemergency, as any efficient air force
must in the atomic ape.'™® Mcteover, the ANG
was hampered by obsolete egquipment, cumber-
some mobilization procedures, and the fact that
ADC had no control over ANG units in peace-
time except fot training.

Despite these shorfcommgs and handicaps, in
December 1947 Headquarters USAF had desig-
nated the ANG as General Stratemeyer’s major
sowrce of awr defense gtrength,®® and 1n 1949,
USAF was depending upon the ANG to supply
approximately 70 percent of the interceptors for
its continental defense M-day force.*® That this
reliance was, at best, uncertain, was indicated
by an estimate made late in 1949 that 1t would
take from three days to two weeks to bring the
ANG ito service.®

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

*For a study of the role of the Air National Guard in
air defense see: ADC HS-5, Emergency Air Defense
Forces, 1946-1954, passim,
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menting ADC—whichk countd not be done without
Air Farce confrol of ANG units—the value of the
ANG to the air defense system was limited. Be-
cause congressional action was required to bring
about any change, several attempts by Head-
quarters USAF to claify the status of the ANG
were unsuccessful m 1948 end 1949. Immedi-
ately following the entrance of the naticn 1n the
Korean action, however, Congress acted to make
use of the ANG. On 30 June President Tmman
was autharized by the 81st Congress te call into
active service for not more than twenty-one
months any member or unit of the Reserve Forces

Despite this legislation, which ConAC be-
lieved would provide ‘‘a basis for more realistic
planning for the utilization of ANG fighter units
for air defense,’™® no immediate increase in
fighter strength for the air defense system re-
sulted. Moreover, according to existing plans,
the air defense forces would not have 35 regu-
lar arr force squadrons until the end of Junz
1951. To General Whitehead, this increase was
too slow and, 1n July 1950, he proposed that
Headquarters USAF authorize at once a partisl
mobilization of the ANG. Whitehead recom-
mended that 20 ANG squadrons be called to
active duty and agsigned to air defenses.** Head-
quarters USAF considered such a step inadwisa-
ble at that fime because the addition of the 12
regular air force fighter squadrons scheduled
for deployment in fiscal year 1951 to the 23
squadrons of ConAC fighters already deployed
or 14 bases was sufficient to maintzin the air
defense system. Futthermore, such action would
have to be deferred while completion of the radar
net before 1 July 1951 was heing pushed

General Whitehead also asked Headquarters
USAF for the delegation of mobilization authority
down to the DefenseF oree lavel. If this authonty
were granted, ANG units could be brought inte
action much more quickly. Again Whitehead’s
request was refused. At that time the Secretary
of the Air Force decided to retain mobilization
authority %8

The sitnation in Korea soon forced a recon-
sideratien of the Air Force’s position on federal-
ization and mobilization authonty. Although the
United Nations forces met with considerable
success during the opening months of the cam-
pagn, the entrance of the Chinese Communists
into the struggle eatly in November altered the
military pxcturé 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 thathis reqests
for mobilization authority and for federalization
of ANG squadrons be reconsidered. For immedi-
ate federalization he listed 15 squadrons. Also
he designated 23 other squadrons which, al-
though available, should not be federalized until
adequate housmg end operational facilities were
aveilable., These ANG squadrons would be 1n
addition ta the regular air force units scheduled
for activation in the USAF expansion program.¥
In January both requests were gronted, Hence-
forth, the air defemse 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 considerad the minimum for an adequate
air defense. By 1 March 1851 zll but 16 ANG
fighter squadrons had been federalized and those
squadrons were programmed for air defense
All available interceptor forces had been at last
placed in the active axr defense system.

Reestablishment of the Air Defense Command

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

When events of 1949-1950 forecast an expansion
of the Air Force, the inadequacy of this command
arrangement became obvious. Because of the
many missions assigned to his command, General
Whitehead found it impossible to devote attention
to the air defense and tactical air functions com-
mensurate with their growing importance, 7% Also,

I'(Stae above p. 28.

The tactical air mission received mncreased emphasis
dunng 1949-1950 as a result of the B-36 investigation
and wenknessesindicatedin joint exercises PORTREX
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the increasing emphasis placed on the develop-
ment of fighter aircraft designed specifically for
the air defense or ground support roles mdicated
that, at some future date, 1t would be necessary
to divide ConAC into 1ts component parts,

Because of its uwnwieldy composition and the
vanety of its missjons, ConAC orgamized an in-
temal structure to supervise the available forces
and to control them in poszible air battles. For
a1t defense, two operational headquarters (Air
Defense Forces) and a number of air divisions
were created under Headquatters ConAC. The Ax
Defense Forces, Eastern and Westem, were to
have responsibility for air defense east and west
of the 103° mendien. With the activation of EADF
and WADF on 1 September 1949, Headquarters,
ADC was reduced to record status leaving the
tesponsibility for air defense with General White-
head. !

While these organizational changes were
taking place, the Air Staff in Headquarters
USAF, begmming in the fall of 1949, studied
the problem of increasing the emphasis on air
defense and tachical ampower.®® These studies
revived a proposal which had been made pen-
odically since the end of World War Il-that a
umfied defense or nmified aic defense command be
established. As had been the case previously,
these discussions, which continued throughout
1950, mndicated that the Defense Department was
not ready for such a step. Neather interservice
agreement nor unammity within the Air Force
existed on the necessity for a unified organiza-
tion.** Nevertheless, Headqatters USAF orig:-
nated a reorganization plan and submiited it to
ConAC for 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 units. Because of the shortape of per-
sonnel, the plan was not approved by Headquarters
USAF.™

and SWARMER (these exercises are discussed in:
USAFHS-80, Air Force Participation i Jount Army-Aur
Force Traiming Exercises, 1947-1950, chap 3; USAFHS.
94, Asr Force Partic:pation in Jomnt Amphibious Train=-
ing Exetcises, 1946-1950, chaps 3 & 4).

*
See helow, chap VII
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ConAC then submitted a planfor an intermal re-
organization. By this plan recewed by Head-
quarters USAF in April 1950 both administrative
and operational respansibilities would be assigned
to the headquarters of the Air Defense Forces
and Tactical Air Command. All of ConAC’s regu-
lar a1 force combat units would be reassigned to
the Air Defense Forces or TAC, leaving ConAC
free to concentrate on the tramning and support of
reserve activities and the other miscellaneous
functions assigned to the command, ConAC would
continue to exercise supervision over the air
forces and to act as over-all planning agency for
air defense of the continental United States.®
Since this reorganization could be accomplished
with no increase in personnel, Headquarters
USAF approved mn May.*® In July, ConAC was
finally relieved of several minor responsibilities
by transfer to other commands. As a result of this
reorganization, Headquarters, ADC was abolished,
ConAC retained primary responsibality for aur
defense, while the Eastern and Western Arr De-
fense Forces became self-sufficient organiza-
tions with administrative and operational control
over air defense units.5”

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

General Whitehead responded immediately with
a renewal of his recommendation for an Aix De-
fense Command separate from ConAC. He pomtbed
out that the new commeand should be set up by 1
January 1951 for :

Beginning the first of the year. 1951, some of our
permanent radar sites become operative, During the
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course of the year, many additional new sites wall
come into being, Over the same period of tzme, twelve
additional Air Defense fighter sgquadrons are pro-
grammed for activation. To be sure that these activi-
ties receive adequate, undivided attention and super-
vision, the Hq Air Defense Command should be
organized immediately and a permanent site designated
for its headequarters, 5

This time Whitehead’s proposal was speedily
approved. Undoubtedly the delay of the Joint
Chiefs in considering the plan for a unified com-
mand and the increasing importance of the axr de-
fense and tactical air functions spurred Hecd-
quarters USAF to action. On 10 November 1530
the Air Defense Command* and Tactical Air Com-

mand were redesignated major USAF commands.™

I"AI)C; was ‘‘re-esteblished” on 1 January 1951 axd
wasg in operationt 1n 1ts new location, Ent Air Force

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

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

Base, Colorado Sptngs, Colorado, by 8 January (Itr,
Whitehead to Twining, 10 Jan 51, an KCRC Hgq ADC
File 312, Commanding General 1 Jan-15 Oct 51).

*The Tactical Air Command was also accorded one
mission while ConAC retauned the remarnder of the
many missions 1t had been assipgned,

The status of ADC and TAC were made legal by
Congress in September 1951, Thetreafter their exis-
tence could be threatened only by congressional
achion (65 Stat, 332),
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CHAPTER VY

COMPLETION OF THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

As early as 1945, AAF leaders, including Com-
manding General Henry H. Amold, had warned
that a futnre war probably would be opened by a
surpuse air attack on the continental United
States.' Primary responsibility for countemng
such an awr attack and for striking back through
the air tn sufficient force to assure victory
belonged to the Armmy Air Forces. Since such a
war would be of extremely short duration—
possibly a mattet of days—offensiveand defensive
air forces had to be in existence, ready to oper-
ate at any fume. Thus, air force planners became
increasingly aware during the postwar years that
mere possession of the vanous weapons and
gsupporting elements would not be sufficient.
What was needed was a weapon system that
would combine all elements around an aircraft. ¥
The air arm could perform 1ts basic mssions only
by employing the vanous elements 1o a sirategic,
tactical, or air defense weapon system. Such a
weapon system, of course, could not become a
reality until the required elements were developed.?

Although its actual implementation was for the
future, the influence of the weapon system con-
cept could be seen in organize’ gnal changes
made by Headquarters USAF in 1950. Since
development of the weapon system elements would
increase the importance of the role of the
scientists, a new staff organization under a
Deputy Chief of Staff for Development was formed.
Established 1n January 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 Air

*

One committee reported to Headquarters USAF that a
weapon system is ““the complete combat awplane in-
cluding its armameant and includmg any speciat ground
based flight or firing control equipment that wall be
used as a functionel item in accomplishing the mis-
sion’ (Hist Hq USAF, 1 Jul 50-30 Jun 51, p. 38a).

37

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

Emphasis on the weapon system concept
promised great improvement in national defense
for the future. However, in air defense, until
such a system was developed, USAF would have
to depend on an air defense composed of those
elements on hand or procurable 1n a reasonable
length of time. Thus, Headquarters USAF planned
that during the decade 1950.1960 the air defense
system would consist of a manually operated Air-
craft Control and Warning system operating with
menned all-weather interceptors. Of necessaty,
these elements would be supported by a Ground
Observer Corps and AntiawrCraft Artllery, Toward
the end of the decade, automatic interception
might be possible and guided missies would be
taking their place in the system.* By the middie
of 1954, much progress had been made 1n 1mprov-
ing each of these elements and welding them
together 1nto an intenm system.

The Radar System

Completing the Permanent System

The Air Foice requirements for a radar nets
work had been stated in the ill-fated Project
SUPREMACY 1n 1847.7 Foliowing the failure of
Congress to act on SUPREMACY, the Air Force

*These orgamzations wmncluded the Armold Engineering
Development Centet, the Speciel Weapons Command,
and the Joint Long Range Provang Ground. These in-
novatons were recommended by & Scientific Advisory
Board committee headed by Dr. Loms N. Ridenour,
The committec reported in September 1949 (USAF,
R&D Querterly Review, 30 Jun 51, p. 89).

TSee ebove, pp. 11-12,
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had substituted what it called the “Modified
Program® (Interim Program plus the First Augmen-
taton). The Modified Program did not fulfill Air
Force radar requirements but did represent the
minimum azcceptable radar network. As approved
by Congress in March 1949, the Modified Program
called for g Pemmanent System of 75 radar stattons
and 10 control centers in the continental United
States, ¥

Despite the relatively modest scope of the
Modified Program, it was not scheduled for com-
plete implementation until 1952 In the meantime,
some radar for defense and training was required.
Therefore, in 1948, the Air Force undertook the
establishment of a tempotary netwotk (L ASHUP),
which was to congist of availsble radar sets
sited on govemment-owned land 1n four vital
ateas (Northeast, Northwest, Albuquerque, and
the West Coast) Although it was recogmzed that
LASHUP would afford litile actual protection, it
would serve as a means for training radar person-
nel,t By mid-1950 the 44 radar stations of the
LASHUP netwotk were operational,

Meanwhile, construction of the Pemansnt
System was progressing slowly. P artially 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 hed
been given bnt little else conld be done wrthout
funds. ! Finally, in the fail of 1949, the Air
Force was authorized to divert $50,000,000 from
other sources for the Permanent System. This
action was followed by the designation of 24 of
the 85 permanent sifes as a first priority group
with a terget date for completion of 1 July 195L
A deadline of 1 July 1952 was set for completicn
of the 85 siteg of the Permanent System,

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

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

TSee shove, pp. 25-26.

T11a April 1949, following a study by General Saviile,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff placed the AC&W program as
the firstatem m the Public Wotks construction schedule,
Such a prionty meant tittle, however, uf funds were
not mede aveilable (memo for record, L.t Col W.C.
Odelf, Hq USAYF, P&O, in Case Hist ACRW System,
doc 157},

planmng, the date that Russia could attack the
Umited States was advanced from 1953 to 1950,
Therefore, USAF accelerated the installation of
LASHUP.* Also, in March 1950, the completion
date for the first priority group of 24 permanent
stations was advanced to 31 December 1950.5

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

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

Congressional intetest in acceleration of the
program was also andicated by a request from Caxl
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 pmoiity
stations scheduled for completion by that date.®
Congressional interest was further indicated by
the appointment of subcommittees—in the House
under Vinson and in the Senate under Lyndon
Johnson (D-Tex.)-to monitor the AC&W program.
The Vinson subcommittee told the Air Force to
push the radar buildup because “‘progress had not

*See above, p. 30.
1See above, p 3132
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been sufficient in the light of existing world con-
ditions, "

Although Finletter’s plan was not acted upon,
earlly in August the Vinson subcommittee was
informed by Bng. Gen. George J. Nold, Chief of
Engineers, that for an additional $2,500,000 the
completion (beneficial occupancy®) of the fitst
prionuty group might be advanced to 1 November
1950.'° However, General Nold also stated, that
in any event, all of the 24 stafions would not be
fully completed by the end of the year Instead,
the Air Force would have beneficial occupancy
by 31 December. Actually, construction schedules
indicated that it would be from one to three months
after the end of 1950 before the 24 pnonty sites
could be completed.“ In effect, this was a return
to the original target date of 1 March 1951, As a
result, on 30 Augnst 1950, Secretary Finletter
authorized an expedited program forall84 sites,t
in the Permanent System.!?

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

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

*Although there was some misunderstanding at thas
time within the Defense Department about the meaning
of the term ‘‘beneficial occupancy,” 1t apparently
meant that radar persoanel could occupy the sites and
begin installing equpment (memo for Cluef of Staif
from Maj, Gen. F.H. Gnswold, Asst DCS/Materiel,
subj: Mr. McCone's Testimony Reparding the Radar
Fence, 20 Oct 50, in DRB C/§ Fies 1950, 27101~
27200). Later beneficial occupancy was defined as
the stage of construction when the operations building
was complete and installation of techmeal equipment
could begin (ADC Hist Report 2, doc 1),

The Interim Program plus First Augmentation had
called for 75 radar stations and 10 control centers, a
total of B85 instellations, By 1950 the total discussed
in Headquarters USAF was 84, However, 1n December
1950 a control center was added to the program bring-
;ng the ;otal back to 85 (Hist OSAF, 1 Jul 50-31 Mar

1, pe 67

because of the demands of the Kotean action.'?
Furthermore, spare parts and mantenance patts
were not available when the first of the 84 sites
wag ready for operation,!®

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

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

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

*]n order to use and control preperly the increasmng
air defense focilities, ConAC proposed the establich-
ment of a Central Air Defepse Force 1n mud-1950,
Headquarters USAF turned down the request et first
but, at the urgent request of ConAC, reconsadered and
approved the propozal, Central Air Defense Force
was activated 1 March 1951 (Hist CADF, 1 Mar30
Jun 51, p. 1)
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classification of ‘8" which would give 1t a higher
classification than overseas umts.* When the Air
Staff disagreed, Gulpatnc and Zuckert requested
the opinion of the A1r Force Chief of Staff, General
Nathan ¥. Twining, on the need for achange in
prniority.®® General Twining also indicated dis-
agreement with the under secretaries,®® and they
reluctantly abandoned the idea. Gilpatric now
accepted the delay i1n the establishment of the
Permanent System as a calculated risk. Within
the existing paorities, the Air Force would do
everything possible to accelerate the completion
of the radar stations,®?

It the meantime, completion of the permanent
sites posed the problem of phasing over from the
LASHUP to the Permanent System with no loss
of detection capability. Itf some cages, LASHUP
stations continued operations until Pemmanent
System stations could replace them 1n the network,
In other instances, LASHUP equpment and
personnel were moved to the new sites to operate
until new equpment arnved, Thus during the
final stages of the creation of the Permanent
System, the radar network was composed of three
types of stations: LASHUP, LASHUP-Permanent,
and Permanent, Although th:s situation led to
some confusion, continuous radar coverage was
maintained.**

While site constructton proceeded on an ‘*-as
s00n as possible’ basis, work on the Permanent
System continued into 1952. By the end of May,
construction was completed on the sites, and all
85 stations were operational by the end of the
year® Thus by 13 April 1953 the so-called
Permanent System, which at the time of 1ts
approval 1n 1949 was considered an intetim system
and only the mimmum acceptable, was in place
and fully operational.

Radar Equipment for the Interim System

Efforts to complete the radar network 1nvolved
the procurement of radar equipment as well as
the construction of the sites. When the decision
was made to install the temporary LASHUP net-
work, the Air Force had no altemative but to usge
the available radar equipment even though it was
of World War Il vintage. For the most part, this
radar had insufficient range and lacked height-
finding equipment. Nevertheless, its use i the
temporary system afforded at least a modrcum of
protection and tramning facilities.

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

COMPLETION OF THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 41

July 1945 the Continental Air Forces had recoms
mended the development of radar egqupment
capable of detecting objects at a range of 1,000
miles, at an altitude of 200 miles, and at a speed
of 1,000 mles per hourn?® These charactenstics,
of course, were beyond the capabilities of the
radar art at that time Nevertheless, as Brig. Gen.
William F. McKee, Deputy for Operations 1n Head-
quatters, AAF, pointed out, military characteris-
tics for better radar than then available would be
wriften as goon as requrements were determined.
However, until better radar was produced, radar
defense plans would have to be based on the
equpment 1n being.®

By January 1946, military charactenstics had
been prepared 1n Headguarters, AAF for improved
tadar equipment, and Headquarters, CAF had
drawn up plans for a radar defense based upon
such advanced equipment,® Efen though CAF's
plan recewved some faverable congideration,
Headquatters, AAF, Plans 1ssued a reminder to
the command that radar defense planning had to
based on the avalable equipment.*® From these
discussions emanated a difference of opimon
within Headquarters, AAF (and later between AAF
and the Scientific Advisoty Board) as to whether
an air defense system should be established with
the equpment on hand or be delayed until more
modern equpment was developed.® Late in 1947
the preparation of Project SUPREMACY indicated
that the Ax Force had decided to proceed with
the available e quipment.

Meanwhile, concrete steps had been taken to
imbtbiate the production of better radar e quipment,
in the immediate postwar petiod, the World War II
tadars onhand included the AN/CPS-1, AN/CPS-5,
and a hendful of AN/CPS-6’s for early warning’
and the AN/CPS-4 for height-finding, These sets
were of little value agamnst jet propelled aircraft
or even the faster conventional arcraft of the
pened. Therefore, 1n md-1946 Air Force officials,
1n a conference with several leading electronics
manufacturers, explained the need for improved
search radar. The manufacturers were 1nvited to
express their mterest in the problem.™

By 1947 bids had been submitfted and charace
tennstics had been agreed upon for an improved

*
See abave, pp, 9-11,

These aiur transporteble radar sets provided primarily
range and azmuth information. Only the CPS-1 was
used i combat xn World War I,
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(mainly by addition of a height-finder} version of
the AN/CP&6, called the AN/CPS-6B.* A jount
development-production contract for 16 sets waz
let with General Electric. Delivery of the furst
set was scheduled for February 1949 and for the
remaining 15 sets by December 1949.** Shortly
thereafter, production of the AN/FPS-3,T anim.
proved version of the AN/CPS-5, was awarded to
the Bendix Cotporation with delivery of the first
set gcheduled for the summer of 1949 andcomplete
delivery for 1 April 1950.%° The CP$-6B and FPS-3
were destined fo be the basic search radams for
the Permanent System.

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

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

*Phe CPS-6B is an S-band rader system, aar trano-
portable, for early warning, ground controlled inter-
ception, and general air traffic control, It has height
Ander.

ta fired radar set which has long range and high
power. The FPS«3 has a range of 325 miles, more
. than twice thatof the CPS-6B.

ment of more modem radar, Vandenberg stated,
and Bush’s views on the current eiectronics and
develapment program were requested.*® Replying
in May 1948 Bush infotmed the Chief of Staff that
the RDBE had given prelininary consideration to
the research and development aspects of the air
defense system and had drawn up a program for
developing e quipment to detect aircraft and guided
missiles. This program could be accomplished
only if the USAF gave 1esearch and development
its full support, Bush offered the support of the
boerd if needed by the Air Force in requesting
additional appropriationy end personnel.*

By July 1948, acting on the recommendation of
the Research and Development Board, USAF’s
Director of Research and Development was able
to repoit to General ‘fam:lenberg that emphasis
was being placed on research and development
equal to that accorded the operational aspects of
the air defense program.*® Furthemore, in con-
junction with the JCS review requested by Secre-
taty Forrestal, the RDB had considered
SUPREMACY in connection with “‘the question of
proper teseatch and development progtams for the
evolution of more advanced equipment pertinent to
all aspects of arr defense.’”” The RDR panei on
radar had concluded, Dr. Bush reported to
Forrestal, that no currently available early warn-
ing equpment should be procured for use in the
air defense system since the panel members
believed that available radar was inadeguate and
that minor modifications of the equpment would
not provide material improvement,*

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 Project SUPREMACY, the Air
Force took the posttion that there was an immedi-
ate requirement for an air defense in being and
that this air defense should be established with
the avalable equipment, even though this equip-
ment might be obsolescent. On the other hand,
the panel members believed that currently avala-
ble equipment was 1nadequate and therefore should
not be purchased for use 1n an AC&W networl,
“The equipments . . . are useful for local defense
against aircraft of current types,’ the panel con-
cluded, “but cannot comprise useful parts of a
system for early werning against the several
types of offensive weapons expected in the future.”?
In addition, the panel members felt that major
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procurement of the equpment then available
would divert effort from the recommended research
and development program. General Fairchild, Vice
Chief of Staff, informed Sectetary of the Air
Force Stuart Symington that the Air Force believed
the posation of the parel to be incorrect. E stablish-
ment of an air defense in being with the equipment
on hand would not divert effort from the research
and development program. Fairchild stated that
Basically, the Panel 1= saying that present equipment
15 not swtable for use agamnst probable future offensive
weapons. In this they are wholly comect. The im-
préession given, lowever, 18 that present equipment 1s
almost wholly useless against enemy offensive weapons
in the immed:ate future. In this, the statement 1s not
correct. The apparent conflict arisee from a differcnce
in timing. The Axr Force requires an ‘‘air defense in
bemng’ by 1952, while the Panel :s discussing what
we hope to have in an awr defense system by 1957,4

In its efforts to obtain funds for the mmediate
installation of radar equpment, the Air Force had
to tzke into conslderation this belief as expressed
by the RDB panel.*

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

From the beginning the procurement program for
the CPS-6B and FP$3 radars was delayed. Al-
though imtiat deliveryof the CFS-6B was scheduled
for February 1949, no gets had been delivered by
October. At that tame,in view of the Soviet atomic
explosion, acceleration of the entire amr defense
program began.T This acceleration produced no
radar sets immediately but znnouncement was
made of a new delivery schedule which called for
the initial set 10 January 1950 and two sets each
month thereafter,*

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

*See above pp. 23-25,
See above, pp. 26-31.
TSee sbove; pp, 81-32,

Benjamin W. Chidlaw, Commanding General, An
Materiel Command, in March 1950 to “buld a
fire under every one who has anythmng to do with
buying and bwldmg the radars which go into the
[AC&W] sites.** Chudlaw assured ham that every
effort to expedite procurement of the radars would
be made.*® And, 1n Apnil, he informed Whitehead
that the first AN/CPS-6B had been delivered to
its redar site 1o the state of Washington.*?

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

Throughout 1951 the campletion of the remasnder
of the Permanent System was held up largely by
the delay in procurement of the CPS-6B and
FPS-3 radars.®® Labor union probiems caused
delay 1n the last half of 1950." Also, some manu-
facturers wete reluctant to accord the production
of electronics eqmipment the emphasis needed if
produchon schedules were to be met.®® Despite
the slippage in the program which resnlted, USAF
decided in the fall of 1950 not tc seek a change
in priority but to place additional emphasis on
procurement and preduction of equipment, There~
fore, completion of the Permanent System was
geared to the availability of the new eqmpment.
Aswas expected,”™ further delays were encountered
and the 85 radar sites of the Permanent System
wete not fully operational until April 1953.%

As mdicated above, the Air Force was under
no delusion when the decision was made to instail
the temporary LASHUP radar network or the
Permanent System. The limitations of the radar
equpment, and any system composed of the
equipment, were well known. Therefore, while
the Permanent System was being installed, efforts

*Among the time-consuming aspects of the radar in-
stallation program were, site adaptation (3% months),
bid advertising (30 daye); award of construction (45
days); constructzon (10 months for control center, 7-9
monthe for radar sites); wnstallation of equipment (5
months); ‘‘shekedown’? perod (4-6 months), :ntegra-
tion into amr defense system (5-6 months) (Memo for
record, Lt. Col. W.C, Qdell, Headquarters USAF, P&O,
2 May 49, Case Hist AC&W System, doc 157.)
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to improve the equipment and the system were
undertaken, *

Late in 1949 the Scientific Advisorty Board had
appointed the Air Defense Systems Engineenng
Commitiee (Valley Committee) to study the air
defense system and make recommendations for
impl-cvuremeﬂts.’r At farst the Valley Committee
directed its study to lonig-range problems buf, by
late 1950, had turned its attention to the problem
of improving the existing radar equipment and the
Permanent System.”™ Committee studies revealed
that available radars were not achieving the range
that they were designed to get, test equipment
was inadequate, spare parts were lacking, and
thete was a shortage of trained personnel. These
findings were discussed with the Air Staff and
the Air Defense Command® with the result that
the committee recommended that the Westem
Electric Company (using the Bell Telephone
L aboratories) had the scientific and engineering
“know-how to improve the air defense system.*”
Acting upon this recommendation, Headquarters
USAF signed a contract on 5 January 1951 with
the Western Electric Company, Primarily the con-
tract for the project—Continental Air Defense
System {CADS)—placed emphasis on shott-term
improvements to the Pemmanent System. CADS
was not to be concerned with redesigmng the
equipment.®®

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

The CADS project began with a small group of
scientists. As soon as this group had familianzed
itself with the problem, other specialists, military
and civilian, were added.* By the end of 1951,
the project had proved of value with its *trouble
shooting” activities,® From that time until it
compied 1its final report late in January 1954, the
CADS project made numerous recommendations

*
* For efforts to develop better equipment and extend
the Permanent System see below, chapter VL.

See above, p, 31.

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

The Ground Observer Corps

Atbest theintenm early waming network, known
as the Pemmanent System, afforded only the
mimmum acceptable radar coverage for the conti-
nental United States. Several defects, one of
which is inherent in radar, itself, existed in the
network, Radar operates on a line-of-sight princi-
ple and is not effective in long-range detection of
low-flyang aircraft. Because of this charactetistic
of radar, gaps in coverage ate unavoidable in
mountainous terrain, Although it 1s conceivable
that a radar network might be constricted wath
enough radar sets to avoid these gaps, the cost
would be excessive. Until radar sets become
available in quantity and quality to fomm a com-
plete radar *‘fence,’” the Aur Forcelas 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 Comps (GOC) to augment the
radar network had been required dunng World War
I, Civilian response had been satisfactory as
long as air attacks on the continental United
States seemed possible and more than 6,000
ohserver posts, with the necessary filter and in-
formation centers, wete 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 included discussions of a
GOC, it was expectad that civilians would be
used as an integral part of the peacetime air
defense system.

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

*The War Department Civil Defense Board was estab-
.};sllzled 25 November 1946 under Map, Gen. Harold R,
utl.
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should be established and orgamzed by the Office
of Civil Defense with coordination and evaluation
of the rnformation gathered by the system a
responsibility of the Air Force,®

The expectation that civilians would be used
in awr defense was shated by the Air Defense
Command for according to the mntenmm mission
assigned to the command, 1t was to “‘co-ordinate
all passive means of air defenge.’’ In order to
obtain authority to include civilians 1 the air
defense system, Stratemeyer asked Maj. Gen.
Lauris Norsted, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Oper
ations for a “carte blanche directive to solicit
assistance of civilian passive defense agencies
as requred for ar defense.””®® General Norstad
replied on 13 June 1946 that :t was not believed
desirable to have civilian agencies “‘actually
active 1n an air defense system in peace~time.”’
However, *‘“adequate and workable’” plans for
integration of ciwilians into the system werte to
be kept current and avalable.”” Despite these
divergent views, ADC continued tc assume
civilian participation 1n air defense because, as
General Stratemeyer stated in July 1946;

It will be necessary for the American public to realize
that air defense of the United States cennoi be secured
by the action of the Armed Forces alone, Continental
Arr Defense will require preparations to mobilize the
potentials of civilians and industry to assist such de-
fenses. They must also realize that neither time ner
distance will shield them from the necessity of hemg
prepared in pescetime to cope with the threat of awmr
attack. It will be the responsibibity of the Aiwr Defense
Command to determaine the necessity of eivilian
particpation 1n air defense and when so determined to
take such steps as are necessary to secure civilian
cooperation.

According to Stratemeyer, ADC should be allowed
to determine the extent of civilian participation
and to prepare civilian agencies for therr roles m
the awr defense system.*® His interpretation of
ADC’s intenim mission was approved in general
by Headquarters, AAF, bat no specific directive
vas forthcoming to cover actual civilian pertici-
pation in air defense.

Furthey efforts by ADC 1n the first half of 1947
to obtamn action on the use of civilizans in air
defense were to no avail. In August of that year
Stratemeyer’s Chief of Staff requested an opinion
from Headquarters, AAF covering the activation
of a Ground Observer Corps. The only specific
restriction that AAF couwld find was General
Norstad’s letter of 13 June 1946. However, some
references which prohilated or appeared to pro-
hibit the conduct of civil defense measures by

the War Department were noted. Regardless, Col.
John B. Cary of Stratemeyer's staff stated thathe
did not consider the GOC ta be a civil defense
measure; provision for 2 GOC would be included
1n the revised short-temm air defense plan.”® Thus,
Air Defense Command continued to plan for
civilian participation in air defense in the
expectation that suthority would be granted by
Headquarters USAT by the time a Ground Observer
Corps was needed.

Fmally Headquarters USAF specifically
approved, for planning purposes, the inclusion of
civillans in the air defense system. In its state-
ment of air defense policies and procedures which
was 1ssued m June 1949, Headquarters USAF
declared that, in the interest of economy and
conservation of manpower, a ground observer
system would be manned by cwviliens on a part-
time basis. The system would be organized and
maintained on a standby basis and its peacetime
operations would be limited to tests and exer
cises.™

Altkough specific authority for the orgamzation
of a Ground Observer Corps had not been granted
by Headquarters USAF, Air Defense Command
and its successor, Continental Air Command,
began setting up a ground observer system. A
test of the system 1n the Northeast was made in
September 1949 and many deficiencies were indi-
cated.”™ Therefore, ConAC requested Headquar-
ters USAF to authorize the formation of a GOC
in those areas that were bewng defended against
air attack Also, ConAC asked that legislation
be sought from Congress to make the GOC an
official auxiliary of USAF.?

In February 1950 Headquarters USAF authorized
the formation of a GOC composed of volunteers
and spectfied that 1t would operate on a permanent
basis, Furthermore, Headguarters USAF stated
that the legislation requested by ConAC would
be sought as soon as a detailed plan descnbing
the GOC was furnished.™ Headquarters ConAC at
once submitted the plan.™

Now that the requisite authority had been
granted, ConAC immediately undertaok the
establishment of a Ground Observer Corps. The
target date for the first phase of the system—about
8,000 ground cbserver posts and 26 filter centers—
was set at 1 July 1950, but, because of many
difficulties, resolution of most of which required
action by Headquarters USAF, several postpone-
ments were necessary. Despite publicity designed
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to interest sufficient volunteers to man the obser-
vation posts, the public was, 1n 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 onginal
target date for the completion of the first phase
of the ground observer system, only 5 percent of
the proposed observer posts were manned.” Tn-
creased publicity appeared to be the only method
of securing sufficient volunteers and Headquar
ters USAT promised to give wider publicity to
the GOC program, *"" However, apathy among
state officials often hindered publicity efforts
because recruiting of GOC personnel had to be
“‘on a mutual cooperztion basis’’ between state
authorities and ConAC. Also, recruiting had to
be coordinated with the Office of Civil Defense
Liaison in the Office of the Secraetary of Defensa. ™
Constant difficulty was encountered by USAF 1n
its attempts to recruit volunteers because the
Office of Civil Defense Liaigon had no aunthority
over state agencies and ConAC had no method of
exerting pressure on the states.

Another hindetance to the completion of the
GOC system arcse because Headquarters USAF
had never issued ConAC detailed directives
delineating Air Force responsibilities in civil
defense and, consecquently, ConAC had issued no
darectives to 1ts subordinate air forces. This
deficiency was remedied in June 1950 when Head-
quarters USAF assigned mostof itsresponsibilities
in cwvil defense to ConAC, Included 1n these
responsibilities was: “‘Planning and Operation of
an atrcraft observer system involving use of
civilian volunteers as an augmentation of the
radar screem™?” ConAC, in tumn, assigned this
responsibility to the Air Defense Forces.”

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

*[n order to stimulate mnterest in the GOC program a3
well as to train personnel and evalnate the system,
EADF held an exercise which covered the Northeast
and Mhiddle West in November 1950, Although many
weal .spots were uncovered, the exercise was con-
sldered a success because wuterest was stimulated
{EADF, Report of Ground Observer Comps Exercise
4-5 November 1950, 27 Dec 50, in AUL M-36220-C).

remained dependent upon civilian interest in the
GOC, * Despite insufficient personnel, by the end
of 1950, considerable progress had been made in
that the 36 filter centers were installed and oper
ating while 61 percent of the ground observer
posts were completely manned in EADF and 52
percent in WADF.*

Expansion of the ground observer system wids
authorized on 30 March 1951 when the Secretary
of Defense approved a plan that called for the
establishment of some 11,400 obsetvation posts
and 24 filter centers by 1 July 1955 This plan
was considered Phase [ of the implementetion of
the GOC.*

Although this progress was encouraging, the
Phase II target date was not met and the GOC
remained incapable of properly augmenting the
air defense system. Duning 1951 several civilian
groups reported on the deficiencies of the GOC.®
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 equipment and amund~the-clock
operation in the more vuinerable areas. The
former change was made in December 1951 when
the Air Staff raised the support priority for the
Ground Observer Corps.*® With the solution of the
supply problem 1n sight, the second requirement
could be considered and, by March 1952, Head~
quarters USAF had approved ‘‘in principle’ the
placing of portions of the GOC on twenty-four
hour operation.®®

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

*In order to improve the GOC coverapge in sparsely
settled areas, the Department of Agticulture agreed to
make available the forestry service stabons, as had
been done dunng World War IT (ltr, Sec of Agriculture
(Brannan) to Sec of Defense, 6 Jul 50, in ECRC Hq
ADC File No, 381 National Defenge 1 Jan-31 Ang 51).
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a full-time GOC,* These efforts locked promising
and, on 14 July 1952, Operation SKYWATCH began.
In the vital areas of 27 states and the District of
Columbia, the Ground Obsetver Corps of 150,000
volunteers manning 6,000 observation posts and
32filter centersundertook continuous eperations.’®

With the supply problem alleviated and part of
the GOC on 24-hour duty,the A Force conducted
an uninferrupted educational program throughout
the next two years. It was hoped that the public
would temain aware of the need for an effectve
Ground Observer Corps. This awareness would,
in turn, stimulate volunteenng for cbservation
duty. The Air Force had only ‘‘fair” success in
the program. By 30 Aprl 1954, almost 350,000
volunteers were enrolled in the GOC, an 1ncrease
of about 70,000 over the previous year.®* Of these
350,000, however, only 130,000 wete actively
participating in the program.* These active
members manned 5,383 observation posts, a far
cry from the 16,000 posts deemed essential by the
A Defense Command,™ Although the framework
for a ground cbserver system was 1n being, the
GOC remained a weak element in the interim amr
defense system.

The Fighter Force

Interim All-Weather Interceptors for Air Defense

The auframe which was to be the vital heart of
the defensive weapon system was under develop-
ment dunng the bulding of the Atrcraft Control
and Waning network., Smce aurmen generally
agreed that future air attacks would undoubtedly
be delivered at might or in bad weather, the
defensive weapon system had to operate 1n all
types of weather. Without an adequate all-weather
interceptor, the radar network would be an ineffec.
tive but expensive waming device,

The requirement for aa all-weather interceptor
was iwnfluenced by AAF mght fighter experience
1n World War H. Although AAF night fighter oper-
ations did not achieve spectacular success during
the war (partially because the enemy offensive
capability had greatly dimmnished by the time
effective mght fighters were 1a action), the
necessity for all-weatheroperaionswas impressed
on the AAF. Moreover, by 1944, an Americen

*At the end of Jaly, 362,337 persons wete enrolled in
the GOC 1n contrast to the requured 995,983 observers.
Of the members enrtolled, 147,693 were considered
active (ADC Command Data Bk, July 54, pp. 73, 75).

night fighter~the P-61-had been developed.* Tius
aircraft, called the “Black Widow,"” was the first
Allied aircraft designed speecifically for might-
fighting.”

L ate 1n November 1945 the AAF approved mui:-
tary characteristics for a jet-propelled aircraft as
a postwar successor to the P-61. At first the all-
weather 1nterceptor was conceived as an aircraft
that would be effective in daylight as well as at
night or during inclement weather. However, by
1946, Maj. Gen. Curtis LeMay, the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Research and Development, indrcated
that this conception had been changed. Hence-
forth, becesuse the heavy radarequpped alle
weather fighter would be no match for a small day
fighter, ‘‘ali-weather’” was fo mean primarily
night and/or inelement weather,™ Mulitary
characteristics were revised to conform to this
decision and designs for two experimental all-
weather arrcraft, the XF-87 and- XF-89, were
selected for investgation.*®

Development of these arcraft would be slow
and, unftil such time as a jet all-weather intem
ceptor became available, an intenm aircraft was
needed, In the rmmediate 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 1fs
Limitations. The aircraft was deemed of no tactical
value 1n defensive operations.’” To replace the
Black Widow while jets were being developed, the
P-82 ““Twin Muoizag’” had been selected in
194627 By the end of 1948, some 225 of this
twin-engine, conveational interceptor were opet-
ational.”

Since the P-82, like the P-61, was of no value
in daylight operations, jet models such as the
P-80 and P-84 were assigted to fighter-interceptor
units. These jet aircraft possessed the requisite
speeds to combat hombers of the B-50 type but
lacked the electronics equipment to allow them fo
cperate any fime other than duning daylight. In
turn, bemnning late i 1949, these early jeis
were replaced by the F-86A, the best daytume

*The P-61 had a mammum speed of 375 mph and a
service ceilimng of 33,000 feets It was armed with 4 X
20 mm cannon and 4 X 50-cal. machine guns, The arr
craft requred 13 munutes to climb to 25,000 feeh

T’]Z‘he P.82, with a maximum speed of 475 mph and a
ceiing of 45,000 feet, was armed with 6 X ,50csl
machine guns and could carry 25 rocket projectiles,
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interceptor available at that time.* By the end of
1950, of the 365 aircraft assigned to the aur
defense fighter forces, 236 were A and E models
of the F-86.1%° Thus, without a real all-weather
interceptor, the Air Force had no alternative thea
to place its reliance on a dual fighter force—jet
alrgraft for daytime operations end radar-equipped
F-82's for night and bad weather interception,

During these early postwar years, Air Force
efforts to obtain more effective fighter plane
wete influenced considerably by the uncertainties
of Air Force programming. In the 70-group prograr,
which was drawn up in April 1948 based upon the
Funletter and Brewster teports,! 15% groups of
day fighters and 3 groups of all-weather fighter
were called for while a revision of that prograr
approved in August doubled the number of ali-
weather fighters. However, the economy program
instiiuted at that time resulted in the substituticn
of a 48-group USAF program. Because emphas:s
had to be maintained on the strategic air force,
reductions were made in the plans for the aw
defense and tactical forces. Under the reduced
program, the goal was set at 7 groups of day
interceptors and 5 groups of all-weather fighters,'®
In addition to delay because of the reduction in
the planned force, aircraft procurement was
impeded because when Congress provided funds,
the aircraft industy was pootly prepared to expand
production®® As a result, in July 1948 Headquar-
ters USAF tamed the all-weather fighter situation
“criﬁc al, 17103

One step 1 solving the critical interceptor
problem was taken in the latter part of 1948 when
the decision on the procurement of an intenr
all-weather aircraft was made in faver of tae
XF-89. Flight tests began on the airplane in
Aungust and by October it had proved supenor to
both the XF-87 and the Navy XF-3D. The XF-&7
program was terminated and, in December, Head-
quarters USAF directed the Air Materiel Command
to negotiate for 48 of the new awrcreft.!™

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

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

See above, p. 14

procurement of the F-94 was recommended.*®® Be-
cause this amwcraft was an electronicg-equipped
version of the two-place jet tramner, T-33, and
therefore was based or an aircraft already opet-
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 intenm interceptor since it had
adequate speed, climb, and ceiling to opsrate
against B-50 or B-36 type bombers,!%

In May 1949 another allweather interceptor was
added to the ““interim’ class of defensive fighters
when the USAF Board of Senior Officers* recom-
mended the pracurement of the F-86D.1°7 These
aircraft-the F-89, F-94, and F-86D—-were to consh-
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 explosion and the outhreak of
hoshlites in Korea occurred, These events
emphasized the need for a more effective fighter
force and fighter strength was increased by the
federalization of Air National Gnard squadrons.
Beceuse modem aucraft were not available in
quality or quantity to equip these squadrons, in
December 1949 the Board of Senmior Officers revised
the aircraft procurement program to place greater
emphasis pn the modemmzation of interceptors
and all-weather aircraft.'®® This meant improve-
ments in the models cumrently in production—the
F-39 and F-94, Since these medels had been con-
ceived and produced hastly in view of the
inereasing international tension, many desirable
features had been sacrificed in oxder to get the
aircraft into the air defense system as soon as
possible)™ For this reason, and because of the
cbsolescence of those fighter designs, the Air
Materiel Command immediately objected to con-
tinued improvement of existing models.? Instead,
AMC?*s Directorate of Research and Development

*The Board of Semor Officers, composed of five of
the USAF's most semior officers, was appointed in
1248 to review Air Force procurement under the 48-
group program.

See above pp. 33-34,

1 General Whitehead stated early in 1950 that “‘no all-

weather fighter with cepability for sustained combat
iz on order.?” He recommended, therefore, that the
B-45 lightbomber be modified for use &s an all-weather
fighter (memo forLt. Gen. Idwal H, Edwards, Chairman,
Board of Senior Officer, Hq USAF from General Whate-
head, sub); All Weather Fighter Situation, 21 Apr 50,
in Hg-ADC HD),
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wanted funds invested in new designs even if
this resulted 1n fewsr combat-ready aircraft.**°

Although this objection was valhd, the Air
Force had no altemative. Betause of the limi-
tation of funds, a choice had to be made between
improvement of the existing models that might be
needed for combat at any time or development of
new model designs.!'* Under the circumstances,
the Air Force had to keep the available inter
ceptors as modetn as possible until a better a1
craft went 1nto production.*

Although these intennm all-weather arcraft
promised to improve the air defense capahilities
considerably, actual conversion of the Air Defense
Command fighter units was censistentfly behind
schedule. AirForce program changes were partially
responsible for the delay. At the time of the
Korean ountbreak, the Air Force was authonzed
48 active groups projected through fiscal year
1953. A force of this size had been the goal
since December 1948 but, because of inadequate
funds, only 45 groups actually were 1r existence
in June 1950. Durnng the next s1x months the A
Force program was subject to wide fluctuations,
primarily caused by the military sitnation 1n the
Far East. For example, from July to September a
goal of 58 groups by 30 June 1951 was in force.
This poal was raised to 70 groups in September,
lowered to 62 groups the follewing 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 in
propottion.t*?

The planned number of interceptor squadrons
and the scheduled rate of delivery of new equip-
ment, as a consequence, changed accordingly.
Also, each vanation in the program necessitated
a budget revision. And, to complicate the situ-
ation further, much equpment had to be diverted
to the Far East Aixr Forces. Under the circume
stances, it was difficult for both the Awr Force
and the arcraft industry to carry out prodnction
and procurement plans.

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

‘For example, the F-94A and B models lacked de-
jomg equipment and therefore were not truly all-
weather aurcraft,. Addition of this equipment was Soon
made and the ensmingmodel was designated the F-94C,

existence by December 1954. Two months later
President Truman instructed the Depariment of
Defense to keep fiscal year 1953 military spend-
mg helow $60 billion. Since thie would resuit in
a reduction 1n available funds, a “‘stretch-cut’? of
the 143-Wing program to July 1955 was instituted.
Based upon the reduced funds, an interceptor
procurement progream approved in June 1952by
the Secretary of the Auwr Force called for enough
wnterceptors by the end of fiscal year 1955 to
give ADC an all-weather force of 40 squadrons of
F-86-D’s, 2 of F-24C's, and 15 of F-89D's.'*® Al.
though this goal was not attained, 52 of the 55
interceptor squadrons assigned ADC at the end of
September 1954 were equpped with all-weather
arrcraft (38 squadrons of F-86D ', 10 of F-94C’s,
and 4 of F-89Dg) 214

The delay in the changeover of interceptor
squadrons to all-weather arrcraft was one result
of the slowness of aircraft delivedes which, 1n
turn, was caused in part by the changing Air
Force programming.* Delivenes of the F-89 to
operational umts fell behind schedule from the
beginning, and by June 1950 several deficiencies
were apparent in the expernimentsl models. Never-
theless, the Chatrman 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
bult at that time and was better than any other
aweraft available.*® Although the Air Force
remamed skephcal, the fust production model
was delivered at Edwards Air Force Base (Muroc),
California, on 28 September 1950.1*¢ By June
1951 F-89’s were being delivered to operational
units.?

Air Force skepticism was justified i late 1951
when delivety of F-B9%'s was slowed cons:derably
as the result, according to Secretary of the A
Force Finletter, of “‘some bugs’? in the arcraft.t
These bugs included defects which made the
interceptor mneffective above 30,000 feet!!? Since
current plans called for the F-89 to constitute 25

w

Throughout the period of the mterim air defense sys-
tem buildup, a shortage of all-weather interceptor
pilots and radar observers also delayed the program,
This shortege of awcrew members wag caused Dy a
number of factors mcluding the demands of the Korean
War and the lack of treanmp facilities (see ADC His-
torical Reports 1-7).

For an account ¢of the many defects encountered in
the F-80, see Hist Air Research and Development
Command, 1 Jan-31 Dec 53, I, 560-65.
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percent of the ADC interceptor force, the aircraft

119

had to be made combat-ready.

Immediate improvement was not forthcomng
and, during the first six months of 1952, the F-89
had seven major accidents which resulied in
eight fatalities. Most of the defects were traceable
to the attempt toincrease output before the model
had been zdequately tested.?® Although modifi-
cations were undertaken, at a cost of $17,000,000,
the aircraft was grounded on 3 October 1952 until
the major defects were corrected,’® 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 line aircraft on haad on 30 June
1953, #432

Several other factors entered inio the delay in
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
progtam was a convement place to begint®
Mareover, F-8% production lagged for the same
reasong 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 delivery dates
of completed aircraft.!** Lastly, because armament
development had remamned several years behind
aircraft development throughont the postwar years,
production of the F-89 and most other air-
craft was delayed by the lack of an adequate fire
control system.!®® Despite all of these delaying
factors, produchon of the F-89 was accelerated
during the second half of 1953 so that, by the end
of fiscal year 1954, the Air Force had on hand a
total of 349 F-89’s of vanous models,'”® Of these
aircraft, only 124 were assigned to apc. it

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

*

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

fOne importantreason for the greatly increased produc-
tion time required to build & modem aurcraft was the
man hours invelved. For example, 1,131,992 man
hours were needed to produce an F-86D as compared
with 41,880 man hours for an F-51 (Hist AMC, 1 Jan-
30 Jun 1952, p. 144),

The F-89D possesses & mexunum speed of $52 knots,
a service ceiling of 46,500 feet, and is armed with
104 % 2,75 in, rockets (USAF Aircraft Charactenstics
Summary, Wnght Air Development Center, Suppl. of
25 Aug 54)

DEVELOFPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

However, as early as the last half of 1951 pro-
duction was delayed up to five months hecause of
a shortage of engines.’®® By 1952 an attempt to
modify the aircraft to make it a true all-weather
interceptor had beent in vain but encugh of the
modzfied model s~F-34C's—hadreached operational®
units to permit their integration itito the aur
defense system.**° By the end of fiscal year
1954, 263 F-94C’s wete assigned to ADC, 138
of which were considered combat-ready. >

The last of the thtee interim all-weather air-
craft-the F-86D—first was flown on 22 December
1949 and aroused considerable discumssion from
the beginning. It was a single-place aircraft and
many airmen felt that all-weather interception
was too complicated for one man. However, the
superior performance charactenstics of the air-
craft augared well for it as soon as production
could' begin, T

By the end of 1951 si1x test versions of the
F-86D had been accepted but the procurement
program had been delayed by the lack of a suitable
engine®® Ag a result, a year later only 86 of the
arrcraft had been accepted by the Air Force (none
of which had been assigned to ADC) a total much
below the planned level of acceptances, In
addition to the engine shortage, the fire control
system was proving unsatisfactory.’® Although
the program approved by the Secretary of the Air
Force in 1952 called for 54 squadrons of F-86D’s
by the end of fiscal vear 1955, attaanment of that
total looked doubtful when aircraft ordered in
fiscal year 1950 had not been delivered by the
end of 1952 Delivery increased somewhat in
mid-1953 but by December the F-86D had been
grounded with an engine deficiency. Because of
the grounding, labor troubles, and bad weather,
the F-86D procurement program continued to lag
badly,*® Nevertheless, by the end of September
1954, most of the ADC interceptor squadrons (38
out of 55) were equpped with the.F-SSD.TT”‘

*The F-04C has a maximum speed of 556 knots, @
cetling of 51,400 feet, and 15 armed wath 48 X 2,75 in,
rockets (USAF Aircraft Characteristice Symmary,
;g‘;i)ght Alr Development Center, Suppl. of 25 Aug
f TW.{th a maximum gpeed of over 601 Lknots the F-85D
'has a service ceiling of 49,750 feet, Itz armament con-
y siste of 24 X 2,75 in. rockets (USAF Aarcraft Charac-

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

i TTADE reported 359 ¥-86D's, 138 F-94C’s, and 54

F-B9D¥’s combat-ready (Air Defense Command Date
BE, July 1954, p. 45).
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The 1954 Interceptor

The F-86D, F-89, and F-94C all-weather mter-
ceptors were considered ‘‘interim® awrcraft; they
wete developed to fill the gap between con-
ventional fighters and the semiantomatic infer
ceptor envisioned as part of the ultimate weapon
system. While these interim interceptors were
becoming operational, the Air Force and the air-
craft industty were cooperating 1n the development
of their replacement, the *“1954 Interceptor.’’

Develepment of this interceptor, known as
poject MX-1554, marked a new AirForceprocedure
in filling =aircraft requirements. Instezd of pre-
senting industty with a set of rigid military
characteristics, the Air Force explained its anr
defense problems to industrral representatives at
a 1949 meeting 1n Washington. At this meeting an
agreement was reeched to treat the project of a
few semiautomatic interceptor as a complete
wezpon system composed of three major parts. the
airborne electronics equpment, the auframe to
carry the equpment, 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,'??

In the fall of 1950, nineteen awcraft companies
were invited to submit designs for the aframe
neededin the proposed system. Only six compames
responded. From these s, three designs were
selected and by July 1951, the companies
submitting the designs (Republic, Convair, and
Lockheed) were awarded contracts. Developmental
work on the three designs was to be completed
by March 1952, but the interceptor was not expected
to be operational until after 1954,13*

In MX-1554, for the first time, an airframe was
to be built “‘around” the e¢lectrorics and control
system, It was anticipated that the aircraft would
employ the FALCON missile and that the inter
cept and control system could he made fully
automatic if desired.}*® Much was expected of the
project since perfonmance characteristics proposed
by each of the companies greatly exceeded the
estimates of the Air Force, '’

Despite the optimism engendesed by project
MX=1554, by the end of 1951 it was apparent that
the “1954 Interceptor’’ would not be operational
until the 19551956 tune 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 1955
dunngwhich the estimated speed of enemy bombers
was Mach 0.8 to 0.85,* a speed too great for the
mternim interceptors. Therefore, 1t appeared that,
once again, en intenm aircraft was needed,'*

A Headquarters USAF study of the need, which
was begun rmmediately, resulted in an extensive
survey of all existing and ptogrammed airframe
designs, Because of the ttme element, the usual
industrial competition was foregone!*? In
September 1951 the decision was reached to bwild
the mnterim interceptor from the airframe proposed
by Convair for the 1954 Interceptor. The arrcraft
which would result was designated the F-1024,
Although selection of thia airframe was intended
te accelerate procurement of the interim inter
ceptor, delays in obtaining the final staff action
and production difficulties hampered the F-102A
program from the start.!*?

The decision to produce an inferim version of
the Convar desigh of project MX-1554 affected
the final selection of an auframe for the 1954
Interceptor, It was decided that the Loackheed
proposal was not satisfactory and that the Republic
design would be developed as a separate project
The latter design received the designation of
F-103. The remaimng design, that submitted by
Convair, was theteby also selected for the 1954
Interceptor program and was degignated
F-102B. T4

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

*Wath the advent of superson:c¢ speeds, the temm
“mach’ has been used to measure speed in relation
to the speed of sound. For example Mach 18 the speed
of sound at sea Jevel, or 741 miles per hour,

1.'I"l:ua principal difference between the F-1024 and the
F-1028 would be the installation of 2 more advanced
engne in the latter eircraft (Hist, Darectorate of Re-
qurements, 1 Jul-31 Dec 41, p. 14.)

In case the F-102 aiframe proved unsatisfactory,
Beadquarters USAF directed the Axr Research and
Development Command to 1mtiate an engineernmg study
project with North Amencan Aviation regarding an in-
terceptor version of the F-100 “*SBuper Sabre'’ (Hist
P R&D, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, p. 38.)
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The first YF-102A was delivered to Edwards
Air Force Base for flight tests in October 1953.1%¢
In delivering the sircraft on schedule, Convair
established a remarksble record for speed 1n the
manufacture of an aurcraft prototype—I18 months
from start to finish. Although the first YF-102
crashed after six successful flights, much satiss
faction was expressed with the aircraft.* Tests
were completed on 1 June 1954 z2nd F-102A was
scheduled for production beginning in December
1955,*7

Thus, by mid-1954 the interceptor force for the
interim system was still not complete. Most of
the ADC fighter squadrons were equpped with
interim all-weather aircraft—F-86D"s, F-39D’s, or
F-94C's—but the performance characteristics of
these aircraft were marginal at best when the
capabilities of the only potential attacker werz
considered. 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 aur defense system for some
time. Not until the advent of the F-102B, which
would appear as soon as the improved engine was
ready, would the interceptors in the inferim aur
defense system be replaced.T

*

The F-1024 has a maximum cpeed of 680 kaots, a
combat radius of 3753 nautical miles, and 2 ceiting of
53,600 feet. Armamentconsists of 24 X 2,00 in, rockets
and 6 guided air rockets (USAF Asrcraff Characteric-
tics Summary, Wright Air Development Center, Suppl.
of 3 Feb 56).

An mproved interceptor--the Republic F-103—had
been echeduled t¢ come into the system about 1953
but was removed from the weapon system categoty in
1953, It was thereafter coneidered an experimental
medel {Hist ARDC,1 Jan-31 Dec 53, p. 585), Neverthew
less, ADC continued fo press for en aircraft of the
F-103 type (Itr, General Chidlaw to CG ARDC, 19
%Z‘Ig) 54, 1in Hist Conad and ADC, Jul-Dec 54, IV, doc

The Interim Systom in Mid-1954

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

Although the interim system constituted a firm
basis for an effective air defense, a number of
deficiencies limated its operational capability.
Skilled personnel were needed and supplies of
equipment and spare parts remained inadequate;**®
these shortages could be alleviated only by in-
creaged training, development, and production.
Other deficiencies, such as poor low altitude
coverage and inadequate data handling, were being
cotrected by the expansion of the interim system. |
Much improvement was required if the interim air
defense system was to provide adequate pro-
tection for the continenial United States.

*See below, c¢hap. VL
TSee below, chap., VL
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CHAPTER VI

EXPANDING THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The Double Perimetar Congept

Air Force planners had recognized the inade-
quacies of the Permanent System and, at best,
considered it the minimum acceptable. Also, they
realized 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—at-
tributed to the performance c¢haracteristics of the
Soviet Long Range Arr Force, a corresponding
decrease toock place in the potentizl early wam-
ing time afforded by the Permanesnt System. If the
nation’s air defenses were to offer sufficient pro-
tection to allow the strategic farces time to
strike back at an aggressor, the interim system
had to be improved and expanded to provide the
greatest possible amount of early waming.

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

Several factors influenced Headquarters, AAF
not to adopt the other extreme. As early as Janu-
ary 1946 Continental Air Fotces proposed a
radar defense plan based on the principle that 1t

*See above, bps 11-12,

wag neither “feasible or practicable’ to provide
a radar screen around the entite nation.? This he-
lief was emphasized by the USAF Air Defense
Policy Panel which reported in February 1948,
The panei believed that an active air defense of
the entire United States was impractical because
the cost of such a defense would endanger the
nationsl economy and leave insufficient funds for
the air offensive.! During the following years,
conception of SUPREMACY and the Modified
Program indicated that the Air 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 Modified Progtam
called for only a smgle line of radar mstalla-
tions defending certain vital target areas ¥

After further consideration of the type of net-
work required, Air Force planners concluded that
since all of the nations that could menace the
United States in the foreseegble future were lo-
cated notth of the 45th parallel, at least for the
present a network facing 1n a southerly drrection
was not needed. Danger to the nation no longer
threatened from the east or west because the
polar regions offered shorter and mote practical
routes than regiong in the lower latitudes. This
was the ‘‘polar concept’” on which it was neces-
sary to base all future air defense plans,

The probability that any future major air at-
tacks on the United States would come from the
Worth Atlantie or polar regions had been empha-
sized by the Joint Chiefs of Staff early in 196.°
Air defense plans drawn up at that time, however,
did not always reveal an understanding of this
concept, | In fact, as late as June 1946, Secretary

*See above p, 23,

For an example of early recognition of the concept’s
importance at this time see ‘““Around the Comer,?* in
Alr Force, XXIX, no 3, (Mar-Apr 46), 6,
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of War for Air Stuart Symington was alaimed to
find that a member of Lt. Gen. George E. Strate-
meyer’s AitDefenseCommand staff, in presenting
wnformation 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 frontzer.® When Symington queried 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 weie bemng made with due
regard to the polar concept.” During July General
Carl Spaatz, AAF Commander, called the atten-
tion of AAF commanders to the importance of the
new concept.* AlsoGeneral Stratemeyer informed
ADC staff sections and air farcesthat air defense
plans were to be based on the assumption that
arr attack might come from any duection, but that
greatest emphasis was to be placed on thedanger
of air attack across the polar regions.®

These factors—financial Iamitations, emphasis
on the polar concept, and priority for the stra-
tegic forces—greatly influenced the type of radar
defense sought by the Air Force. In mid-1946
the Air Defense Command had advocated a de-
fense-mn-depth in which deferses moved toward
the enemy,? When the practical ltmit of extend-
ing the arr defense line was reached, ADC planned
that a defense 1 depth would be constructed
extendmg pack to tne objective being defended.'®
This concept was used in the preparation of the
long term air defense plan. Limited forces re-
sulted in the abundonment of expectations for
this type of defense. Therefore, when Maj. Gen.
Gordon P. Saville tack over the Air Defense Di-
vision in Headquarters USAF on 1 July 1948, he
based his plans—which became the Modified Pro-
gram—on the prnciple of a line of defense* The
lumted network envisioned 1n Saville*s plans was
to be located to protect only the most vulnerable
areas. Thue, the Permanent System mcluded
only enough radar to establish a ring of radar
stations around the areas considered most vital:
the Northeast, the Northwest, and the San Fran-
cigsco-L.os Angeles areas.

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

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

TSee above, p. 8.

Coverage was shallow, early warnmgwas lacking
for the most vital approaches, t.e. from the North
and the seaward areas, and gaps remaimned 1n low
altstude coverage. Since a complete radar “fence’’
was out of the question, a new concept was re-
quired. This “double perimeter’? concept, adopted
by ADC in 1952, called for the establishment of
two lines of radar around the vital target areas.
As far as possible, interceptors would be located
within thege Lnes 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, while the mare isolated targets
such as SAC bases and atomic energy'installa-
tions, which were outside the double perimeter
areas, would be defended by *‘island type'’ de-
feases. Among the additions to the interim air
defense system needed to ‘make this ““double
perimeter” concept workable were mobile and
gap-filler radars, extension of the early-warning
radar line northward and to the sea, and more
Automatic data-handling,

Strengthening the Permanent System

Soon after the Soviet Atomic explesion, Lt.
Gen. Ennis C. Whitehead, Commanding General
of Continental Air €ommand, began to press
Headquarters USAF for improvements in the air
defense system.* Whitehead pointed out that in-
stallation of the Pemanent 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, ncluding
the imnstallation of 25 additronal AC&W sites on
both sides of the Canadian-American horder?*
Although Headquarters USAF approved White-
head’s proposal *in punciple,” nothing could be
done 1mmediatelv. International complications
had to be ovetcame before American-manned radar
stations could be istalled in Canada,'® whereas
the addition of AC&W sites to the U.S. network
required funds and JCS approval, neither of which
could be obtained at that ime.X

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

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

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

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

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

*The second phase was teduced to 25 sites in Febru-
ary (ADC Hist Rpt 7, pp. 73-74),

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

Still a third augmentation was requested by
Headquarters, ADC late i 1953. This phase was
to consist of 25 rader nstallations to be focated
along the Gulf of Mexico, the United States-Mexi-
can border, and the United States-Canadian
border?® Four additional radars were added to
this third phase, and the 29 radar station program
was approved by Headquarters USAF and given
a high priority on 2 December 1953.%

Although these additions to the Petmanent
System would do much to fill the gaps and
strengthen the double perimeter radar network,
one outstanding weakness remamned—surveillance
would continue to be inadequate below 5,000 feet.
Thke Ground Observer Corps would provide some
low-altitude cover but was very limited in the
speed and accuracy of its detection and evalu-
ation. In order to correct this deficiency, in Janu-
ary 1953, Headquarters, ADC submitted a re-
quirement for a system of small automatic radars.
These sets, which wonld have a range of 50
miles, would be sited within the radar network
to provideshortrange, low-altitude cover.”® Head-
quarters USAF approved the system in prnciple
and gave its development a high prionity ¢

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

By September 1953 ADC had wotked out a
program requiring 323 small automatic radar sets
to be deployed in three phages?® The program
was approved by Headquarters USAF on 2 De-
cember and the fiurst phase, consisting of 125
radars, was included in the fiscal years 1954-
1955 programs. However, it was not expected that
these radars would be operational until 1957,2%

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

Northward Extension of the Radar Network

Adoption of the polar concept, in addition to
the realization that Russia was the only poten-
tial threat to the United States, determined that
the continental air defense system would face the
only direction from which an air attack was likely—
northward, Actually, several approach romtes
were mvolved, each of which presented different
problems for U.S. air defense planners. Defense
aganst an ar attack through Alaska or other
U.S8.-held territory involved cnly the establish-
ment of the required air defense forces. Air de-
fense m Canadian territory, however, required
unprecedented peacettme international agree-
ments. Defense for the other approach routes—
over the Nerth Pacific and North Atlantic—could
be accomplished only by use of new air defense
elements; airbore early-warning a:tcraft, 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. Kepaer,
Commander m Chief of the Alaskan Command,
‘ithe key to Alaskan defense 1s in the air.”™
Consequently, mm May 1945, before the end of
World War II, a plan had been made for Alaskan
radar defenses. Postwar cuts i personnel and
funds, however, prevented the accomplichment of
the plan® In the following year, the Alaska
military establishment was reorganized and
several new plans were developed for radar
coverage of the area.®® Again little progress was
made and, by 1947, only two radar installations
were operational in the terntory >

Promise for improvement 1n Alaskan aw de-
fenses appeared late in 1947 with the presente-
tion by Headquarters USAF of Plan SUPREMACY.
This plan called for 24-hour operation of Alaskan
radar stations and installation over a five-year
period of 37 radar stations and 4 control centers
in a territorial radar network.?® For several
reasons Congress tock no action on SU-

PREMACY.]

"
See below p. 68.
TSee above pp. 22-23.

On 25 March 1948, in the midst of increasmg
international tension, General Carl Spaatz, Anr
Farce Chaef of Staff, ordered the rmmediate aug-
mentation of the Alaskan air defense system.
During the next few days he directed the Alaskan
Ar Command (AAC) to place its rader on a 24-
hour basis by 4 April and to integrate itg radar
system with that of the Northwest United States’®
Spaatz also took action to strenigthen 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 weaknesses apparent in the attempt
to set up an air defense and because it 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 ax
defense system. Lowering its demands to an 1r-
reducible mmimum, the Ax Force presented 1ts
Modified Program to the Secretary of Defense for
consideration. In explaining the program to the
Secretary, Maj. Gen. Gordon P. Saville pointed
ount that no discussion of the air defense of the
United States was complete without reference to
the axr defense of Alaska. Therefore, the program
called for ten radar stations and one control
center for the Alaskan network, Saville admitted
that suchcoverage would obviounzsly be madequate
but it was all that could he done before 1952.%

The Modisfied Program was approved and instal-
lation of the radar equipment m Alaska followed
the same pattern asnstallation of the continental
radars. During the construction period a lashup
program was mstifuted to give some early warn-
ing, Shortages of equipment and personnel served
to delay the Permanent System scheduled for
completion n 1952.7 In addition, the severe
winter clhimate of the temitory often hampered
constructzon.®® As a result, the radar sites of the
Pemmanent System wete not operationally ready
until eatly 1954, 11

*
See above, pp. 18-20,

TThe F-04 began joining the Alasian air defenses mn
1950 and during the next three years was the mamstay
of the mterceptor force. By m:d-1954, conversien of
Alaskan Aur Command's six interceptor squadrons to
the ¥-89 was nearly completed (Hist AAC, Jan-Jun
54, p. 84),

Like the continental AC&W system, the Alaskan sys-
tem was scheduled for further augmentation mn the
%3?55-1960 tune persod (Hist AAC, Jan-June 54, p.

3138
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In the same way that plans called for the Alas-
kan .airdefense network to detect attacks fromthe
northwesgt, it was anticipated that Air Force in-
stallations in the northeastern areas of Notth
America would afford early warning of attacks
from that direction. DuringWarld War II the United
States had acquired militaryy bases in Newfound-
land, L.abrador, and Greenland; these bases wete
under the jurisdiction of the Newfoundland Base
Command (NBC) and were used largely as stag-
ing areas for ferrying aircraft to the European
Theater of Operations, At the end of the war,
NBC was transferred to the Ammy Air Forces,
which in turn delegated jurisdiction to the Awr
Transport Command. On 1 October 1950, NBC
wasa relieved from conttol of the Military A
Transport Service (ATC’s successor) and wes
redesignated Northeast Air Command (NEAC).*

Northeast Air Command was established prima-
1ily because of the increased international ten-
sion which followed the Soviet atomic explosion
and the outbreak of the Kotean war. Since the
territory included in NEAC lay on the shortest
ait line from the Runssian industrial regions to
the mostpopulous, industrialized section of North
America, it offered excellent oppoitunities for
early waming and air traffic control.* Therefore,
when plans wete made to extend continental U.S.
radar coverage in 1950, it was evident that the
extension program should include radar installa-
tions in NEAC."

As continental air defense mcreased in 1mpor-
tance, NEAC’s air defense mission assumed =
greater role in the activities of the command. By
1951, 10 radar sites, which were part of a 32-
radar site Radar Extension Program agreed upen
by the air defense commands of USAF and
RCAF,T were scheduled to be installed in NEAC,
These 10 sites were to constitute the aircraft
control and waming system for the command, and
their construction became the command’s princi-

*Bﬁgu Gen, C,V, Haynes, NBEC’s commander, hed
proposed strengthening defenses in his area as early
as 1947, He believed that NEC’s defeases should bz
at Ieast as strong as those of Alaska. Pointag omt
that the termtory 1n NBC dié not belong to the United
States, General Spastz replied: “*Asyou well know, . .
it 1s @ great deal more difficult to obtain funds and
nghts for those latter areas than for Alaska.*’ (itr,
Hig NBC to Spaeatz, CG USAF, 8 Dec 47; ltr, Speatz to
Brig. Gen, C.V. Haynes, CG NBC, 31 Dec 47, 1 DRE
381 War Flans—Miscellaneous National Defenco
1046-47),

TSee below, p. 61,

pal AC&W sctivity. By mid-1954, all but one of
the NEAC sites were operational. In order to
make use of the early warning afforded by these
siteg, by early 1953 NEAC had been assigned
thtee interceptor squadrons flying F-94's. These
souadrons were scheduled to convert to F-8%s
in the near future,*?

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

In the meantime, progress was bemg made on
the Radzr Extension Program which involved co-
operation betweenn USAF and the Royal Canadian
Alr Force. Cooperative defense efforts predated
World War I and were continued in the postirac
period by the neighboring countries when they
agreed 1 1947 to allow the wartime Permanent
Joint Board on Defense (PJED) to continue its
consideration of the defense of the Western Hemi-
sphere. Discussions between the nations hed
centinued and, in 1949, the Amedcen Joint Chiefs
of Staff approved the CanadaUnited States Emer-
gency Defenge Plen calling for high-level air
defense plaming, By the middle of June 1950 aa
a1 defense plan establishing the policy that the
Canadian and American air defense systems
should be mutually supporting it event of emer-
gency had been prepared. Queshions of national
sovereignty arose, however, and delayed accept-
ance of the plan until the followng year.*®

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

In my opinion, our highly industrialized, highly popu-
lated border—which just sc happens io be that border
facing the threat to owr national security—is wide

open, and, will continue to be 2o until we extend our
presently programmed radar net northward, *®

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

Continued discussions were held between
Canadianrepresentatives and USAF but no action
was taken because, ag the PJBD revealed on 29
May 1950, a plan was needed and a decasion had
to be reached on the divisionof cost of the radars
to be located in Canada. Headquarters USAF di-
rected ConAC, in cangunction with RCAF, to
prepare the required plan.*®* The ConAC plan,
subhmitted 17 July, called for a total of 32 radar
siteg, 6 to be financed by Canada, 12 by the
United States, and the remainder to be pad for
jointly.* Operational contrel of the radars would
be exercised by Contmnental Air Command.*® In
conjunction with a representative of the Canadian
JCs, ‘fcertain politically unacceptable items
were remaved’’ from the plan and, at the mvita-
tion of Canada, €onAC was directed on 1 August
to proceed with siting the radars. Although Gen-
eral Vandenberg approved the plan on 6 Septem-
ber and Canada acquiesced on 22 September, the
JCS deferred action when they considered the
plan on the 25th.5°

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

As finally agreed upon, the extension program
(PINETREE) celled for 33 AC&W sites, 22 of
which would be financed by the United States.
Of the 33 stat:ons, 10 were to be manned by
NEAC, 8 by ADC, and the remainder by RCAF.*
It was anticipated that the PINETREE radar
chain would do much to fill the gaps 1n the conti-
nental Permanent System,

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

*Ezght of the sites to be financed by the United States
were to be manned by Canadians.

mittee was established to oversee the project
and a lashup 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 representatives of
Headquarters USAF, ADC, NEAC, AMC, and
RCAF.*® By the end of 1952 the target date for a
fully operatzonal PINETREE chain had been post
poned to 1 July 1954 ¢ This target date proved
mote realistic and all PINETREE sites were
operational by the end of June 1954.%

Distant Early Warming Line

As General Twining recently stated, ‘“‘the
first nuclear explosion 1n Russia was a punctu-
ation mark—signalling the end of an era of
American safety by isolation.” Because the
Soviet atomic explasion referred to by the Chief
of Staff—which had occurred several years pror
to expectations—increased the danger to the
United States, it also resulted in greater empha-
s1s on continental ar defense,! Emphasis be-
came greater m mid-1950 when the Republic of
Korea was 1nvaded by North Korea and the United
Nations moved to halt the aggression. In the
wake of these actions, awareness of the vulner-
ability of the nation began to spread among the
peoaple, and during the nextthree years the amaunt
and type of air defense needed for the nation’s
protection became topics of public discussion.
In the midst of these discussions came the de-
cision to build the northemmost extension of the
radar network—the Distant Early Warnmg (DEW)
line.,

Background of DEW Lane

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

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

TSee above, pp. 20-31L
See ahove, 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 mmadequate and
that the situation would not be materially im-
proved by completion of the Permanent System,
Therefore, the Air Fotce decided to establish a
lahoratory to implement the work of the part-time
ADSEC. MIT was considered ‘“almost uniquely
qualified’? to establich the laboratory.**

Early in January 1951 the Air Force and MIT
decided that this laboratory should undertake 2
broad air defense program covering problems of
interest to all three mulitary services, The pre-
gram would bhe handled in three phases: Project
CHARLES-a short term study project to review
the problem; improvement of existing rader end
communications e qupment, and establishment of
a niew laboratory to catry out the work of the first
two phages. This third phase was named Project
LINCOLN by Maj. Gen. D.L. Putt, the Acting
DC/S for Development at Headquarters USAF .S

Work of the Project CHARLES group, drect=d
by Dr. F.W. Loomis of the University of Illincis
and composed of 28 scientists and engineers,
began 19 February 1951. By 1 August the group
had prepared its report. In the main, Project
CHARLES confirmed the Air Force position that
the zir defense system was highly vulnerable fo
surpnse attack and that the early-warning system
was inadeguate, It was the opwmnion of the
CHARLES group that the addition of a few houws
warning would greatly improve the effectiveness
of the air defense system.*

Simultaneous with the appearance of the
CHARLES report, Project LINCOLN was being
otganized. On 26 July 1951 the three services
agreed to a charter for a Project LINCOLN lake-
ratory which would have an defense as a primary
mission. The lsboratory was established, end
work began ymmediately and continued throughout
the next two years,**

LINCOLN Summer Study Group Report

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

TThe autometic alerting radar would be a small set
that would sound an glarm when an object approached.
The PPI scope could then be checked. This procedure
would relieve radartechmicians of 24-hour surveiltance
of a radar scope thus reducing the number of person-
nel needed to operate a radar station. VHF scatter prop-
agation had been known since eatly 1951, MIT scien-
tists discoveted that certain VHF signals scatter
rather than continue 10 a straight line, Some of these
reflect from the ionnsphere and can be picked up by
an antenna 500 to 1200 miles away. This discovery

atly extended the range of early-warning mdar

INCOLN Laboratory, Project CORRODE, 21 Jul 54,
pp. 3+4),
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64 DEVELOPHMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

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

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

Although neither the Axr Force nor the Depart-
ment of Defense had officially approved 1it, the
Summer Study Group report wag presented to the
National Security Resources Board (NSRB) mn
September 1952. Because of the group’s con-
clusions relative to the nahon's vulnerahility,
the membets of the NSRR apparently were startled
into action. On 24 September the Chairman of
NSRB presented a paper to the National Secunty
Council based upon the Summer Study Group
findings. This paper advocated immediate 1mple-
mentation of the DEW hine with an wmitial appro-
priation of one billion dollars to cover the next
three or four years. President Truman was also
apprised of the findings; the Depariment of De-
fense was asked for its position, and, in turm,
the Air Force was requested to take over the
problem.s*

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

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

The Air Force was not opposed to the estab-
lishment of a distant early-warning line as an
elemeni of the continental air defense system.
Opposition to a crash umplementation of the DEW
lne was based on three factors. the inadequacy
of funds for such a project if the Strategic Air
Command was to be maintained at the necessaty
level; the need to use any available funds for
improvements in the existing air defense network;
and the behef that the equpment needed for an
arctic line was not sufficiently developed for im-
mediate installation,

Despite the opposition of the Air Force to a
DEW crash program, the National Security Re-
sources Board and other govemmental agencies
caontinued to exert efforts to have such a program
approved. For the most part these efforts wete
directed toward persuading President Truman to
approve a National Security Council policy state-
ment which included authorization for a distant
early-warning line,™ The AitForce and the Office
of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) jowred forces
n opposition fo such a policy statement. Ac-
cording to Air Staff reasoning, no policy state-
ment should be 1ssued unless the means existed
for carying it out,™

DEW Line Wins Approval
Air Staff and OSD opposition notwithstanding,
President Tmuman approved the disputed policy

*

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

TT]:.E DEW line project was immediately studied by
the RAND Corparation. RAND concluded that there was
no place for a DEW Line m the air defense system as
long as the budget level then maintained was cone
tinued, RAND believed that if future sur defense funds
were increased, and 1f a DEW line proved feasible,
the line should be considered as a part of the entire
continental air defense system (Project RAND, Das.
tant Early Warningin the Defense of the United States,
24 Nov 52),
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statement on the Iast day of 1952. The statement
Leld that continental defense had tc be strength-
ened and that the defense should he ready for
any eventuality not later than 31 December 1955.
Since early warmng was a key element in this
defense, a distant early-warning line that would
afford three to six hours waming had to be con-
structed. The statement directed the Defense De-
partment to undertake the task of developing, in-
stalling, and operating the continental defense
system, Included m the system were to be well
organized programs for civil defense, industrial
secunity, and rehabilitation of vital facilities.™

Following this declaration of presidential
policy, Secretary of Defense Robert A. Lovett
informed all concerned within the Defense
Department that 1n lme with the President’s di-
rective a distant early-warming line was to be de-
veloped, mstealled, and operational by 31 Decem-
ber 1955, The testing of equipment, which Lovett
assigned to the Air Force, was to begin during
the arctic summer of 1953. The project was as-
signed the code name COUNTERCHANGE (later
changed to CORRODE).”

Meanwhile, the entire conception of the Dis-
tant Early Warning line became the object of
much public discussion. Conflicting reports of
the value and cost of DEW appeared, with esti-
mates of the cost of the line runnmng as high as
$150 biliion. The reasons for the A1r Force reluc-
tance to accept a crash program for DEW instal-
lation were often distorted, and sinister motives
were attributed to those whoadvocated or opposed
construction of the line, Prominent among the
objections toDEW was the fear that its existence
would promote a ‘‘Magmot Lime’ psychology
among the Amencan people. Although the total
effect of the public debate on the merits of DEW
was probably harmful to Defense Department
security, 1t undoubtedly played a past in the
greater emphasis placed on air defense during
1953 and 1954,

Now that the DEW lmne had been decided upon
and had been assigned to the Air Force, plans
for its construction were undertaken, According
to an ADC requurements study, the lme would be
composed of warning stations sited about 30
miles apart and 2 miles 1n depth. The DEW lme,
as desired by ADC, would actually extend from
Hawair through Alaska, across Canada, and
southeastward to the Azores, The seaward flanks
would be coveted by airbome early-warning air-

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

Mid-Canada Line

One result of President Truman’s policy direc-
tive approving the canstuction of a distent early-
warning line was Defense Secretary Lovett’s
decision to begin developing and installing test
equipment under arctic condibions, This respon-
s1bility was assigned to the Air Force as Project
COUNTERCHANGE (CORRODE).”® On 30 Janu-
ary 1953 American requirements for CORRODE
were presentedtoCanada, and approval for testing
equipment and carrying out site surveys for a
possible distant early-warning hne across Canada
was tequested, Canada granted conditional ap-
proval a month later. One of the conditions was
that a study proup should be established to study
air defense matters of jomnt concern to the two
countnies. This condition was acceptable to the
United States and the Canada-United States Mili-
tary Study Group (MSG) came into bewg. One of
the group’s first recemmendations was the estab-
lishment of an early-warmnag line along the 55th
paraliel,? Both govemments approved the recom-
mendation and work began on Project CORRODE
during the arctic summer of 1953.77

In September 1933 Pregident Dwight D. Eisen-
hower approved a policy for improving continental
defense. Based upon this policy directive, the
National Security Couneil directed the installation
of a radar line across southem Canada with all
possible speed.™ Shortly after the appearance of
this directive, the United States and Canada ap-
proved the Military Study Group’s recommendation
for the establishment of an early-warming radar
bne along the 55th parallel.’t The approved

*See map, p. 69,

The same recommendation had resulted from a Ca-
nadian Department of Nattonal Defense study in mid-
15952 (Dept of Naticnal Defence, Opns Research Memo
No 22B, An QOperational Assessment of a Northem
Radar Alerting Cha:n Employing Equipment Now in
Process of Development by the Defense Research
Board of Canada in Cooperation with the National Re-
search Council, Aug 52).

TTSEE map, p. 63,
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MSG report also stated that this line—the Mid~
Canada—would be surveyed by the RCAF in con-
suoltation with USAF, and that Canada would
construct the line, withoat prejudicing a2 later
decision on the division of costs.” This report
" was supplemented by a second MSG recommenda-
tion to assign io USAF and RCAF the task of
developing the tequired equipment and making a
system engineering gtudy.?® By the end of the
year Canada had established a Mud-Canada line
project in Headquarters RCAF and was conduc-
ting a preliminary swvey of the region in which
the line would be installed.”

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

Greater Emphasis on Air Defense

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

*The Systems Engineering Group did not repert untal
27 Angust 1954 and the report was not reviewed by
USAF until Septemben The group set a target date for
completion of the Mid-Canade line as 1 January 1957,
to which USAF agreed (ltr, Hq USAF to CG ADC,
subj: Md-Canada Early Waming System, 11 Dec 54, in
Hist CONAD and ADC, Jul-Dec 54, I, doc 51)

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

attention of the Truman and Eisenhower adminis-
trations on air defense. This attention promoted
an 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 Resonrces Board was apparently electri-
fying. NSRB members made determined efforts to
obtam presidential approval for the Summer Study
Group proposals, and the National Security
Council favored similar action. In the opinion of
a member of the Air Staff, members of thoze
agencies felt that the Air Force was not placing
enough emphasis on air defense,*

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

Following the President’s demand for a mote
effective continental defense, the Joint Chiefs
directed the Air Force, Army, and Navy to form
plans for a system of axr, 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 Fuonctions paper and subsequent mnter-
setvice agreements, Plans were to be submitted
by 1 July 1953 and were to be revised and sub-
mitted by 1 January of each year thereafter. The
Continental United States Defense Plannmg
Group! would examine the plans before they were
sent to the Joint Chiefs ¢

='iSe-e above p. 65,

TTius combined group had been formed on ¢ Apnl
1548. The Air Force furnished the Deputy Director of
the Group (A/S Summary Sheet, Maj, Gen. §,E, Ander-
gon, Dir P&O to DCS/0, subj: Director, Continental
US Defense Planming Group, 29 Apr 48, in OPD
381 (11 Dec 45), sec 3)

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EQ12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
S

EXPANDING THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 67

PO, WP Y

. S

% L
- Ay P o, om e
]

—

,

N T

AV ‘e\. !"’

-

7

Vice Chief of Staff Twinmgin tormn directed the
Alr Staff to prepare by mid-Aptil an objectives
plan for continental awr defense, The Air Staff
was to work in conjunction with the Air Defense
Command. According to Twining, the Axr Force
plan was to recogmize the increased mmportance
of air defense and the distinct probabilsty that
future Air Force activities might be limited pn-
manly to two equally mpertant-functions—air de-
fense and stragegic air operations.®’ In drawing
up the Air Force plan, the Air Staff adhered to
three basic considerations, an efficient air de-
fensesystem would be a powerfuldeterrent to wer;
all parts of the air defense system had tobe under
the operational conirol of the commander charged
with air defense responsibility; and all forces
with an ajr defensecapability would be employed,®™

General Twining's statement and the plan
drawn up by the Air Staff indicated the increased
importance being 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 Amr
Force resources would be more difficult. As inda-
cated by Lt. Gen. T.D. White, DCS/0, perhaps
the Ax Force would find that 1t had to reduce or
elimnate some of ats lesser responsibilities.®

Late in Apni the Air Force Couneil approved
the A Staff objectives plan,” and it was sent to
the Continental United States Defense Planning
Group (CUSDPG), In considering the plan,
CUSDPG extracted the early warming provisions
and employed them as a basis for a separate
Joint Outhine Plan for an Early Warning System.
Both the Air Staff plan and the extracted early
warnmg plan were sent to the JCS and the other
services for comment.®

While these defense plans were bewng consid-
ered within the Defense Department, the Kelly
Committee, appointed 1n December 1952, issued
its report. In the main, the committee buttressed
the Air Force positien 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 atd
seaward radar extension, If funds were avalable
the committee recommended that emphasis be
placed on research and development for a beiter
arr defense rather than on a crash DEW mstalla-
tion program. Also, i hne with the basic con-
siderations of the Air Staff objectives plan, the
Kelly group recommended the establishment of a

centralized authority for coordination of the de-
fense of the United States.

In view of theconflicting reports of the various
study groups and the differences of official opin-
ion of the defense problem, the National Securnty
Council created a new commattee on 1 June 1953
The Continental Defense Committee, headed by
Lt, Gen. Harold R, Bull (USA ret.}, was directed
to report on the current and planned continental
defense programs, to estimate costs, and to indi-
cate the desired prionities. On 22 July the Bull
Committee reported 1its conclusions that the de-
fense programs, current and projected, were in-
adequate. Immediate action was requwred to im-
prove the defense situation, and as part of this
improvement the committee recommended first
priority for early wamnsng and an improved air
defense system.”® Secretary of the Aux 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 Secunty Ceuncil against its
acceptance unti] a means of [inancing 1ncreased
defense programs was determmed®

While the Bull report and the continental de-
fense plans were being considered, the need for
adequate aur defense became more urgent when,
or 12 Augnst 1953, a thermonuclear explosion
occutred in Russia.?® Soon thereafter, on 25 Sep-
tember, President Dwight D, Eisenhower approved
& new policy statement calling for increased
emphasis on continental defense, subject to
monetary considerations. This statement was
superseded on 24 Februaty 1954 by = revised
presidential statement which formed part of the
Republicap ‘“New Look’ military program. The
urgency apparent i Eisenhower’s first statement
was missing and the revised statement did not
specifically call for awr defense plans. Rather 1t
pointed out emphatically the need for complete
coordmation of effort mm continental defense and
for an orderly buildup of defense programs®®

By md-1954 emphasis on air defenze had
leveled off somewhat. The service plans and the
early warning plan were still under consideration
by the Jomt Chiefs of Staff. Discusston of the
plans had 1llustrated once agamn the divergent
views on roles and missions held by the three
services.* Actually, the new Air Force Chief of
Staff, General Twining, 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®’ 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 Radar Coverage

Airborne Eerly Werning

In addition 1o the need for an extension of the
continental radar network northward, Air Force
air defense planners recognized the requirement
for an off-shore extension. It was obvious that
the North Atlantic and the Nerth Pacific are
ideal avenues of approach for aircraft attacking
the industrial areas of the United States and
Cenada, Not only would & seaward extension of
radar coveting those ocean areas afford more
waming time for land-based defenders and the
civil populace, but it would allow interceptor air-
craft to operste fartherfrom the defended areas.®®

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

(AEW) aircraft, picket ships, and *“Texas Towers!

The concept of usmng aircraft to supplement
early-waming rader originated with the Navy
during World War II. Late in 1¥3 the Japanese
began to use the “Kamikaze® attack on naval
forces in the Pacific with some success. These
suicide planes approached at a low altitude
making it impossible for the fleet radar to detect
them at any great distance. In orxder 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 Kams-
keze planes, the N avy considered patrolling radar
equpped afrcraft near the fleet. Since equipment
wasg lacking, on 18 April 1944 the- Navy asked the
Massachusetts Ifistitute of Technology’s Radi-
ation Laboratory to develop eatly-wamnng
rader equipment for wse in aircraft,®® By the
end of the war—but not in time for combat use—
the equupment had been developed, and some 27
Grumman torpedo bombers had been modified as
AEW aircraft (TBM-3W’s). Laler naval improve-

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

Before the end of World War II the Amy Air
Forces also hecame interested in airborne radar,
and a project was established at the Air Matenel
Command to investigate an Airborne Control
Center System, The project members considered
the system primarily from an offensive stand-
point!® However, after reviewing the military
characteristics proposed for the airborne center,
the Aur Stafi decided in 1946 that a greater need
existed for an AEW aucraft for defensive pur
poses, Therefore, the Air Staff recommended the
immediate development of the AEW saircraft, to
which fighter control facilities could be added
later® This recommendstion was not carried out
and AAF study of the AEW aircraft was redaced
to a consideration of only the radar components.
Since thete sppeated to be some AAF-Navy du-
plication and because the Navy had two years of
experience in the field, the problem of the AEW
airctaft was left with the Navy,1®

The next two years found the development of

.the AEW ajrcraft mn a state of flux within the

Air Force.* Project SUPREMACY had contained
no provision for seaward extension of the radar
network.'”* However, when a JCS committee
evaluated SUPREMACY following the failure of
Congress to consider the plan in the spring of
1948, it stated a requirement for 500 miles of
seaward extension of radar consisting of 9 picket
ships and 16 AEW aircraft. The Air Force did not
agree. Althouph the Air Staff believed seawaxd

surveillance was desirable, development of AEW
axcraft and picket ships had not progressed to
the point where they weie teady for incorporation
mto the system.'”® For this reason, and because
of the scarcity of funds, no provision for seaward
extension was included in the Modified Program
proposed by the Air Force late mn 1948 and ap-
proved by Congress early in 1949,

Failure of the Air Force to recommend exten-
sion of the radar network dud not signify opposi-
tion to the extension for planning purposes, As
carly as April 1947 the Cenada-United States

*By February 1947 the Navy had drawn up the require-
ments for a coastal early waming screen which in-
cluded AEW aircraft (Opns Evaluation Group Study
309, OCNOD, Discussion of Requirements for a Coastal
Eagg \;'-'ammg Sereen, 11 Feb 47, in AUL M-31014-§,
no 309),
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Military Cooperation Committee proposed an
eatly-wamning plan—thst was never acted upen—
vhich included the use of both aircraft and picket
ships to extend the easly-warning line!®® More-
over, mn commenting on Plan SUPREMACY, ADC
had pointed cut the need for an extension of redar
coverage along both coasts.'™ ADC envisioned
an early-waming line stretching from Hawan tu
Puerte Rico through Alaska, northern Canads,
Greenland, and Newfoundland.'®® Further support
for seaward extension came from the Air Defenss
Policy Panel, whichreported to the Chiet of Staff,
USAF in February 1248. The panel concluded
that naval forces should be assigaed to theater
commanders for the purpose of seawvard swveil
lance and coantrol. At the same time, the panel
recommended that the AxForce obtain or develop
and test AEW aucraft.’®® Despite recogmibion by
these agencies of the need for AEW aircraft, lack
of funds and msufficient progress forced the Aw
Force to discontinue all work on the project im
September 1848 with the understanding that the
Navy would continue development.’'’

The Air Force decision to cease work on the
AEVW aircraft meant that Air Force-Navy cooperés
tion would be mandatory if any AEW aircraft wers
added to the air defense system in the nezr
future: The foundation for such cooperation had
been Jaid at Key West in 1948, Among the func-
tions assigned to the Navy were provision of
‘‘sea-based air defense and sea-based means for
ceordinating control for defense against awr at-
tack' and provision of naval forces, including
naval ‘axr, as required for air defense, in eccord-
ance with jointdoctrines and procedures approved
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.!' Since no jomntly
approved doctrines or procedwes were forthcome
ing from the JCS, naval participation in air de-
fense, up to mid-1954, was based on a series of
policy statements by the successive Chiefs cf
Naval Operations. Also, the Navy continued de-
velopment of the AEW aircraft.}?

Air Force activity in the AEW field was re-
sumed early in 1951. Within Headquarters USAF
the Air Defenise Team in the Directorate of Plans
urged that the Air Force participate in the de-
velopment of aiborne air defense radar*® Be-
cause the Navy announced that no picket ships
would be available for air defense before 1951
the need for AEW aircraft became more urgent.
At about the gsame time, General Whitehead suk-
mitted to Head quarters USAF a statement of re-

quitements calling for five squadrons of eight
AEW aircraft each to extend the awrcraft control
and waming facilities seaward** Because of
these factors, the Directorate of Requirements
tecommended to the Air Force Council that the
Air Force begin testing AEW aucraft and program
40 aircraft for procurement. The council tumed
the problem over fo Maj. Gen, Gordon P, Saviile's
Directorate of Development,1?®

In mid-1951 the Development Directorate ap-
proved a recommendation that 48 AEW aircraft be
obtamed for the Air Force as scon as possible.
Inciuded 1n this total would be 10 C-121C (Lock-
heed Super Constellation) aircraft then in produc-
tion which could be converted. The remamder
would be the same aircraft as converted by the
Navy and called the PO2W. Also, Headguarters
USAF decided to meke a study to determine af
the B-29 could be modified as an AEW acraft.**

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

Meanwhile, ADC had prepared a plan for the
employment of AEW eircraft in two barriers some
800 miles long established approximately 225
miles off both coasts. Each barrier weould be
covered by four auwcraft spaced about 150 miles
apart, ADC estimated that this coverage would
afford a probability of detection of between 80
and 90 percent.'*® With this plan as a foundation,
ADC proceeded to set up the organization for
employment of the AEW aircraft, training for
personnel, and the many other plans needed for
this new element of the aur defense system.'®
Actual operations of the AEW squadrons were de-
layed, however, largely because of aircraft and
radar production lags. The first complete RC-121
was not delivered to ADC until May 1954, and
the fust AEW squadron was not equipped until
October 1954 11

Delays in aircraft deliveries resulting from
production lags were not the only difficulties
encounteted i adding AEW aircraft to the radar
network. The re-entry of the Air Force into the
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field of seaward radar extension in 1951 d:d not
receive support from the Navy, Although the Arr
Force looked to the Navy for AEW aurcraft at that
time, 1t was apparent that the Navy would not
have enough ancraft for the needs of both serv-
ices}* Hence, Headquarters USAF approved the
ADC requirement for the procurement of AEW
arreraft,

The absence of Navalenthusiasm for Axr Force
efforts to add AEW aurcraft to the ar defense
system became more serious early m 1953. Fol-
lowing President Tmman’s policy statement of
31 December 1952 calling for emphasis on the
¢arly-warning system, each service was called
upon to prepare a defense plan as of 31 Decem-
ber 1955.% The plan submitted by the Awr Forwce
contained a requirement for AEW aicraft; the
Navy plan did not. According to the Navy view=-
point, the Navy was responsible for the defense
agamnst air attack ouiside the range of the Aur
Force land-based radar.!* On the other hand, the
Air-Force regarded AEW aircraft as an extension
of the land-based radar network. Therefore, based
on the bhehef that provision of AEW aircraft was
its responsibility, the Air Force continued tr
plan for AEW employment,*®*

No mterservice agreement on the use of AEW
axcraft could be reached until this doctrmal dif-
ference was resolved, and on 29 July 1953 Secre-
tary of Defense Charles Wilsen was asked to
make the decision.**® In support of the Air Force
position, General Twinmg pomted out that the
seaward extension was actually a part of the
entire air defense system, which was an Air Force
responsibility. Also, as he reaffirmed, provision
for land-based aviation was an Air Force func-
tion; the Navy should pravide the necessary sea-
goung forces 3¢

Discussions of the problem continued until,
on 25 September 1953, Precident Eisenhower ap-
proved a National Security Council paper calling
for the earliest possible mmplementation of con-
tiguous seaward extension of the continental
radar netwark.** Influenced by this presidential
edict, on 22 October General Twinmg and Ad-
mira] Robert B, Carney, Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, reached an agreement which accepted the
Air Force position. For contigirous extensjons of
radar coverage, the Air Force would provide the
AEW awrcraft and the Navy would furush the re-

*See above p. 66.

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

Picket Ships

There had never been any controversy over
which service would provide the ships needed to
establish a force of radar-equipped picket ships,
if such a force was deemed necessary foreur
defense. Seagong 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 11,
the Navy continued development of the ships.
Attempts were also made in the Mediterranean
area touse radar-equipped ships for early warning
against Germen attacks on Allied convoys®
Thus precedents existed for the picket ships
included by the Navy in a proposed coastal early-
warnung screcn for use aganst awr and submanine
attacks.™ And, early in 1948, the Navy an-
nounced that it was attempting to provide a radar
screen of picket ships which could surcund the
Unated Stetest!

The Air Force at that time had established no
requirement for picket ships. No provisjon had
been made m Plan SUPREMACY for the seaward
extension of the radar network., Moreover, when
the JCS committee appointed in mid-1948 to
evaluate SUPREMACY recommended a 500-mile
Ime of picket ships and AEW arcraft, the Aur
Staff had objected. The Air Staff considered the
use of a radar picket line to be of questionable
value*® This opmion was reflected later in the
year in the preparation of the Interim Program and
Furst Augmentation (Modified Program) However,
General Saville’s planmmng group believed that
picket ships should be considered later along
with other radar needed to complete the system.
For that reascn, the First Augmentation program
ongnally provided for three prototype ships for
testing purposes.*®® The $7,000,000 requested for
this purpose, however, was eliminated from the
program by the Bureau of the Budget.***

The Air Force did nothing further about picket
ships until early 1850 when ConAC forwarded to
Headquarters USAF a requrement for the use of
Navy picket ships. Air defense personnel be-
Leved that picket ships would be needed to sup-

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EQ12958

72 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

plement the seaward extension of the radar net-
work by AEW autcraft, Primanly, the picket shigs
would afford high-altitude coverage and the AEV
aircraft would provide cover for low altitude®®
Based upon CenAC’s recommendations, Heed-
quarters USAF presented {o the JCS 2 regquires
ment for ten picket ships, six on the east coast
and four on the west coast. Use of these ships
would aid in identifying inbound flaghts and would
add {o the defense in depth around coastal tar-
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 defenss
forces to arrange with the Navy for the use of the
ships.* The principal stumbling block was the
Navy'’s insistence that no ships were available
for full-time picket duty. The best that the Navy
could do was to make two destroyer-type picket
ships available on 24-hour notice off the east
coast. Further than that, it would be 1954 before
the Navy could fumish the required ships.'®?

Since ADC believed that picket ships werc
needed before 1954, it contmued fo urge Head-
quatters USAF t¢ press for a resolution of the
problem. Finally, on 13 March 1952, Acting Sec-
retary of the Air Force R.L. Gilpatric asked the
Secretary of the Navy to cooperate in meeting the
urgent requirement for picket ships.*** The Secre-
tary of the Navy rephed that the Navy did nect
believe the world sihuation warranted radar cover-
age on a continuous basis; therefore, the need
for full-time picket ship operations was not
urgent. General Vandenberg then presented the
matter to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in December,
but at the request of the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions action was deferred.'*

Although one picket ship had begun full-time
operations in September 1952, most of 1952 and
1953 was occupied by testing and trainmgt*®
Continued efforts by the Air Force througheut
most of 1953 failed to produce a settlement of the
problem, Late mn 1953 prompted by Presideat
Eisenhower’s approval of the National Security
Council paper requiring implementation of con-
tipuous seaward radar extension as soon as pos-
sible, General Twining snd Admiral Camey

*A RAND Corporation study completed about this time
indicated that the use of picket shups would grexily
increage the effectivenessof the iaterceptor squadrons
(RM-518, Fighter Effectiveness as a Function of Rador
Coverage, 30 Jan 51),

agreedthat the Navy would provide the necessary
picket ships. The forces used in this radar ex-
tension would be directed by the Aux Defense
Command.** The foundations were thus laid for
picket ship operations, but further decisions in
regard to their use had to await the establish-
ment of a joint air defense command m 1554,

Texas Towets

The third, and mostrecently conceived, method
of extending radar coverage seaward is by use of
the so-called **Texas Towers.”” The idea for
these sea-based radar platfornrs criginated n the
LINCOLN Laboratory in the summer of 1952, In
the cpumion of the LINCOLN scientists, picket
ships, though very necessary, were not an ideal
solution to the problem of contiguows 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 requitements for picket ships but which, if
feasible and adopied, would greatly reduce those
requirements.”***'The LINCOLN proposal called
for the erection of platforms on shoals off the
northeast coast to serve as radar sites, Since
the towers would resemble the oil well drilling
platforms used in the Gul of Mexico, they were
called TexasTowers, These towers, accordng to
the LINCOLN conception, would be rectangular
in shape (60 feet by 120 feet) and wonld cost an
estimated one million dollars each to construct.
Several shoals between Nova Scotia and the New
Jersey coast were sunitable,* and the towers built
on them would afford high altitude coverage 200
to 300 miles out from shore. The T exas Tower
proposal appeared so promising to the LINCOLN
Lehcratory that a staff study was prepared and
circulated among all agencies concemned with air
defense, '

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

*The Pacific offshore area had few suitahie sites for
Texas Tower construction (Hist APCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec
53, p. 305).
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1953.% In its reply, ADC informed Head quarters
USAT that 1t desired to make operation of the
radar on the towers as automatic as possible in
order to comserve personnel. 14

Little progress was made in the months that
followed. LINCOLN Laboratory heard no more
about its proposal until the end of June 1053,
Because of this seemmng lack of interest, Maj.
Gen. R.C. Maude, Commanding General of the
AirForceCambridge Research Center,* presented
the problem to Maj. Gen. D.L. Puit, Commanding
General of the Aux Research and Development
Command, Also, several expedients, such as
building a tower as part of the DEW line project,
were consideted and discarded. Finally, after
cenferring with Head quarters USAF, General Putt
was convinced that the problem was more one of
desagn and installation than of research and de-
velopment. Therefore, he agreed to place the
Texas Tower project in the hands of the Air In.
stallations Office 47

At last, 1n November 1953, USAF announced in
& planning 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 wounld cost $4,000,000.1** Head-
tuarters USAF followed with approval for con-
struction of five towers—the design of which was
changed to that of an equilateral triangle, 210
feet on a side—and inclusion of their cost in the
budget programs for the fiscal years 1954 and
1955, By mid-1954, the Navy had been desig-
nated as the responsible agent for canstruction
of ‘the Texas Towers, and operational and logis-
tical plans had been prepared ™ However, it
would be 2 December 1955 before the Axr Force
assumed beneficial occupancy of the first Texas
Tower, [19

The LINCOLN Transition System

Net actually a part of the radsr network exten-
sion but essential to 1ts snccess was the vastly
improved eguipment designed to meke use
of the early warning and control deta fumished
by the radar sets. Furthermore, an improvement

*
The military otgamzation under which LINCO:
Laboratory functions, LN

For a popular account of hife and operations on the
first completed Texas Tower see: Craig Thompson,
‘“Amenca’s Strangest Island,” The Saturday Evening
Post, CCXXIX, no 1 (7 Jul 58), 26-27.

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

The handicap to the air defense system result-
ing from an inadequate ground environment was
the subject of one of the first investigations made
by the Axr Defense Systems Engineermg Commit-
tee (ADSEC) after its formation late 1 1949.%*
The committee compated the air defense system
then in existence to an animal that was at once
““lame, purblind, and idiot-like.!” ADSEC stated
that an improved ground environment was required
for “it makes little sense for us to strengthen
the muscles if there is no bram; and given a
brain, it needs good eyesight. ''1%

Turmng to the scientists mn order to provide
the brain, the Air Force called upon MIT to estab-
lish a laboratory to undertake a broad air defense
program, The first phase of this program—Proj-
ect CHARLES—indiceted the many improvements
theat would be required for an effective future air
defense System.'f CHARLES recommended erec-
tion of a ceniralized aircraft contrel and waming
system which would combine the use of the high-
speed digital computer being developed by MIT
with radar data transmission equipment from the
Air Force Cambnidge Research Center.'*® Project
LINCOLN was set up in 1951 partly to continve
consideration of these CHARLES recommenda-
tions.

1"See above p, 31,

TAt the same time, the Continental Air Defense Sys-
tem (CADS) project was mvestigating the current air
defence syetem, Several CADS recommendations for
imptovements in the manual{y operated ground en-
vironment were adopted. The ground cavitonment still
did not meet ADC requrements {Headquarters, ADC,
Operationel Plan SAGE, 7 Mar 55, v).
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LINCOLN scientists considered the problem of
the ground electronic envuonment—the bram-—
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. This solution they termed the “Quick
Fix" system, Primarily, Quick Fix wes designed
to simplify data handling by rearranging functiens
in such a way as to eliminate the human element
as much as possiblet™

Quick Fix was the best that the LINCOLN
scientists could devise for the period uatil =
“Futurze System'’ could be developed. Retwecn
the Quick Fix perioed and the completion of the
Future System, some elements of the Fature Syz-
tem—including the digital computer—could he
made available, When these eloments were placed
in opetation, a ‘“Transition System” 4yould be in
existence 1%

According to LINCOLN scientists, the Transi-
tion System would strike “‘a balance betwesn
men and machines.”” Machines would be avail-
able to periorm the functions that men did most
poorly, leaviig 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 supplicd
by these radars, information would be received
and stored; and interceptors would be controlled.
The Transition System would be flexible and
could be incomporated into the Future System
when required .*®

The LINCOLN Quick Fix system was demca-
strated to Air Defense Command repres'entatives
on 29 September 1952,'%® Although the system
offered “some potential’’ for an improved manual
system, General Benjamin W. Chidlaw, ADC’s
commander, reported that it did not meet ADC re-
quirements for an improved semautomabic air
defense system.!** Testing of the equipment by
Air Proving Ground Command (APGC) confinned
Chidlaw’s opinion. APGC reported in March 1933
that Quick Fix was ‘“‘operationally undesirablz"?
and recommended that the project be discm-
tinued. Headquarters USAF agreed and requested
LEICOLN to “‘phase out this program as quickly
as posgible and divert . . . manpower and funds
to more urgent work, ??3%?

At about the same time, the Air Force was ge-
riving at a decision to support the Transiticn
System, In addition to the LINCOLN system, the
Air Force had been interested in an Air Defenze

Integrated System (ADIS) being developed by the
University of Michigen’s Willow Run Research
Center.!® As late as January 1953 the Air Force
believed that both systems should be supported
until further progress had been made.'** The
question was settled on 10 April 1953 when the
Ait 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.!® Following the Air Force’s selection
of the Transition Systemw, as the ground electronic
environment system, two production prototypes
were programmed for fiscal years 1954 and 1955
at a cast of over $56,000,000, with the first pro-
totype to be operational 1n the New York area by
January 1957.2%

Once the decision had been made an favor of
the LINCOLN Transition System,! planning for
installation and integration into the Air Defense
Command was underteken, The Westemn Electnic
Company was given a contract for the installation
of the system and, by the end of 1953, kad or-
ganized the Air Defense Engneeting Services
(ADES) to fulfill the contract. Since ADC would
be the ultimate ““customer,” ADES would ieport
fo that command.!®® ADC, in turn, had made sub-
stantial progress in its planning by mid-1954 1
Although limitations in the gystem were already
epparent,’! the Tramsition System held much
promise for the future end would provide ADC
“‘with the capability to conduct ar battle effec-
tavely and flexibly, 1%

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

*In order to test the Transition System, LINCOLN
Laboratory established the Cape CUod Systetn in mide
1952, This system, which consisted of 12 radar sites
in the Boston atea, began actual demonstrations in
Selptember1953, Acting as LINCOLN’s proving ground,
the Cape Cod system indicated the feasibility of the
Transition Syetem (Flist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53,
De 258-62),

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

For exemple, the system was subject to electromc
countermeasures, seabotage, and destruction of the
above-ground facilities,
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ar defense systems.’’'™ Northward and seaward
extensions of the radar network would move the
‘‘ayes’” closer to the potential enemy, thus af-
fording the air defense system a greater period of
weantng, Theimproved interceptors and the guided
missiles still in the developmental stage would
strengthen the ‘‘muscles” of the system. It was

expected that the combination of these improve-
ments would result in a weapon system which
would increase significently the kill potential of
the air defense forces, Nevertheless, fuil benefit
from these additions and improvements could not
be derived without the proper organi zation for air
defense.
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CHAPTER VIl

JOINT ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE

From the time that Headquarters, AAF began to
plan for the postwar military establishment—
before the end of World War II—until the meeting
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West, Florida,
in the spnng of 1948, the Air Force contended
that continental airdefense was its responsibality,
Several organizational plans, designed in partt to
enable the Air Fotce to discharge this responsi-
bility, were drawn up during 1945 1n Headquarters,
AAF and Headquarters, Continental Air Forces.
None of these plans were approved, but in March
1946 the AAF was reorganized along functional
lines with the establishment of three major com-
mends; Strategic Air Command, Air Defenge Com-
mand, and Tactical Air Command, * To Awur Defense
Command was assigned the mission of organizing
and administering the integrated continental air
defense system.f

In the months following the formation of ADC,
its commander, L.t. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer,
was faced with the fact that he had no means for
fulfifling the ar defense mission. His position
became more complicated in 1946 when Headquar-
ters, AAF revealed thaet the air deferse mission
did not actually belong to the Air Force but to
the Amy Gronnd Forces.!|! Furthermore, dis»
cussion between the AAF end the AGF indicated
that the two services did not agtee on a definition
of air defense. AGF maintained that air defense
was merely patt of the over-all defense problem
and actually should be defined as ‘‘defense by
air.”? AAF believed, on the other hand, thet
acceptance of the Army’s position would have
divided the air defense mission.TTT Pending the

*For a discussion of this reorganization see ADC
HS-9, Organization and Responsibilaty for Alr De-
fense, March 1946-September 1955,

See gbove, p. 4.
TTSee above, p. 5.
TTTSee ahove, pp. 15-16,

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

In March 1948 the Air Force contention that air
defense was an A Ferce responsibility was con-
firmed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff meeting at Key
West. According to the Funcuons Paper, which
embodied the conclasions 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 Chiefs.
Also, the Air Force definition of air defense was
accepted. Air defenge thereby became a unilaters]
responsibility of USAF, though the Army and the
Navy were assigned air defense roles as collateral
functions. Whether or not the Xey West agreements
would solve the problems facing General
Stratemeyer in his attempts to camty out hig
migsion was a matter for conjecture, #

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

*See above, pp. 1718,
TSee above, pp. 6-7.
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not being required for their pnmary missions.*

While the Air Defense Command was negotiating
for ougmentation forces as a means of carrying
out its mission, the War Department was drafting
a plan for the formation of a continental defense
command. War Department planners maintained
that this would be an Ammy command which would
umfy all ground and eur defense forces under one
commender. When the WD plan was considered by
the Air Staff late 1n 1946, Maj. Gen. 0. P. Weyland,
Plans Chief, stated that the proposal did not go
far enough. He understood that Admiral Fowest
Shetmatl, the Chief of Naval Opetations, had
stated that the Joint Chiefs should undertake the
establishment of a joint defense command. There-
fore, Weyland believed the time was propitious
to eppmach the Navy on the subject. In Weyland’s
opimion, such a jomt command should function
under the strategic guidance of the Joint Chiefs
of Staif.t

Consideration of a joint command continued,
end on 26 March 1947, at the direction of the
Joint Chiefs, the Joint Planning Staff appointed
an ad hoc committee to study the question of a
umfied defense command,! Deliberations of the
committee indicated that Admiral Sherman had
apparently not expressed naval opinion when he
spoke in favor of a joint command, According to
the Navy member of the committee, establishment
of a unified command was
unnecessary in the light of potential enemy capabilities
and is yndesirable in that it would concentrate excessive
authority in one indiv:dual for a variety of operations
which are so diverse in character and geopgraphic area
thet they can best be performed by separate commands,?
He considered the interservice cooperation agree-
ments then 1n existence sufficient for that time.
Because of this difference of opinion, the coms
mittee wae unable to reach an agreement.’

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

“For discusslons of these problems see; ADC HS-4,
Amy Antiaireraft in Air Defense, 1946-1954; ADC
HS-5, Emergency Ailr Defense Forces, 1946-1954,

A unified commend is identified by the USAF Diction~
ary as ‘““a command made up of joint or combined
forces, operating under a single commandern® Appar
ently during the period under discussion service plan-
ners used the terms *“‘joint command’? and *‘unified
command! interchangeably. Ac herein used they are
considered to have precisely the same mesning,
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Joint Chiefs of Staff.* This solution to the come
mand problem met with conmderable opposition
both from General Stratemeyer and from some
members of the Air Staff.’ Stratemeyer agreed
that respomsibility for air defense had to be
shared by all services and that umty of command
was necessary: However, he objected to a JCS
command primanly because the JCS was ‘‘a
tather cumbersome body to be charged with oper
ating an active component of the Air Force™ and
because the ADC commander would become
responsible to two agencies the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for air defense and the Chief of Staff, USAF
for all other functions. Moreover, Stratemeyer felt
that

there 15 no assurance that the JC3 weould be any more
wiiling to allocate resources of the Army and Navy to
air defense by virtue of the ADC becoming a JC§
specified command than they are at the present time.
Thus, in 1948 neither the joint command nor the
JCS specified command concept found much favor
within the Air Force.

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

The Soviet atomic explosion in the summer of
1942 placed new emphasis on the problem of
organization for continental ait defense. Within
the Air Staff, organizational studies bepun m
Cctober 1949 revived a proposal for the establish-
ment of a unified defetize or umfied air defense
command, Plans were drawn up by the Air Staff
and in Headquarters, ConAC, but none could be

*According to the USAF dictionary a specified com-
mand is g one-service command under the strategic
Eulgﬂa’:’tce of the JCS for the petformence of a specific
an

TOne member of the A Staff stated that creaton of
8 JCS-directed Alr Defense Command was *‘premature,
unrealistic, disadvantageons, unnecessary, reckless,
and illogical’! (memo from Col. A.J. Kinney to Col,
Johr B Cary, subj: Policies Relative to Air Defense,
4 Jnne 48, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 3),

1See ADC HS.9, pp. 21-39.
111500 ADC H54, pp. 34-45,
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approved because of the shortage of personnel *+
At the end of June 1950 the outbreak of the
Korean war drastically altered the gituation, Not
only did the need for a more effective continental
air defense hecome more acute, but the contem-
plated buildup of the Air Force promised to
alieviate the personnel shortage to some extent.
Planning for an orgamizational change resumed.

By September a plan calling for a unified Air
Defense Command had been prepated by the Air
Staff. Submission of the plan to ConAC for come
ments revealed that opposition to the unified
command concept still remained. Replying for the
commend, Brig, Gen, Herbert B, Thatcher, ConAC?s
Deputy for Operations, stated that application of
the concept to the Air Defense Command wez
‘unnecesseary and undesirable.”’ Instead, Thatcher
expressed agreement with the establishment of &
JCS specified command such as General Stiate-
meyer had opposed two years earliern ConAC’s
concurrence was based on the need, in the light
of international conditions, for raising the conti-
nental air defense otganization to a position which
would “assure recognition commensurate with the
jmportance of the United States aur defens:
problem.’® Thatcher stated that the command cos-
cept desired was one involving only USAF units,
with the commander possessing operationc]
control over the units supplied by the other
services®

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

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

i"See abave, p. 3B.

Defense Command separate from ConAC. Such a
commend was necessitated, Whitehead repesated,
by the growth of the air defense system. Since
JC8 action on the unified commeand plan was not
forthcoming, this time Whitehead’s proposal was
speedily spproved by Headquarters USAT, and the
Arr Defense Command was “re-established'’ on
1 Jenuary 1951 as a major USAF command.*

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

The question of command arrangements in air
deferse orgenization arose again in 1953 during
the period of increased emphasis on air defense.
By that time the Air Force had ceased to advocate
a JCS specified command. Based upon an Air
Staff study, the Air Force position had become
maintenance of the status quo—an Air Tefense
Command directed by the Chief of Staff and
depending upon interservice agreements for
emergency forces. Nevertheless, on 6 August
1953, the Joint Chiefs of Staff tentatively agreed
on the establishment of a JC$ specified command
and charged General Twining, who had replaced
Vandenberg as Air Force Chief of Staff, w1l'.h
pieparation of the necessary planst®

In tum, General Twining instructed the An
Staff to resume consideration of air defense com»
nand organization. He reminded staff members
thet in view of the incressing Soviet nuclear
capshility, it was necessary for the Air Force
to keep the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed of
defense problems. As directed, the Air Staff
reconsidered but did not chenge its previous
decigion in favor of retaining the present organi-
zation, In defense of its posttion, the Air Steff
reported that nomal JCS or umified command
asrrengements would not be satisfactory for air
defense. Instead, the Air Staff drew up a plan
calling for the Cluef of Staff, USAF to report fo
the JC8 pedodically concermng air defense

*See above, p. 36.
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matters and to send all ar defense plans and
policies to the Joint Chiefs for approval.*

Apparently with some reluctance, the Air Staff
algso prepared an alternate plan calling for a JCS
specified command, In the opmion of General
Thaicher, who had been transferred to the Ar
Staff as Director of Plans, the Army and Navy
favored an arrangement which would unify command
of all defense forces. Thatcher believed that
such a commend would take away from the Air
Defense Command commeander the split-second
control that he needed in order to perform his
mission.* In addition, Thatcher feared that a
unified command would give both the Army and
the Navy, as well as the USAF, a primary responsi
bility in aur defense.!’ Thetefore, the alternate
plan for a JCS specified command was made
ready, The Air Staff objections to a change 1n the
command amrangements and the recommendation
for periodic reporting to the JCS by the A Force
Chief of Staff were sent to the Joint Chiefs in
December 1653,

Scon after the bepinning of the new year,
General Twining informed Lt Gen. Earle E.
Partridge, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations, that
a realignment of the Air Force position on con-
tinental air defense was urgently needed. Admiral
Arthur W, Radford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, believed that the Air Force could no
longer afford to carry the full respensibihity for
guch an important function. He was firmly con-
vinced that some type of JCS command had to be
devised. Twining agreed and requested the Arr
Staff to take appropriate action fo reverse its
previous position m opposition to a JCS specified
commend.*

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

*CoI. Jemes ¥, Whisenand, a member of Thatcher's
staff, dieagreed, He felt that unified command. would
strengthen the Air Force mn air defense because it
would give the commander more nfluence n planmng
and would sllow more coordination in weapon system
development (memo from Col, James F, Whisenand,
Asst Dep Dir of Plans, for General Thatcher, subj.
Command Arrangements for the Defense of the United
States, 15 Dec 53, :n OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 10),

an establishment was in the interest of national
secunty. Radford considered that in the interest
of national security a joint command for continen-
tal mr defense was neceasary. This command
would be composed of forces from each service
and would provide for the coordinated efforts of
each service for continental air defense. Accord-
ing tc Radford’s conception, the command would
be under a senior Axr Force officer with the Clief
of Staff, USAF as executive agent. The joint
commander would have a joint staff and would be
empowered to activate subordinate jomt commands,
The joint command would include all arr forces
assigned to am defense and all antiaircraft
artillery involved in permanent air defense. Also,
provision would be made for the joint commander
to have operational control of any units which
could augment the air defense forces. Admiral
Radford recommended that the Joint Chiefs
approve this type of organizatron for continental
axr defense,?*

On 22 Jammary 1954 the Jomt Chiefs of Staff
approved 1t pnaciple the establishment of a JCS
command for continental air defense and directed
the Joint Strategic Plans Commiitee to prepare
tetms of refersnce for the commander of such a
command. The committee report of 1 March indi-
cated that a difference of opinion still existed.
The Air Force and the Navy now appeared to
favor a jount command with the joint commander
having specrfic guide lines to follow, On the other
hand, the Army expressed a preference for a JCS
specified command, with the Air Force as execu-
tive agent. According to the Ammy view, terms of
reference would be broad and detaiied plannng
would be left for the 'service component com-
manders, The committee report also recommended
that the views of the Air Defense Command, Amy,

and Navy be requested.™

General Chidlaw replied for ADC on 11 May
1954 with a proposed organization which was very
simlar to that suggested by Admiral Radford.
Chidlaw proposed a joint command under the JCS,
with the Air Force serving as executive agent.
Under the joint command would be three subcom-
mands; the Air Defense Command, the Artmy Anfi-
arcraft Command, and a Navy component. At each
level of the existing {Xjrpefense Command Chidlaw
planned & joint headquarters commanded by ADC
officers and augmented by 2 small number of
Amy, Navy, and Marine Corps personnel. The Aar
Defense Command would tum over responsibility
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for air defense to the mew jomt command, which,
in an emergency, would have operationsl control
over the forces of the subcommands. ™

In an accompanying letter, General Chidlaw
explained his conception of the requirements for
this unprecedented command, Any jownt commend
established, he believed, had to have unity of
command and simplicity of operation as overriding
considerations. Also, there had to be a clear
enalysis of the threal; a simple, clear, and ditect
command structure; and—what he cons:dered the
most important single item—a sound JCS-approved
air defense plan, binding on all services, Chidlaw
stated that since air defense was a functionsl
mission carned out on a geographrcal basis, the
operating air defense command had to be oxganized
geographically with all subcommands having the
same mission—air defense of = geographical
area. The “United States Air Defense Command'?
that he proposed would provide this organization,*®

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

By 2 August this difference of opinion had been
resolved in €avor of the Navy-Air Force view and
the JCS directed the activation of the Continen-
tal Air Defense Command (CONAD). As
established, CONAD was similar to the organi-
zation proposed by Admiral Radford and General
Chidlaw., CONAD, a joint command ‘‘for the air
defense of the continentsi United States,’” wes
placed ghove the existing ADC stracture, with the
Department of the Air Force as executive agent
The Aur Defense Commend, the Army Antisircraft
Commend, end naval forces of the ocontiguous
radar coverape system wete allocated to CONAD.
The Commanding General, CONAD was given
operatienal control of those forces and of all
augmentation forces made available during periods
of emergency.?®

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

SUMMARY

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

At the time of the AAF reorganization, i1t was
apperent that Air Force resources would be in-
adequate for complete manming of each of the
major commands, Since possession of the atomic
bomb by the United States was the main deterrent
to war, the Strategic Air Command and its de-
livery vehicles had to be combat-ready at all
times. Therefore, highest priority for manpower
and materie]l was assigned to SAC. The Air De-
fense Command, allotted a heterogeneous group
of responsibilities im an intetim mission direc-
tive, would have to get along with as few re-
sources as possible,

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

Bl

filling such a mission, 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 operational
forces its principel role was one of planning,

Lacking both mission directive and forces,
ADC was handicapped in its attempts to plan for
air defense, To fill this void, Stratemeyer pressed
Hesdquarters, AAF during 1946 for a mizsion di-
rective, for a statement of responsgibilities, and
for operational forces. Pending an end to the
struggle for unification and a buildun of its
forces, Headquarters, AAF could grant none of
his requests, Nevertheless, ADC dtew up three
plans: a short term plan which was a capability
study to indicate what the command could do if
called upon to set up an air defense n the im-
mediate future; a planfor an air defense in being;
and a long temm plan that was a requirement
study based on future forecasts. Altthough 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 granting many of Stratemeyer’s requests
was overcome on 26 July 1947 with the creation
of the United States Air Force. No longer would
Air Force planners have to consider the effect of
thesr actions on the pending unification legisle
tion. With independence & reality, Headquarters
USAF could take definite steps toward establish-
ing an air defense system. One of the most im-
portant of these steps was its approval of & plan—
known as SUPREMACY—for an AC&W network
costmg $388,000,000 and consisting of 411 radar
stations 1n the United States and Alaska, Also,
late in 1947, Headquarters USAF granted ADC a
definite migsion directive nssigning the air de-
fense—in an emergency and for planning purposes—
of the United States to General Stratemeyer. This
clarification of the role of ADC m air defense
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was followed, in March 1948, by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff assigning to the Auwr Force pnmaty te-
sporsibility for air defense. And, while these
significant actions were taking place, an awak-
ening public interest in air defewse could be
seen.

In the midst of these rather halting USAF ef-
forts to begin an air defense system, intema-
tional events dictated an attempt to set ap an
active air defense, InMarch 1948, with the *“‘Cold
War’? threatening to become a war 1n fact, Gen-
eral Carl Spaatz, Air Force Chief of Staff, or-
dered the establishment of an active air defense
in Alaska and in the Northeast and Northwest
sections of the United States. Although ajr de-
fense personnel took prompt action fo comply
with Spaatz’ directive, the means were not avail-
able to establish an effective defense. By the
time the tense March-Apiil period ended, the fu-
tility of attempting to defend the nation without
sufficient personnel or matertel had been well
illustrated.

Now that at least skeleton air defense systems
were in place, Headquasters 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 obtamn congres-
sional sanction for Plan SUPREMACY. Despite
efforts by the Department of the Air Force, Con-
gress adjourned 1n June 1948 without acting on
the plan.

With consideration of SUPREMACY delayed st
least until the next session of Congress and the
need for air defense becommng more acute, Head-
quarters USAF reviewed the air defense situation
in the summet of 1948. An Air Defense Division,
headed by Maj. Gen. Gordon P. Saville, was es-
tablished in the Directorate of Plens and Opesa-
tions to study the problem. General Sawille's
staff concluded that until an over-all air defense
program was decided upon, some action had to be
taken to establish an air defense system and
that such action would be lmited to the deploy-
ment and installation of radar equipment, There-
fore, terming the air defense picture “certainly
shocking,” Saville presenied to Secretary of De-
ferrse James Fomestal a plan calling for an Inter-
im Program consisting of 61radars and 10 control
centers and a First Augmentation of 15 radass.
Tetmed the Modified Program it would require

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

ebout $ 86,000,000 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 mid-March, this measwe-considered
by Saville as essential to the security of the
nation—-was approved by Congress. Although the
“Permanent System? provided for in fhe Mod:
fied Program would be inadequate aganst future
threats, the Air Force was at last authorized to
begin constiuction of a radar network,

Since neither SUPREMACY nor the Modified
Propram would fuinish early waming immediately,
the nation would remzin virtually defenseless
against air 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 LASHUP. Approval for
LASHUP was received from Secretary of Defense
Forrestal in October 1949, and preliminary work
on the network began by the end of the year.

While plans were being made for establishing
an AC&W netwotk, air defense was strengthened
by ancther major recrganization of the Air Force.
In Octobetr 1948, President Harry $. Truman
called for greater emphasis on the organization
and training of all reservecompanents. One of the
tesults of this presidential directive was the
formation of Continental Axr Command, with Gen-
eral Stratemeyer as commander. ConAC was as-
signed the air defenge mission and Air Defense
Command and Tactical AirC ommand were reduced
to ‘‘operational® status. For air defense, this
reorganization meant that all ADC and TAC units
would be placed under one commander and conld
be used in whatever role the situation demanded.

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

Despite the efforts by Headquarters USAF to
improve the air deferse system, Lt. Gen. Ennis
Whitehead, the Commanding General of ConAC,

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958

#

2
T T OV Y S

R T

\"l-mz,,:--*-—

vy

R T




This Page Declassified IAW EO129538
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was not satished, Because continental 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
1950, USAF did all that at could to graat White-
head's requests; but, as had heen the case since
the end of World War II, the Air Force did not
have the resources to sstisfy simultaneously all
of its commitments.

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

Qutbreak of the Korean hostilibiesdidnot brng
about any 1mmediate augmentation in personnel
or matenel for the air deferse system because,
naturally, the Far East Air Forces were accorded
a higher prionty. However, the ar defense sys-
tem benefited an other ways, Attempts were made
to place the AC&W network or a 24-hour opera-
tional basts, and authonty was received to make
active mnterceptions of hostile aircraft. Further-
more, faghter forces for air defense were increased
by federalization of Air National Guard units.

At the sametime, the Korean war meant a great
increase mn the responsibilities of ConAC. This
factor, in additionto the increase imn fighter forces
and the progress being made in construction of
the Permanent System, led to the re-establishment
of the Air Defense Command. With the formation
of ConAC, late 1 1948, ADC had become an op-
erational headquariers. On 1 September 1949 it
had been reduced to record status and a year
later had been abohished completely. Now, at the
end of 1950, a new Air Defense Command camne
into being with one mission-provision of conti-
nentai air defernse.

The Air Defense Command appeared at a time
when Headquarters USAF was adopting a new
concept. According to this ‘‘weapon system"”
concept, the future Axr 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 elements for these systems were de-
veloped, interim systems were required. The Air
Defense Command immediately undertook comple-
tion of the air-defense interim system.

Since the Permanent System was not scheduled
for completion until 1952, erection of a temporary
(LASHUP) radar network had been undertaken. By
mid-1950, the 44 LASHUP stations were opers
ational. Constraction had also progressed slowly
on the Permanent System. Priorities had been
established for the 85 stations, with completion
of the fust group scheduled for 1 July 1952,
Because completion by that date might not be soon
enough 1n view of the Soviet atomic explosion late
1n 1949 and the outbreak of hostilities in Kerea in
Junie 1950, beginning an 1950 Headquarters USAF
tried to accelerate the program. Despite Depart~
ment of the Air Force and eongressional 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 aot fully operational
_unt1l April 1953.

successful opetation of the radar network de-
pended upon the quality of the rafar equipment
employed. Consequently, efforts had been made
as early as July 1945 to wnte military character-
istics for improved carly-waming radar seis. By
1947 preduction of two amproved sets—AN/CPS-6B
and AN/FPS-3—was underway, with delivery of
the first sets scheduled for 1949 and 1950, Be-
cause thege sets, although great improvements
over previous models, still did not meet futmre
requurements, research and development was con-
tanued on more powerful models. -

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

A major weakness of the Pemsnent "ystem
was its inability to afford adequate low-altitude
coverage, Although it was anticipated that ime
proved radar sets in a future network might
remedy this defect, the Air Force had to depend
upen a cotps of ground observers to spot low-
flying arrcraft and £ill gaps m the radar coverage.
However, it was not clear dunng the mmmediate
postwar years that the Air Force had the author-
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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.Notuntil Februn-
ary 1950 was the formation of a GOC anthorizad
by Headquarfers USAF.

Because the GOC was to be composed of vol-
unteers, its success depended upon public in-
terest. From the first recruiting lagged badly and
interest proved diff:icult 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 Coms
remained a weak element in the interim air de-
ferrse system.

At the heart of the future air defense weapon
system wounld be the interceptor aircraft, Hows
ever, an arcraft with the required performance
characteristics would be many years in develop-
ment. World War II experience had illustrated that
an all-weather interceptor was essential to air
defense, and by 1944 an Amencan night fighter
(P-61) had been developed. To replace the P-G1
during the postwar period, the AAF planned a jet
aircraft, and two models, XF-87 and XF-89, were
selected for investigation. While these amcraff
were being developed, an interim interceptor was
needed, and the P-82 “Twin Mustang” was se-
lected. Even though some 225 P-82’s were op-
erational by the end of 1948, they were soon to
be replaced by jet aircraft, principally the F-86D
and F-94C. At about the sane 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 defenge fighter force for the
interim axr defense system.

While these interceptors were bemng phased
into 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 1934 In-
tercepter’’ was awarded to Convair. When 1t ap-
peared that this interceptor would not be
operational until the 1955-56 time pernod, another
interim amrcraft was needed. To meet this need,
a decision was reached to produce the auxframe
of the Convar 1954 Interceptor as the F-1024;
the ultimate aucraft was designated the F-102B.
By mid-1954 the F~102A testshad been completed
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but the aireraft was not scheduled for production
until the end of the following year,

Dunitig the years 1951-54, while the interim
air defense system was being completed, efforts
were being made to expand the system. Because
it appeared quite certmin that any future sir at-
tack would come acrass the polat regions, con-
tinental air deferrses had to be oriented north-
ward. At first, the meagemess of arr defense
tesources dactated that a line of defense be
established around the most vital areas. By
1952, however, the Air Defenrse Command had
adopted the “double perimeter’ concept wherehy
the defended areas would be protected by two
lines of radar, The mears with the preatest po-
tential for completing and eugmenting the double
perimeter included mohile and gap-filler radar
sets, aitborne and seaborne early-warning radar,
and a ground environment which would afford
more automatic data-handling.

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

Northward extension of the ealy watning nets
work was made possible by a combinetion of
factors, The Alaskan Axr Command andthe Notth-
east Air Command paszessed early warming poten-
tial and were integrated into the continental ait
defense system. The PINETREE chain of radars
in southem Catada was installed by the coop-
erative efforts of the Amencan and Canadian ait
defense commands, and the Mid-C enada Iine was
being completed primarily by the Canadians.

These northern extensions would be helpful,
but there was a need to move the early warning
line as close ag possible to the potential aggres-
sor. A radar line across the arctic regions of
Canada would fulfill this requirement. The de-
cision to build such a Distant Early Waming
(DEW) line with American funds was teached by
the Department of Deferrse during a period when
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public awareness of the nation’s vulnerability to
air attack was i1ncreasing. In mid-1951 the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology had re.
lezsed to the Ait Force the report of Project
CHARLES and had organized Project LINCOLN
to inveshigate ajr defense, Durmg the summer of
the following year, the LINCOLN Laboratory
organized a special study group to review conti-
nental air defenrse. Most startling of the recom-
mendations of this special study group—the Sum-
mer Study Grounp~was one for the mmediate
erection of a DEW line at a cost of $370,000,000
and an annual mawmntenance cost of $100,000,000,
Although the Group’s report was not approved
officially by the Air Force or the Department of
Defense, it was presented to the Natfonal Se-
curnty Couneil by the Chairman of the National
Securnity Resources Board. These agencies re-
ceived the report with enthirsiasm and President
Truman was apptised of the Summer Study Gronp’s
findings.

In essence, the repart of the Summer Study
Group called for a crash program in the erection
of a DEW lme. Neither the Aiur Force nor the
Department of Defense agreed that such a pro-
gram was feasible at that time, In the opinion of
the Awur Staff, development of the radar equipment
needed for a DEW line was not far enough ad-
vanced. Furthermore, the Ax Force believed,
any available funds could be more effectively
used to improve the exrsting AC&W network.
Despite these objections, on the last day of 1952
President Trumen approved construction of the
DEW line, Dunng the next two years, while the
question of the feasibility of a DEW hae 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 required also came under
discussion during this period. When the Summer
Study Gronp and Project EAST RIVER (Cavil
Defense) reports highlighted the nation's
vulnerability to air attack, the N ational Security
Resources Board and the National Security Coun-
cil pressed President Truman for action. The
President responded by ordering a review of all
air defense programs and, when the review re-
vealed unsatisfactory conditions, by appointing
the Kelly Committee to study the air Jefense
problem. Also, each service was called upon by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit a plan to
cover the defense sitnation as it was expected

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

While these plans were under consideration,
the Kelly Committee submitted a report which
opposed a crash DEW program. Since this report
indicated that a difference of opinion still existed
on air deferrse, the National Security Council
appointed a new (Bull) committee which, on 22
July 1953, reported that the contmental defense
programs, current and future, were inadequate.
Shortly thereafter the Bull Committee’s conclu-
sions took on added significance with the 12
Aupust Soviet H-bomb explosion. Therefore, on
25 September, President Dwight D. Eisenhower
approved a new policy statement calling for in-
creased emphasis on centinental defense. By
early 1954 another policy statement had lessened
the emphazgrs; and by the mddle of the year, out-
side of the Air Force, defense seemed somewhat
less urgent. Approval of the defense plans was
being delayed by the divergent views which still
existed between the services on certain phases
of air defense. It was hoped that formation of a
jowmnt air deferrse command then being considered
would aud i resolving those mterservice dife
ferences.

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

The third factor—in addition to the land-based
and seaward extensions—in the improvement of
the air defense network was the development of
the ground electronic envitonment, Air defetise
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 preblem, they devised bcth a
“Quick Fix" system as an immediate solutien
and a plan for a ““Future System.’’ The LINCOLN
Quick Fix was deemed “‘operstionally undesuce
ble,’?” however, and an intermediste solution—
LINCOLN’S Transition System—was propused,
The Transition System was accepted, with the
first prototype due to be operaticnal by Janusy
1957, Adaption of the Transition System, in con-
junction with the programmed improvements in
the air defense system and the formation of a
joint command for air defense, promised an in-
creased kill potential for the air defense forces.

Formation of a joint air defense command had
long been considered by air defense personncl
as an ulfimate goal. Although Headquaiters, AAF
had assigned the air defense mission to the Air
Defense Command upon the latter’s activation
eatly in 1946, air defense was not confirmed «s
an Aix Force mission until the meeting of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West in March 1948.
As a result of the Key West decisions, airde-
fense bocame a unilateral responsibility of the
Air Force, with the Army and Navy having col-
lateralfunctions, Thus, the Air Defense Commaeand
remained an Air Force organization and continued
to negofiate with the Army and Navy for the usa,
in an emergency, of eny forces possessing ca
air defense potential, In the absence of a jeint
command, interservice agreements wete the only
devices available to ADC.

As early as 1946, the War Department was cox-
sidering a plan for a joint continental air defensa
command. During the yearsthat followed, varicas
proposed plans came to neught, largely because
of divergent interservice views. By 1953 the Axur
Force position on the question of the joint com-
mand concept was based upon maintenence of the
status quo-att Air Defense Command directed by
the Chief of Staff and depending upon interserve
ice apgreements for emergency forces. However,

on 6 August 1953 the Joint Chiefs of Staffagreed
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 taking a favorable attitude
toward a joint command, several interservice dif-
ferences of opmion were ironed out dunng the
first half of 1954; and oo 1 September Continen-
tal Air Defense Command was activated, sub-
stantially as proposed in May by ADC’s comman-
der, General Benjamin W, Chidlaw, CONAD, a joint
command, “for the ar defense of the continental
United States,”” was placed above the existing
ADC structure, with the Department of the Air
Force as executive agent, The Air Defense Com-
mand, the Army Antiaircraft Command, and naval
forces of the contignous radar coverage system
were allocated to CONAD. The Commanding
General (Chidlaw) of the new command was given
operational contro] of all assigned forces and of
all augmentation forces made available during
periods of emergency. Although the USAF re-
tamned the dominant position in the new joint
command, henceforth the responsibility for con-
tinental air defense would be shared by the three
services.

The new joint command came into existence at
the end of a nme-year postwar period during
which a'solid framework for air defense had been
builf. From the days of 1946-1949 when the na-
tion was practically defenseless, a nafion-wide
integrated mir defense system had become a re-
ality. The Permanent, System ,of early-wearning
tadars was operational and interceptor strength
had been increased. Antiaircraft artillery and the
Ground Observer Corps had taken their places
1n the system, Also, in an emergency, all avail-
able forces would be used to counter an air at-
tack. Nevertheless, the Continental Air D ~fense
Command took over an interim system. Much re-
memed to be done before the nation’s defenses
would afford the protection/needed.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EQ12958

-

L. Fr

"y SN

[Ty



1

5

-

6

8

9,
10.

1L

12,

13.

14.

15.

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

Footnotes

Chapter 1

(Draft) Record of the Development of Plans for
Postwar Air Force, provided by Special Projects
Officer, 24 Jan 45, in USAF HD 145,041A-13,
memo for General Hood, suby, Conference on
Post-War Air Force with AC/AS, Plans, Post-
War Div, 26 Feb 45, m USAF HD 145,86-80,
1644-1045,

R&R AC/AS-QC&R to Chief, Management Control,
subye Orgamization for Continental Aswr Defense
Commands, 6 Jun 45, :n USAF HD 145.86-70.

. R&R AC/AS, M&S, Air Installations Div to

AC/AS-OCBR, Req Div, sub): Fighter Control
Center, Los Aggeles, California, 19 Jun 45, 1n
Case Hastery of the Aireraft Control and Warning
System, Hist Day, AMC, Feb 52, doc 3.

Lir, Brig Gen W. F. McKee, DAC/AS, QOC&R,
subj: Alrcraft Conirol and Warning System, 4 Apr
45, in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 1.

Lir, Hqg CAF to CG AAF, subj: Defensive Com=
munications and Electromes i the Postwar
Period, 21 Jul 45, in Case Hist AC&W System,
doc 4,

1st ind (ltr, Hq CAF to CG AAF, subj: Defensive
Commumucations and Electromics m the Postwar
Period, 21 Jul 45), Hq AAF to CG CAF, 30 Aux
45, in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 6.

R&R AC/AS-OC&R to Chief, Management Con-
trol, subj: Organization for Continental A De-
fense Commands, 6 Jun45, in USAF HD 145, 86-70,

Li#r, Hlq CAF to CG AAF, sub), Formation of an
operational air force in the United States, 20 Jun
45, 1n Hrat CAF, 15 Dec 44-21 Mar 46, doc 52.*

Ibid.

Tab A to 1tt, Hq CAF to CG AAF, sub;: Forma-
tion of an operational air force in the United
States, 20 Jun 45, in Hist CAF, 15 Dec 44-21
Mar 46, doc 52.

Memo for all concerned from Hq AAF, subj:
Post-War Au Force, Orgamization, 31 Jul 45, 1n
USAF HD 145.86-69A.

Lir, Hg CAF to CG AAF, subji Formation of an
operational air force in the Umted States, 20
Jun 45, 1n Hist CAF, 15 Dec 44-21 Mar 46, doc 52,

AAF Ltr 20-91, subj: Revised AAF V-] Plan,
14 Sep 45, 1n USAF HD 145,96-128(111-M)B.

Ltr, Hq CAF to CG AAT, subj: Interim Air Force,
8 Sep 45, in Hist CAF, 15 Dec 44-21 Mar 46,
doc 46,

1st ind (ltr, Hq CAF to CG AAYF, subj: Interim
Awr Forde, B Sep 45), Hq AAF to CG CAF, 1 Oct
45, 1n Hast CAF, 15 Dec 44+21 Mar 45, doc 54.

87

16,

17.

18,

19,

20,

21.
22.

23.
24.

25,
26,
27.

28,

29.

30.

31
32,

33.

34,

35,

Ltr, Hq CAF, to CGs all sur forces, suby: Interim
Air Force, 20 Sep 45, 1 Hist CAF, 15 Dec 44-21
Mar 46, doc 55.

Litr, Ma) Gen St Clair Streett, Deputy Commander
CAF to CG AAT, subj: Proposed Army Air Forces
Structure, 14 Nov 45, 1n USAF HD 145, 86-36.

Hist SAC, 1946, I, 8-11.

WD FM 100-20, “Command and Employment of
Air Power,' 21 Jul 43,

Memo for AC/AS, A-1, et al, from Brig Gen
Charles F. Born, C/S CAF, 7 Feb 46, in Hist
CAF, 15 Dec 44-21 Mar 46, doc 60,

Hist SAC, 1046, T, 11-12,

Lir, WD TAG to CGs, AAF, CAFs, subj: Establish-
ment of Air Defense, Strategie Asr and Tactical
Air Commands , . . ; 21 Mar 46, 1n Hust CAF, 15
Dec 44-21 Mar 46, doc 60.

Hist SAC, 1946, I, p. 12,

Report of the C/S, USAF to the Secretary of the
Air Force, 30 Jun 48, p, 19.

AAF Statistical Digest, 1946, p. 14,
Ibid., p. 5.

LaMotte Cohu, * ‘Paper-Bag’ Air Force,’’ 1n Air
Force, XXX, no 3 (Mar 47), 12.

Ltr, Hq AAF to CG ADC, subj: Interim Mission,
12 Mar 46, 1n Hist ADC, Mar 46-Jun 47, app IL

AAF Stat Digest, 1947, p. 46 (Actually, 7,218
out of a total AAF strength of 328,070.)

Ltr, WD TAG to CGs, AAF, CAFs, suby; Estab-
lishment of Air Defense, Strategic Air and
Tactical Airr Commands, , . . , 21 Mar 46, in Hist
CAF, 15 Dec 44-21 Mar 46, doc 60.

Hist ADC, ‘““Evolution of the Mission,’’ p. 8.

Litr, Hy ADC to CG AAF, sub): Problems Con-
fronting Air Defenrse Command in Dealing with
Cavilian Air Componeants, 16 Apr 46, in Hist
ADC Mar 46-Jun 47, app IX.

Lir, Hq ADC to CG AAF, subj Awr Defense,
Peacifie Coastal Frontier, 19 Apr 46, in Depart-
mental Recorde Braoch, Alexandria, Virginia,
381 War Plens Miscellaneous National Defense
1646-47, v 2,

Ltr, DAC/AS-3 to CG ADC, subj; Air Defense,
Pacific Coastal Frontier, 20 Apr 45, 1 DRB
281 War Plans Miscellaneous National Defense
1946-47, v 2,

Meme for Cencral Stratemeyer from Hq AAF,
subj, Air Defense of the Continental Unmited

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




88

36

ar

38

39,

40.

4L

42,

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48,

49,

50.

5L

52,

53,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

States, 26 Apr 46, ian Headguarters ADC, Hize
torical Directorate Files 502 (hereinafter citeid
as ADC HD).

Lir, Hq ADC to CGs Firat and Fourth Air Forcen,
subj: Air Defense of the Continental Umtod
States, 2 May 46, 12 USAF HD 410.101.2,

Litr, Hq ADC to Maj Gen Lauris Norstad, AC/AS.S,
subj: Air Defense of the United States, 3 May
46, 1o Hist ADC through Jun 51, III, doe 12.

Litr, Hq AAF to Col R. E. Beebe, Hq ADC, suly:
Ajr Defense of the United States, 13 Jun 46, in
Hist ADC through Jun 51, III, doc 13,

R&R AC/AS-5 to AC/AS-3, subj: Responsibiii-
ties for Air Defense, 28 Jun 46, 1n DRB 381 Var
Plans Miscellaneous Natonal Defense 1046-47,
v

Litr, Lt Gen Stratemeyer to CG AAF, suly
Mission of the Air Defence Command, 5 Aug 45,
in Hist ADC Mar 46~Jun 47, app IV,

Memo for DC/AS from General Partridge, AC/AS-3,
suby: Mission of the Air Defense Command, 24
Aug 46, 10 DRE C/S Files 1946 2500-28394,

Ist Ind (1t5, Stratemeyer to Hg AATF, subj: Mission
of the Air Defense Command, 5 Aug 46), Hq AAF
to CG ADC, 19 Sep 46, in Hist ADC Mar 46 Jun
47, app IV,

R&R Hq ADC A-S to C/S, suby Miszion of the
Air Defense Command, 26 Sep 46, in DRB 351
War DPlans Miscellapeous National Defence
1946-47, v 2.

Litr, Hoa ADC to CGs First, Second, Tenth,
Eleventh, and Fourteenth Air Forces, gubjy Air
Defense of the Contineatzl United States, 12
Aug 46, in USAF HD 419.101-24,

ILty, Hq ADC to President, Air Force Boord,
subj: Commend Junsdiction of Land, Sea, nad
Ajr Force, 15 Apr 46, 1n DRR 381 War Plons
Miscellaneous National Defense 1946-37, v 2.

Lir, Hqg AAF to CG ADC, suby Investment of
Command Responsitbilities of the Land, Sea nnd
Alr Forces in Event of an Axr Invasion, 10 Jun
46, 1n Hist ADC, Evolntion of the Mission, Mar
4&6-Mar 47, app IIL

Lir, Hq ADC {o CG AAY, sub): Responsibility of
the Air Defense Command, 13 Sep 46, 1n USAF
HD 419, 101-18,

Ibid,

R&R AC/AS.5 to AC/AS-3, subj: Responsibafity
of the Air Defense Command, 27 Sep 46, an DRB
322 Commands 1946-47, v 1.

R&R AC/AS-5 to AC/AS-3, subj: Command Re-
sponsibitities of the Liand, Sea, and Aur Forcos
in Event of Air Attack, 30 Sep 46, 1n DRB QPD
Files 381 11 Dec 45, sec L

ADC Asr Defense Plan (Short Term), 18 Oct 46,
in USAF HD 419.01,

Lir, H#q ADC to CG Teath Aiur Force, 18 Nov 46,
in USAF HD 419, 10124,

Hist ADC, Evolution of the Mission, pp. 24-25,

54. Quoted in Hist AUDC Evolution of the Mission, p,

55, Ltr, Hg ADC to CG AAF, subj: Establishment of
an Active Air Defense of the United States, 19

Qct 46, in Case Hist ACEW System, doc 23,

Lir, Hq ADC to CG AAF, subi: Establishment of
ams Alr Defense in Being, 22 Nov 46, in USAF
HD 419,101-3L

Ibrd,

ADC Air Defense Plan (Long Term), 4 Apr 47,
in USAF HD 419.01,

56.

57
S8

59. Commending General’s Address to the Air War

Cellege, 15 Oct 46,

AMC ‘*Chort Range Air Defense,” Project
Description as presented at Electronics Sub-

60,

division Manufacturers’ Conference, 26-28 Jua -

46, i Awxr University Library, Maxwell AFDB,
M-31353-5 no 4,07,

6L Memo for Chief Electronics Section from R&R

Div, Hq AAF, subj: Radar Defense System, 6 ”

Nov 46, in USAF HD 168.64-18, 1046-1047, Asr
Defenze,
62. R&R R&E Div, AC/AS4 to DC/AS for R&D,
subj: Radar Defense Plan, 4 Dec 46, 1n USAF
HD 168.64-18, 1946-1947, Air Defense,

Memo for AC/AS3 from Chief, Guxded Missiles
and Axr Defense Div, suby Status for Air De-
t‘ense.1 15 Jan 47, n Case Hist of AC&W System,
doe 31.

63.

64, LaMotte Cohu, **Paper-Bap’ Air Force,” n Aur,
Force, XXX, no 3 (Mar 47), 12. Alsc see Congress-
man Jenninge Randolph, *‘Unification Cannot
Wait,”” i Arr Force, XXIX, no 8 (Sep 46), 14;
¢Leagons for our aur defense; Senate study of
US aviation mdustry's achievements,”’ US News,
26 Jul 46; Senator Owen Brewster, “USA, Thud
Rate Airpower,’’in Anr Force, XXX, no 7 (Jul 47),
12-13; Kendall . Hoyt, “What Price Air Power?”’
in Air Force, XXX, no 7 (Jul 47), 24,

65, Litr, Spaatz to CG ADC, subj: Current AAF Plana
and Programs, 24 Oct 46, in USAF HD 168, 11-21,

Current AAF Plans and Programs,

66, See draft versions of various AATF repnlations
covering m:ssion of ADC in Hist ADC ‘Evolution
of the Mission,' app VIII-X,

67. L.itr, Spmatz to Stratemeyer, 14 Mar 47, in DRl

C/8 Files 1947, 43701-43800,

RER, AC/AS-3 to AC/AS-4, suby; Propozed Air
Defence Policy, 13 Mar 47, 1n Case Hist AC&:W
System, doc 37,

Comment 2 R&R, AC/AS-2 to AC/AS-3, subp
Proposed Air Defense Policy, 26 Mar 47; comment
2 R&R AC/AS-4 to AC/AS-3, subj: Proposed Auir
Defense Peoliey, 27 Mar 47, in Cese Hist AC&KW
System, doc 41,

68,

64,

70. R&R AC/AS-5 to AC/AS-3, 27 Mar 47, tn Case

Hist ACEW System, doc 42,
7L [Ibid,

72, Ltr, C/S Hq AAF to CG APGC, subj: Evaluation
of Potentie! Air Defense Capabilities of the 2

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958

.

pe.

e A ot ik




73.

74

78,

76

77

78

79,

80,

8l

82,

83,

a4,

85,

86,

87
88,
89,
90,

This Page Declassified IAW EOQ12958

Army Aier Forces, 24 Jun 47, in DRB 381 War
Plans—Miscellaneous National Pefense 1946-47,
vl

1st ind (Itr, C/5 Hq AAF to CG APGC, subij:
Eyatuation of Potential Air Defense Capabilities
of the Army Alr Forces, 24 Jun 47), Hq APGC
ta CG AAF, 5 Sep 47, in DERB 381 Wer Plans—
Miscellaneous National Defense 1946-47, ¥ L

Litr, Hq ADC to CG AATF, subj; Suggested Priority
on ADC Matters Requiring Action by AC/AS-5,
Headquarters Army Air Forces, 16 May 47, 1n Hq
ADC HD 52,

Jenmngs Randolph, ‘‘Umficetion Cannot Wait,”?
in Air Force, XXXIX, no 8 (Sep 46), 14,

Watson Labhoratories Memo Report No. ENRPE-1,
‘““Survey of Major USAF Ground Radars for Interzm
Air Defense System,” 15 Jun 49, in AUL
M-31319-8, c. 50,

Presentation of Aarcraft Control and Warning
System for Alaska and the US by Brig Gen F, L.
Aakenbrandt, 19 Nov 47, in AUL M-32420-5;
Annual Report of the Secretary of the Awr Force,
for the Fiscal Year 1948, pp. 77-78,

Memo for C/S USAF from Brig Gen F. L. Anken-
brandt, subj: Aucraft Control and Werntng Plan
for Alaske and the Continental US, 18 Nav 47,
in AUL M-32420-S.

Presentation of Aircraft Control and Waming
System for Alaska and the U3 by Brig Gen F. L.
Ankenbrandt, 19 Nov 47, in AUL M-32420.5.

Litr, Hg USAF to CG ADC, subj: Aircrait Control
and Warnung Plan for the Umted States, 19 Jan
48, :n DRB 676 Cable~Telegraph and Telephone
Mise, 1048, v 1,

1st ind (ltr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subj: Air-
craft Control and Warning Plan for the United
States, 19 Jan 48), Hq ADC to C/S USAF, 8 Apr
48, in DRB 676 Cable—Telegraph and Telephone
Misc, 1948, v 1,

Ltr, Hy USAF to CGs ADC, SAC, and TAC, eubij:
Coordination of Air Defense Command, Strategic
Air Command, and Tactical Alr Command Oper-
ations Under Emergency Conditions, 17 Dec 47,
in USAF HD 419,101.21C.

Litr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subj: Al Defense, 17
Dec 47, 1n USAF HD 419,101-21C,

Ltr, Stratemeyer to Maj Gen Webster, CG First
AT, 17 Dec 47, in USAF HD 419, 101-21C,

Departmont of the Army, Intelligence Division,
‘Intelligence Review,’’ no 114, pp. 62-64,

The New York Times, 23 Mar 46; Genernl Car]
Spaatz, *‘Evoluticn of Air Power: Our Urgent

need for an Air Force Second to None,'" In Mili-
tary Afiaire, XI (Spring, 1947), pp. 1-16

.The New York Times, 11 Jul 46,
The New York Times, 3 Dec 47,
The New York Times, 1 Dec 47,
The Now York Times, 10 Nov 47

FOOTNOTES

L

5.

7.

10,

11,

12,

13,

14,

15,
16.

17

30
Chapter I}

R. Eatl McClendon, Unification of the Armed
Forces: Administration and Legislative Develop-
ments 1945-1940, Air University Documentary
Research Study, MAFB, Ala., April 52, p, 71,

Survival :n the Air Age, A Report by the Presi-
dent's Alr Policy Commission (Washington, 1948),

National Avietron Policy, Report of the Congres-
siosnal Awviation Policy Board (Washington, 1948},
p. 6.

Hg USAF, United States Air Force Aur Policy
Report to the Chuef of Staff, 23 Mar 48, pp. 1-0.

A:r Defense Policy, A Report to the C/8 USAF
by the Air Defense Policy Panel esteblished by
Chief Guided Mtssiles Group, DCB/0 ..., 2 Feb
48, in HQ ADC HD 50.4.

McClendon, Unification of the Armed Forces, p.
72; Walter Millis (ed), The Forrestal Diaries
(New York, 1951), pp. 389-90,

Record of Development of Plans for Postwar Air
Force, provided by Special Projects Office, 24
Jan 48, an USAF HD 145, 041A-12,

Memo for C/S from CG AAF, subj Intepration of
Antiaircraft Artillery into the Army Air Forces,
4 Aug 45, 1n DRB 381 War Plans ‘‘Miscellaneous??
National Defense 1945, v 2; R&R AC/AS-5 from
AC/AB-3, suby Air Force Policy as to the Organi-
zation of the Anhaircraft Artillery if Integrated
into the Air Force, 1 Feb 45, 11 USAF HD
145,86-29.

Lir, WD to CGa EDC and WDC, subj: Defense of
the Continental Umited BSteites-Defense Com-
m;.nds, 11 Dec 45, in USAF HD 145,36-68, 1943
1948,

Ltr, WD to CGs AAF, AGF, ASF, EDC, and
¥DC, suby Transfer of Eastern and Western
Dofense Commands, 20 Feb 46, in USAF HD
145, 86~-68, 1943-1946.

Memo for C/S8 US Army from Hq AGF, subj: De-
fense Mission of Army Ground Forces, 18 Mar
46, 1n USAF HD 145, 86-68, 1943-1946,

Memo for C/S from Maj) Gen Lauris Norstad
AC/AS-5, suby Defense Mission of the Army
Ground Forces, 28 Mar 46, In USAF HD 145, 86-68,
1943-1946.

Memo for C/S, subj Antearrcraft Artillery Re-
duirements for Assignment to the Air Forces for
Air Defense, 18 Mar 46, 1n USAF HD 145.86-68,
1943-1046,

Memo for Spastz from Devers, subj. Antiaircraft
Artillery Requirements for Aar Defense, 29 Apr
46, m DRB 321 War Pians Miscellaneous National
Defense 1946-47, v 2.

WD Circular 138, 14 Mar 46,

Brief for the Assistant Secretary of War for Air
by AC/AS3, subj: Added Responsihilities of
AAF under WD Circular 138, ne date, in DRB
Files of the Secretary of the Alr Force,

Spec Asst for AA, Hgq AAF, Recommended
Policies on Aur Defense and Secunty, 3 Jun

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EOQ12958




90

18,

19,

20.

2L

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

27,

28,

29,

aq,

3L

32

33

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

46, in AUL M-3348-8; sece also Staff Memo by
Col Robert S, Israel, subj: The Assignment of
Antissreraft Artallery, 4 Jun 46, in AUL
M-30358-NC,

Spec Asst for AA, Haq AAF, Recommended
Policies on Air Defense and Security, 3 Jun 46,
in AUL M-3348-S,

ADC Steff Study 17, Responsibility for Air De-
fense, no date, in USAF HD 419, 10114,

AGF Study “‘Security from Enemy Air Action,’
14 Jun 46, in USAF HD 419,101-14, pt L

Comments on AGF Study, ‘‘Security from Aur
Action,” incl to.ltr, Speatz to CG AGF, subj:
Responsibility for Air Defense, 11 Jul 46, in
USAF HD 419,101-14, pt I,

Ltr, Spaatz to Devers, suby Reeponslbility for
Air Defense, 11 Jul 46, in USAF HD 419.101-14,
pt L

Memo for Dir O&T WDGS, subj: Responsibiality
for Air Defense, 31 Jul 45, in DRE 381 War
Plans Miscellaneous National Defensel1946-47,
va.

WD Disposition Form, TG AGF to CG AAF, subj:
Responsibalities for Air Defense, 3 Aug 46, 1n
DRE War Plans Miscellaneous National Defense
1946-47, v 2.

WD Summary Sheet OQ&T Div, WDGS to C/S, sub):
Responsibilities for Aar Defense, 18 Sep 46, in
DRB OPD Files 11 Dec 1945, sec L

WD Disposition Form WDGS to CG AAF, subp
Responsibilities for Air Defence, 24 Sep 46, in
USAF HD 419.101-14, pt II

3d ind {itr, Hq Third AF to CG EDC, aubj: Joint
Air Defense, Eastern Defense Command-Gulf
Sea Frontier, 20 Aug 45), Hq CAF ta CG AATF,
10 Oct 45, in DRB 381 War Plans ‘‘Miscellaneous?
National Defense 1945, v 2,

Litr, Fourth AF to CG ADC, subj: Joint Apree-
ment, 20 Feb 47, in Hq ADC HD 50.8

1st Ind (lt2, Fourth AF to CG ADC, subj: Jeint
Apgreement, 20 Feb 47), Hg ADC to CG AAF, 4
Mar 47, in Hq ADC HD 50. 8.

AF Bulletin 1, Functions of the Armed Forces
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 21 May 48,

Air Defense Policy, A Report to the C/8 USAF
by the Air Defense Policy Panel established by
Chief, Guided Missiles Group, DCS/O ..., 2
Feh 48, in Hq ADC HD 50.4,

AF Bulletin 1, Functions ¢f the Armed Forces
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 21 May 48,

McCleadons, Unificetion of the Armed Forces, p.

4,

Chapter HI

1. Walter Mitlis (ed), The Forrestal Diaries{New

York, 1951), . 397.

2, Ibid,, p. 387.

3.

4

6

7.

10
1L

L2

13

14,
15,

16

17

18.
19.
20.

2%

22,
23.

Ltr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subj: Air Defense of
the Contlnental U.S., no date, in Kanzas City
Records Center, 1950 Files.

Memo for Gen Anderson from Brig Gen E, -J.
T:mberlake, Jr, Chief Ops Div, Subj: Action to
Aupgment the Air Defense Systems in Alaska and
:n the Northwestem United States, 30 Mar 48, in
OPD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec 1,

. TWX Hq USAF to CG ADC, 27 HMar 48, 1n Hq

ADC HD.

TWX CG ADC to CG 4th AF, 27 Mar 48, in ADC
Special Histoncal Study, The Air Defense of
ARC Installations, Pt 1, 19046-1048, doc 11,

Memo, Hq Ist AF, Dir of Air Defense to C/S,
subj: Adrcraft Control & Warning Groups, 30 Mar
48, in Hist 1st AT, § Jan-3Q Jun 48, app A=1.

Ltr, Ha ADC to CG 4th Air Force, subj: Air De-
fense System, 31 Mar 48, in Hist ADC through
Jun 1951, IH, doe 25,

Hq ADC Speciel Historical Study, The Air De-
fense of Atomic Energy Installations, March
1946-December 1952, p. 3.

Hist 1st AF, 1 Jen-30 Jun 48, p, 6.

Hq ADC Special Historleal Study, the Air De-
fense of Atomic Energy Installations, March
1946-December 1952, suppl doc 2,

Ltr, Hgq ADC to C/5 TSAF, subj: Status of
Continental Air Defense, 15 Apr 48, in Hist
ADC through june 1951, IO, doc 28.

1st ind (ltr, Hq ADC to C/S USAF, subj: Status
of Continental Air Defense, 15 Apr 48), Haq
USAF to CG ADC, 7 May 48, in Hist ADC through
June 1951, IIT, doc 28,

Ibid,

Comment 5, Interoffice routing slip, Hg ADC, DO
to DAD, 13 May 48, In Hist ADC through June
1651, I, doce 28.

Ltr, DCS5/0 to CG APC, subj: Air Defanse of
the Continental United States, 23 Apr 48, in
DRB 381 Natlonal Defense—War Plans Misc,
1948, v 2.

Ltr, DCS/0O to CG _ADC, msubj: Air Defense of
The Continental United States, 23 Apr 48, in
DRB 381 National Defense—War Plans Misc,
1048, v 2.

Hist 1st AF, 1947, pp. 86-91L
Hist ist AF, 1Jan-30 Jun 48, p, 4.

Litr, DC8/0 to CG ADC, subj: Alr Defense of the
Continental Unlted States, 23 Apr 48, in DRB
381 National Defense—War Plans Misc, 1048, v 2,

Ltr, Hq ADC te CG USAF, subj: Air Defense of
the United States, 24 Apr 48, in Hist ConAC, 1
Det 48+30 Dec 49, 1, doc 13.

Hist 4th AF, 1 Jan-30 Nov 48, p. 5Off,

Ltr, CG 4th AF to CG ADC, subj: Report of
Meneuvers, 27 May 48, in ADC Special Historicel
Study, The Air Defense of AEC Installations,
PtI, 1046-1948, doc 12,

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




24,

26.

28,

30.
31,

32,

33.

34,

35,

36.

37

38.

39,
40,

41,

This Page Declassified IAW EQ12958
B

FOOTNOTES 91

Litr, Stratetneyer to C/S USAF, subj: Air Defense
of the Continental United States, 2 Jun 48, in
Hq ADC HD,

1st ind (ltr, Hq ADC to CG USAF, subj: Air De-
fense of the Continental United States, 2 Jun
48), Hq USAF to CG ADC, 7 Jun 48, in OPD
373,24 (3 May 46).

Interim Program for Aircraft Control and Warning
System 1n the Continental United States aad
Alaska, presentation to Secretary of Defense
Forrestal by Maj Gen Gordon P, Saviile, 9 Sep
48, m Hist ADC throngh Jun 1051, III, doe 18,

Memo for Max Leva from Bureau of the Budget,
subj: US Air Force Radar Fence Program 24
May 48, 1n DRB 413.44 Radar 1948, v 2,

Memo for Forrestal from A, 5. Barrows, Actg Sec
of the Aur Force, subj: US Aur Force Radar Fence
Program 28 May 48, 1n DRB 413.44 Radar 1948, v

Interim Program for Aarcraft Control and Warning
System 1n the Contmental United States and
Alasks, presentation to Sec of Defense Forrestal
by Ma; Gen Gordon P. Saville, 9 Sep 48, 1n Hist
ADC through June 1951, Ill; memo for JCB from
Forrestal, 1 Jul 48, Case Hist AC&W System, doc
1

Cong Record, 80 Cong, 2 sess, 6551, 6089,

Appendix A to memo Vandenberg to Symington,
subj: Comments on Mr, Forrestal's Memorandum
to the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff, dated 1 Jul 48, 30
Jul 48, 1n Case st ACKW System, doc 121,

Memo for JCS from Forrestal, 1 Jul 48, in Case
Hist ACEW System, dae 110,

Annual Report of the Sacratary of the Aur Force,
for The Fiscal Year 1948, p. 10.

Memo for Bymington from Vandenberg, sub); Comn
ments on Mr. Ferrestal’s Memorandum to the
Joiat Chiefs of Staff, dated 1 Jul 48, 30 Jul 48,
in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 121.

Memo ColHarlan C, Parks, DCS/0 to Gen McKee,
9 Aug 48, 1n Case Hist ACBW System, doc 121,

A Chronologacal History of the AC&W Program,
21 I‘;ov 47 te 15 Feb 50, in OPD 667 (3 Jul 48),
sec 3,

Memo for Record by Col M. A. Preston (P&D),
subj: Alr Defense, 13 Aug 48, in OPD 373.24
(3 May 458}, sec L

Interim Pragram for Aircraft Control and Waming
Bystem :n the Continental Umted States and
Alaska, presentation to Secretary of Defense
Forrestal by Maj Gen Saville, 9 Sep 48, in Hist
ADC through June 1051, I, doc 18.

Ibid,

Memao for Brig Gen R. C Lindsay, Dep Dir P&0O,
subj: Radar Fence Program (Afrcraft Control and
Warning Program), 23 Sep 48, in OPD 667 (3 Jul
48), sec 1,

Memo for JCS from Fotrestal, 1 Jaul 48, in Case
Hist AC&W System, doc 110,

42

43,

44,

45,

46,
47.

48,

50,
51.
52.
53.
54,
55.
56.

7.
58.

59,

60.
61.

2.

Memo for Vandenberg from Anderson, Dur of
Plans, subj: Radar Fence Program, 3 Dec 48, 1n
OPD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec 2,

Memo for Sec of Defense from Admiral William
D, Leaby, C/S to CinC of the Ammed Forces for
JCS, subj: Radar Fence Program, 20 Oct 48, mn
CPD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec L

Memo for Vandenberg from Anderseon, Dir of Plans,
subj: Rader Fence Program 3 Dec 48, in OPD
667 (3 Jul 48), sec 2,

Ltr, Symington to Speaker of the House, 8 Feb
49, in House, Hearnngs before Subcommiftee of
the Commtiee on Armed Services on HR 2456,
81 Cong, 1 sess, 328,

Cong Record, 81 Cong, 1 sess, 1093,

House, Heanngs before Subcommittee of the
Committee on Armed Services on HR 2456, 81
Cong, 1 sess, 329, 333-34.

Remarks by Maj Gen Gordon P, Saville, CG ADC
to the Commtteg on Armed Services {House), 17
Mer |10-12 Febl 49, in Hist ADC through June
1051, I, doc 44. This document, as well as the
following document, 1s erronecusly dated 17 Mar
49, QGeneral Saville’s appearance before the
Armed Services commtlees were on 10 and 21
Februery,

Statement of Maj Gen Gordon P. Seville befora
the Committee on Armed Services (Senate), 17
Mar [10-12 Feb] 49, 1 He ADC HD 206. L

Cang Record, 81 Cong, 1 Sess, 2104»7,

Ibid,, 2112,

The New York Times, 10 Mar 49,

Cong Record, 81 Cong, 1sess, 28085,

Hist 1st AF, 1 Jul-30 Nov 48, p. 117

Ibad., p. 113,

TWX Norstad to Stratemeyer, 4 Aug 48, in Hist
ADC through June 1951, I, doc 43.

Hist Ist AF, 1 Jul-30 Nov 48, p. 114,

Hq ADC Interoffice Routing Slip, AurD to Engr,
15 Sep 48, in Ihst ADC through June 1951, IT1,
doc 47,

R&R Dir P&0, DCS/0 to Dir Installations,
DCE/M, subj: Interim Program for Employment of
Aircraft Control and Waming Radar, 7.0ct 48, 1n
Case Hist AC&W System, doc 129,

Hist 1st AF, 1 Jul-30 Nov 48, p. 114,

1bid., pp, 116-1%.

Chuapter 1V

Report of the Secretary of the Air Force, Fagcal
Year 1948,

USAF Historical Study 84, Legislative History
of the AAF and USAF 19411051, p. 96.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EQ12958




5.
6.

7.
8,

9,

10.

i1.

12
13,

14,

15

16,

i

18

19l

20,

21
22,

23,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

AMC, Histery of the USAF Five Year Aircraft
Procuremenf Progrem (1 Jan 48-1 Jul 49), Deec
49, pp. 53-55.

US Code Congressional Service, 81 Cong, 1Sess,
II, 25485,

AFR 231, 11 Jan 49,

Dept of the Air Force press release, I8 Nov 48,
in Hist ConAC, 1 Dec 1948-31Dec 1849, I, doc 1,

The New York Times, 20 Nov 48,

Ltr, Brig Gen O, 8. Picher, Chief, Ops Div, P&O
to CG CcnAC, subj: Position of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on Air Defense, 28 Jun 49, 1mn
OPD 373,24 (3 May 46), sec 2.

Hist AF Cambridge Research Center, 1 Jul-31
DBec 1951, p, 9

Hist Headquarters USAF, 1 Jul 49-30 Jun 50,
p, 32,

Lir, Hgq ConAC to DCS/0, Hg USAF, subj:
Realignment of the Northwest Air Defense
System, 2 Nov 49, in Hist ConAC, 1 Dec 48-31
Dec 49, I, pt 2, doc 146,

Hist ConAC, 1 Dec 48-31Dec 49, I, pt 1, p. 56.

Lir, Hq ConAC to CG 10th AF, subj: Manning of
Air Defense Umts, 22 Dec 49, in Hist ConAC,
1 Dec 438-31 Dec 49, I, pt 2, doc 145, interoffice
touting slip, Hq ConAC, DP to DO, subj: Manning
Priorities—~ACEW Units, 1 Dec 49 in Hist
ConAC, 1 Dec 48-31 Dec 49, I, pt 2, doc 146,

ADC Special Historleal Study, The Air Defense
of Atomic Energy Installations, March 1946-
December 1952, p. 24,

R&R Dir P&0 to DC8/Q, subj: Re-examinaticn
of tbe Approved Aircraft Control end Warning
Program, 29 Apr 49, in DRB C/8 Files 18944,
8370-12371

R&R Lt Cen E. W. Rawlings, Comptroller te
DCS/M, subj: Additional Authorization for the
Radar Screen, 1 Jun 49, in Case Hist ACEW
System, doc 154,

Memo Coneral McKee to Secretary Symington, 9
Nov 49, in DRB C/$ Files 1949, 251031-25200.

Brief Fiscal History of the AC&W Facilities
Construetion Program, Alr Defense Br, Plans
Div, Dir of Instailations, Hq ConAC, 26 Jun 50,
in Hist APC thiough Juue 1951, IV, doc 67,

Hist AF Cambridge Research Center, 1 Jul-31
Dec 1951, pp, %10

Hist Headquarters TSAF, 1 Jul 49-30 Jun 50, p.
a2,

Hist Dir P&0O, DO3/0, 1 Jul 49-30 Jun 50, p. 12,

Litr, Whitehead to General Fairchild, VC/S Hq
USAF, 11 Jan 50, in Hq ADC Special Historical
Study, The Axr Defense of Atomic Eneryy
Instellations, March 1946-December 1052, suppl
doc 15,

Lir, Waitehead to C/8 USAF, subji Accelerated
Alr Defense Propramming, 27 Feb 50, in OPD
667 (3 Jul 48), sec 3,

24,

25,

26.

27

28,

29,

30,
aL
32.

33.
34.

35,

36,

a7
38,
a9,

40,

4L

42,
43,

44,

45

Ltr, Whitehead to C/S USAF, subj; Current Contl-
nental Air Commeand Air Defense Capabilities,
1 Mar 50, 1n Hq ADC HD.

TWX Hq USAF to CG ConAC, 8 Apr 50, in ADC
Special Historical Study, the Air Defenze of
Atomic  Enpergy Installations, March 1946~
December 1952, suppl doc 23,

i

R&R Ma) Gen 5. E. Anderson, Dir P&O to Dir
Communications, DCS/Q, subf Prionty for
Allscation of AN/CPS-6B and AN/FPS-3 Radar
Equipment, 8 May 50, in OPD 667 (3 Jul 48),s8ec3.

Memo fop Record, Col T, J. Dayharsh (Dir P&O),
subj: Radar Fence Program, 20 Mar 50, in OPD
667 (3 Jul 48), sec 3.

Hq USAF, DCS/Development, Research and
Develepment Quarterly Review, 30 Jun 50, 31
Dec 50,

AMC Hist of the USAF Five-Year Alrcraft Pro-
curement Program, 1 Jan-30 Jun 50, Aug 52, p. 45.

Hist ConAC, Jul-Dec 50, pp. 67-68,
AFR 60-22, 19 Jul 50,

ADC HS-3, The Jdentification Problem in the A:r
Defense of the United Btates, 1946-1954, p. 29,

64 Stat 825-26.

Ltr, General Vandenberg to CG ConAC, subj:
Action Tekenon Recommendations and Requests
to Establish an Air Defense System for the
Continental United States, 24 Aug 50, in Hg
ADC HD,

Lir, Hgq ConAC to C/S USAF, subj: Immediate
Redeployment of Interceptor Fighter Forces,
4 Jul 50, in Hist ADC through June 1951, IV,
doc 89,

ist ind (ltr, Hg ConAC to C/S USAF, subj:
Ymmediste Redeployment of Interceptor Forces,
4 TJul 50) Hg USAF to CG ConAC, 17 Jul 50, in
Hist ADC through June 1951, IV, doc 80.

The New York Times, 2 Feb 47,
Ibid.

Lir, Hg USAF to CG ADC, subj Aar Defense,
1% Dec 47, in USAF HD 419, 101-21C,

Memo for DC/S Comptroller, DC/S Personnel,
DC/S Operations, DC/S Materiel, IG, from General
Fairchild, VC/S, subj; Mission of the Air
National Guard, 16 Nov 49, 1n Hist ConAC, Jul-
Dec 50, IV, doc 28.

Hg EADF Policy Bheet, subj: Air National Guard,
27 Dec 49, in Hist EADF 1 Sep-31 Dee 49.

64 Staf 319,

Ltr, Hq ConAC to DCS/0, Hg USAF, subj: Use
of ANG Flghter Units for Air Defense, 27 Sep
50, in Hist ConAC, Jul-Dec 50, IV, doc 66,

Ltr, Hg ConAC to C/S USAF, subj: Air Defenze
Augmentation, 15 Jut 50, in Hist ADC through
June 1651, 1V, doe 91,

1st Ind (itr, Hq ConAC, to C/3 USAF, subj: Air
Deofense Augmentation, 15 Jul 50), Hq USAF to

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958




ot

-

46,

47,

38

49,

S0

SL

52

53.

54.

88,

56

57
58,

59,

60.

61

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

- FOOTNOTES

CG -ConAC, 1 Ayg 50, in Hist ADC through
June 1951, IV, doc 91

ADC Hs-5, Emergency Air Defense Forces,
1046-1054, p, 21,

Litr, General Whitehead to C/S USAF, subj: Use
of Air Natjonal Guard Umte in the Air Defense
of the United States, 6 Dec 50, in Hist ADC
throngh June 1951, IV, doc 92.

Memo for Chief, National Gnard Bureau, from
General Twining, VC/S, subj. Use of Air
National Cuard Umts for Air Defense, 22 Jan
51, 1n ADC Hist Report 2, 11, doc &4, ADC HS-5,
app V.

Lir, Hg ConAC to AAG, Hq USAF, subj: Deletion
of Continental Air Command Responsibilities,
28 Dec 49, in Hist ConAC, 1 Pec 48~31 Dec 49,
I, pt 2, doc 143,

Hist Headguarters USAF, 1 Jul 49-30 Jun 50,
pp. 5, 7.

ADC HS-0, Orpanization and Responsibility for
Air Defense, March 1946-September 1955, chap
3 B4,

Hist IHeadguarters USAF, 1 Jul 50-30 Jun 51,
p. 3

For example see: memo Col A. J. Kinney (P&0Q)
for Col Cary, sub): Policres Relative to Air De.
fense, 4 Jun 48, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 3;
ltr, Brig Gen H. B. Thatcher, Dep for Opns,
ConAC to Dir of Plans, Hq USAF, subji Air De-
fense Command of the Umted States, 15 Sep 50,
in Hq ADC HD,

Hq ADC Staff Briefing, 17 Mar 51, :n Hist ADC
through June 1951, VIL doc 282,

Ltr, g ConAC to CG TAC, sudbj: Long Range
Planning in Headquarters ConAC, 6 Apr 50, in
Hist ConAC, Jan-Jun 50, L 'dog 11,

Ltr, Hq CenAC to C/S Hqg USAF, sub): Proposed
Internal Reorganization of the Continental Air
Command, 2 May 50, in Hist ConAC, Jap-June
50, T, doc 46.

Hist ADC through Juse 1951, pp. 212-13.

Litr, Twining, VC/S to CG ConAC, subj: Air De-
fense Command of the United States, 20 Qet 50,
m OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec &

Ltr, Hq ConAC to C/S8 USAF, subj: Scparation
of the Headquerters Aar Defense Command from
Headquarters ConAC, 24 Oct 50, in Hiet ADC
Hist Report 2, doc 80,

Ltr, Dept of AF to CGsa ConAC, TAC, ADC,
subj: Designation of Tactical Air Command and
Axr Defense Command as Major Air Commands
+ . ., 10 Nov 50, in Hist ConAC, Jul-Dec 50,
Hl, sec 1, doc 147,

AFR 23-5, 15 Nov 50,

Chapter ¥V

General H. H- Asnold, “‘If War Comes Again,’’
The New York Times Magazine, 18 Nov 45,
Amold, “Air Power for Peace,’’ National! Geo-
graphic, LXXXIX, no 2 (Feb 46), 137-03.

2.

8.

9,
10,

11

12.

13,

14.

15,

16.

17
18,

19,

20.
21,

22,

23.

24,

25,

93

Hi.stLHeadquarterB USAF, 1 Jul 46-30 Jun 50,
o. 3

. Ibid., pp. 28-30.

Hist DCS/Development, Dir of Requirements, 1
Jul-31 Dec 50, pp. 12-13 (hereinafter cited as
Hist D/R)

Hist OSAF, 1 Apr-30 Jun 51, p, 6.

. Ltr, Whitehead te C/S USAF, subj: Accelerated

Air Defense Programming, 27 Feb 50, in QPD
667 (3 Jul 4B), sec 3.

LAr, Vaadenberg to Whitehead, 17 Apr 50, in Hg
ADC HD.

Memo for DUS/M from Compirolier, suby: Expe.
diting Completion of the Rader Fence, 27 Jul 50,
m Case Hist ACHW System, doc 274,

The Now York Times, 9 Aug 5Q.

Memo for C/S from DCS/M, subji Meeting with
Mr, Vinsen's Subcommittee on ACKGW Program
9 Aug 50, in DRE C/S Files 1950 24077-25543,

Memo for Vandenberg from Maj Gen F. L.
Anlkenbrandt, Dir of Communications, subj:
Acceleration of Construction Propram for First
Twenty.four ACZLW Sites of ConAC, 16 Aug 50,
i Case Hist AC&W System, doc 303.

Momo for Lows Johnson from Finletter, 1 Sep 50,
i DRB C/S Files 1950 20594-24076,

Extract, HR 617, Commttee on Armed Services,
Vinson Speciel Subecommittee, 3 Oct 50, :n Case
Hist ACHW System, doc 353,

Hist OSAF, 1 Apr-30 Jun 51, p. 6.

Hist Hesadduarters USAF, 1 Jul 50-30 Juo 51,
p. 28.

Ltr, Lt Col J. D, Lang, Constr Div, Dir of
Instal, DCS/M, to Chief of Engineers, Dept of
Amy, 25 Jul 50, in Hist AC&W System, doc 271;
Ra&:R-1, AMC, Brig Gen P. W, Smith, Chief, Proc
Div to Dir Proc & Industr Plsn, 15 Aug 50, i
Case Hist AC&W System, doc 300,

Higt Headguarters USAF, 1 Jul 50-30 Jun 51, p. 28

Memo for C/8 USAF from McCone, 30 Nov »0,
DRB C/8 Files, 1950, 29973-32385,

Lir (draft), McCone to C. A. Vinson, 6 Dec 50,
iIn Case Hist AC&W System, doc 385.

Hist OSAF, 1 Apr-30¢ Jun 51, p. 6.

Memo for General McKee from Maj Gen E, W,
Anderson, subj: AMC Apalysis of ACEW Net, 19
Mer 51, 1n DRB C/S Files, 7657

Hist OSAF, 1 Jul-31 Dec 51, p. 20,

Ibid,, p. &

Memo for Funletter from General McKee, Asst
VC/S, subj: Priorty of the AC&W Program, 9
Oct 51, 10 PRDB C/S Files 27376,

Memo for Twinmng from R. L. Gilpatric, 12 Qct
51, in DRB C/S Files 27376.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




94-

26,

27
28
29,
30

31.

32.

33.

34.

35,

36.

3 7‘

38,

39,

40,

4L

42,

43,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

Memo for Under Sec of AF from Maj Gen W. T7,
McKee Asst VC/S, 29 Qct 51, in DRB D/C
Files 28848.

Hist OSAF, 1 Jul-31 Dec 51, p. 23,
APC Hist Report, 2, p. 14,
ADC Mist Report 3, p. 3.

Ltr, Hq CAF to CG AAT, cubj: Defenaive Com-~
munications and Electronics in the Postwor
Period, 21 Jul 45, i1n Case Hist ACKW System,
doc 4

1st ind (ltr, Hg CAF to CG AAF, subj: Defensive
Communications and Electronics in the Postwar
Period, 21 Jul 43), Hq AAF to CG CAF, 30 Aug
45, in Cage Hist ACLW System, doc 4.

R&R AC/AS-3, Guuded Missiles Div to AC/AS-4
R&E Div, attn; Guided M:iesiles Br, cubj: Mili-
tary Characteristics of an Air Defense System,
23 Jan 46, in DRB War Plans Miscellaneous
Natwonal Pefense 1946-47,vZ2; ltr, Hg CAF to
CG AAF, subj: Radar Defense Report for Conhia
nental United States, 28 Jan 46 in Case Iist
ACEW System, doc B

R&R comment 2, AC/AS-5 to PT&E Br, Require-
ments Div, AC/AS-3, subji Radar Defence Re~
port for Continental United States, 12 Mar 46, in
DRB 413.44 Radar 1046-47, v 1,

AMC, Improved Search Radar, Project Description
as presented at Electronics Subdivision Manu-
facturere’ Confarence, 26-23 June 1946, i AUL
M-31353-8, no 4,02; AMC, Short Renge Air De-
fense, Project Description as presented to
Electronics Subdivision Manufacturers’ Confor-
ence, 26-28 June 1946, in AUL M-31353-5, no

4,07,

AMC R&R-1, Col V. G. Huston, Chief, Aery
Equip Sec, Proc Div to Cffice of Proc Comm,
Dir Proe, 23 Apr 48, 1n Case Hist ACAW Systew,
doc 91,

AMC R&R-1, Lt Col J. L. Zoeckler, Actg Chief,
Aero Equip Sec, Proc Div, to Office of Proc
Comm, Dir of Proc & Industr Plan, 18 May 48, in
Case Hist AC&W System, doc 95,

Ltr, Spaatz to Dr Theodore Von Earman, Chalr-
man, The Scientific Advisory Board, Hq AAF,
17 Dec 45, in Case Hist ACEW System, doc 28,

Ltr, Vandenberg to Dr Vannevar Bush, Chaimmin
RDB, 9 Dec 47, in Case Hist AC&W System, doc
60,

Memo for C/S USAF from Bush, subj: Air De-
fense System, 10 May 48, in Case Hist AC&Y
System, doc 60,

R&R Dir R&D, DC/S, Materiel to C/8, subj Aw
Defense System, 16 Jut 48, in DRB C/8 Files
1948 14055-17190.

Ltr, Bush to Forrestal, 2 Aug 48, in DRB Files
of the Secretary of the Air Force, Radar,

Memo for Symington from Farrchuld, sub) Com-
ments on Dr, Bush’s Letter of Augnst 2, 1848, to
Mr. Forrestal, 30 Aug 48, 1n DRB 381 Nationat
Defense—=War Flans Misc.

Hist ADC through june 1951, pp. 104, 109,

44,

45,

46,

47,

48,
49,
50.

51

H

52,

53.

54.

55.

56

57.

58,

59,

&0.

61,
62.

63.

64.

65.

66

Tel Conv, Lt Gen K. B. Wolfe, DCS/Nateriel
and Brig Gen H S, Shepard, AMC, Chief Proc
Div, 25 Oct 49, 1n Case Hist ACkW System, doc
185.

Ltr, Whitehead to Chidlaw, 14 Mar 50, in Case
Hist AC&W System, doc 218,

Lir, Chudlaw to Whitehead, 24 Mar 50, 1n Case
Hist AC&W System, doc 218.

Ltr, Chidlaw to Whitehead, 5 Apr 50, in Case
Hist AC&W System, doc 227,

Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, pp. 14-15.
Hist OSAF, 1 Apr«30 Jun 51, p. 7.

Hist OSAF, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, p. 23; memo for
Under Sec of AF from Maj Gen W. F, McKEee,
Asst VC/§, 29 Oct 51, DRE C/S Files, 28848,

Litr (draft), McCone to C. S. Vinson, 6 Dec 50,
in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 385.

DC&E Bpeech at Commanders Conference (¥q
ADC), 15-16 Feb 51, 1n Hq ADC HD 205; AMC,
History of Production Problems Duting the Air
Force Build-up, 1950-190584, Jan 56, passim.

Memo for Twrnming from R. L. Gilpatnie, 12 Oct
51, 1 DRB /S Files, 27376,

ADC Hist Rpt, 5, p. 15.

ADSEC Liasison Bulletin 1, 23 Feb 51, in KCRC
;Ilq ADC File no 381, Air Defense 1 Jan-31 Jul

Ltr, Bug Gen D. N. Gates, Dir R&D, DCS/De-
velopment to CG's ADC, AMC (Wester Electric—
Bell Telephone Laboratomes Contractor), 8 May
51, in KCRC Hg ADC File no 316.1, Projects
General, 1 Jar-31 Dec 51.

Memo for General Vandenberg from Finletter, 26
Jean 51, in DRB C/8 Fiies, 2423,

Final Report of CADS Project, 30 Jan 54, p. 3.

Memo for General Vandenberg from Finletter, 26
Jan 51, 1n DRE C/8 Fales, 2423.

Memo for all Deputy Chiefs of Staff from Twining,
subj: Emprovement of Air Defense Capabilities,
25 Jan 51, in DRB C/S Files, 2909,

Finel Report of CADS Project, 30 Jan 54, p. 4.
ADC Hist Rpt 3, p. 217,

Final Report of CADS Project, 30 Jan 54; Hq
ADC QOperational Pilan SAGE, 7 Mar 55,

A Study of Civil Defense, NME OQffice of the
Secretary of Defense, Feb 1048,

Civil Defense for National Security, Office of
Civil Defense Planning (Washington, 1048), pp.
235-36.

Lir, Hg ADC to Maj Gen Lauris Norstad, AC/AS-5,
Hg AAF, subj: Air Defense of the United States,
3 May 46, in Eist ADC through June 1951, VI,
doc 196,

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EQ12958

e .

-— .
R TREN

—~ Ay

e

.

- w ¥ Yoo e
s P




4]

67.

68.

69,

70.

7L

72.

73.

74,

75.

76.

77.

78.

79

80.

81,
82.

83,

This Page Declassified IAW EO012958

FQOTNOTES 95

Ltr, Norstad to Col R, E. Beebe, A-5, Ha ADC,
suby: Air Defense of the United States, 13 June
46, in Hist ADC through June 1951, VI, doc 197.

Ltr, Hq ADC to Ma; Gen Hugh J. Knerr, Secre-
tary-General, the Air Board, Hq AAF, 20 July 46,
1n Hist ADC through June 1951, VI, doc 138,

Litr, Stratemeyver to CG AAF, sub): Mission of
the Asyr Defense Command, § Aug 46, in Hst
ADC March 1546~June 1947, app IV.

Memo {(Hq ADC) for C/S from AC/S5-Plans, 13
élug 47, an Hist ADC through June 1951, VI, doc
00,

Hq USAF, DCS/0, “USAF Policies on Doctrine
and Procedures for the Air Defense of the
Umted Stetee,’” 10 Jun 49.

1'2"1';5;1 ConAC, 1 Dec 1948-31 Dec 1949, III,

Litr, Hg ConAC to C/S USAF, subj; Implemens
tatton of Ground Observer Cotps—Aireraft Warn-
ing Service, 15 Dec¢ 49, in Hist ConAC, 1 Dec
1348-31 Dec 1946, III, doc 68,

1st ind (Itr, Hq ConAC to C/5 USAF, subj: Lmple~
mentation of Ground Observer Carps-—Aircraft
Warning Service, 15 Dec 49), Hq USBAF to CG
ConAC, 3 Feb 50, in Hhist ConAC, 1 Dec 194831
Dec 1949, 111, doc 68,

2d ind (ltr, Ha ConAC to C/5 USAF, subj: Im-
plementation of Ground Observer Corps—Aircraft
Warmng Service, 15 Dec 49), Hq ConAC to C/5
USAF, 27 Feb 50, in Hist ConAC, 1 Dec 48-31
Dec 49, IOJ, doc 68,

Ltr, Hg ConAC to CG Fowth Ay Force, subj;
Increased Emphasis, Organization of Ground
Observer Comps, 21 Jul 50, in Hist ADC through
June 1951, VI, doc 209,

1st ind (1tr, Hq ConAC to CG USAF, sub): Status
of Ground Observer Corps, 10 July 50), Ha
USAF to CG ConAC, 13 Aug 50, in Hast ADC
through June 1951, VI, doc 210.

1st ind (itr, Hgq ConAC to C/S USAF, subj: Im-
plementation of Ground Cbserver Corps-—-Aircraft
Warning Service, 15 Dec 49), Hgq USAF to CG
ConAC, 3 Feb 50, in Hist ConAC, 1 Dec 1948-31
Dec 1949, III, doc 58.

Ltr, Hq USAT to CG ConAC, sabj: Responsab:ility
for Planning and Preparation of Certain Cival
Defense and Allied Programs Within the Depart-
ment of Defense, 1 Jun 50, in Hist ADC through
Jun 1951, VI, doc 204.

Litr, Hq ConAC to CG's EADF, WADF, subj
Civil Air Defense Responmbilities end Organ:-
zapion, 14 Jul 50, in Hist ADC through June
1951, V1, doc 205,

st ADC through June 1951, pp, 269-77.

Ltr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subj: USAF Groupd
Observer Comps Plan, 30 Apr 51, in Hist ADC
through June 1951, VI, doc 227, Ground Observer
Corps Plan, 18 Jan 51, in Hist ADC thiough
June 1951, Vi, doc 208.

RAND Report 227, Air Defense Study, 1951,
Willow Run Research Center, Analysis of Ground
Observer Corps Participation in Air Defense

84,

85.

26.

BY.

88.
80.
90,
91.

92,

923,

94,

95.

86,
o7,

98,

99,
100.
101,

102,

103,

104,
105.
106,

Exercises, 25 Oct 51, m AUL M-29110.3.C, MIT,
Problems of Aux Defense, Project CHARLES,
Final Report (3 vols), I, XXV,

Ltr, Chidlaw to May Gen R. M, Ramey, Dit of
Opns, DCS/0, 20 Nov 51, in ADC Hist Rpt 3,
IV, dec 206,

Ltr, Ramey to Chrdlaw, 19 Dec 51, in ADC Hist
Rpt 3, IV, doc 209.

Ltr, Lt Gen T. D, White, DCS/D to CG ADC,

sub); 24-Hour Cperation of the Ground Qbserver

gloms, 28 Mar 52, in ADC Hist Rpt 3, IV, doc
4.

TWX, Hq ADC to Air Defence Forces, 24 Apr 52,
:n ADC Hist Rpt 3, IV, doc 220

ADC Hist Rpt 3, 1, 272-74,
ADC Hist Rpt 3, 1, 277.83,
ADC Hist Rpt 4, 1, 162,

Testimony of Maj Gen M. J. Asensio, Dir of
Budget, USAF, 18 May 54 at Hearings Before the
Subcommitiee of the Senate Committee on Appropri=
ations, 83 Cong, 2 sess, on HR #8873 (Dept of
Defense Appropriations for 1955), p. 315.

ADC Hist Rpt 7, 1, p. 14.

See USAF HMistorical Study 92, Development of
Night Air Operattons. 1941-1952, chap II,

AMC, Case History of the XF-87 All-Weather
Fighter Aircraft, Jen 50, Case History of the
F-89 All-Weather Fighter Ajrplane (Aug 45-Jan
51), Mar 52, p. L

AMC, Case History of the F-BO All-Weather
;‘%Sghter Airplane (Aug 45-Jan 51), Mar 52, pp,

AAF Statistical Digest, 1946, pp. 123-24.

Lir, CG4th AF to CG ADC, Report of Maneuvers,
27 May 48, in ADC Historicel Study, The Air
Defe;:lse of AEC Installations, pt I, 1946-1048,
doc 12,

Tab 7,22 Oct 46, to ltr Speatz toe CG ADC, suby:
Current AAF Plans and Programs, 24 Oct 46, in
USAF HD 168, 11.21,

USAF Statistical Digost, 1948, 11, 20,

Hist ADC through Jane 31, p. 152,

AMC, History of the USAF Five Year Aircraft

?gocurement Program(l Jean 48-1 Jul 49), pp. 17,

Dept of Defense, First Report of the Secretary of
Defense, 1948, p. 68,

AMC, Case History of the ¥.89 All-Weather
Fighter Airplane (Aug 45-Jan 51), Mar 52, p. 20,

Ibid., pp. 20-21

Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, p. 19.

Memo for Lt Gen Idwal H, Edwards, Chairman,
Board of Senmior Officers, Hq USAF from General

Whatehead, sub): All Weather Fighter Situation,
21 Apr 50, in Hq ADC HD.

THIS PAGE Declhssified IAW EO12958




9%
107,
108,

109.
110,

1L
112,
113.
114,
118,

116.

117,
118.

119,

120,
12L

122,
123,
124.
125.
126.
127,
128,
120,
130.
131
132
133.
134,
135,
136
137,

138,
139,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, p. 19,

Rpt of 6th Maeting, Semor Offtcers Bd, 11 Dee
49, in AMC, History of the USAF Five Year
Procurement Program, 1 Jul-31 Dec 49, doc 127,
Hist D/R, I Jui-31 Dec 50, p, 21,

AMC, History of the USAF Five-Year Awrcraft
Procurement Program, 1 Jan-30 Jun 50, Aug 52,
D, 46.

Ibid., p. 47.

Hist AMC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, p. 120.

Hist D/R, 1 Jan=30 Jun 52, p, 17,

ADC Command Data Bk, Oct 54, pp. 4.9-4,10.

AMC, Case History of the F-89 AllWeathoer
Faghter Arrplane (Aug 45-Jan 51), Mar 52, p. 23,

DCS/Development, Hq USAF, R&D Quartorly
Review, 30 Sep 50, p. 49,

Hist D/R, 1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 14

AMC, Case History of the F-80 All-Weather
Fighter Airplane (Aug 45-Jan 51), Mar 52, p, 32.

Etr, /3 to CG AMC, subj: Deficiencies in the
F-89 Program, 58ep 51, 1n DRB C/S Files 25419,

Hist AMC, 1 Jan-31 Jun 52, p. 130.

Memo for R. L. Gulpatic from Col John D,
Hower, DCS/Material, suby: Grounding of F.20
P Eres Paot AWC, 1 st Dee 52, 1 218
USAF Statistical Digest FY 1952, p, 194,

Hist OSAF, 1 Jan-30 Jum 52, p. 706.

Hist AMC, 1 Jul-31 Dee 52, p. 217.

Hist AMC, 1 Jul-31 Dee 53, p. 134,

USAF Statistical Digest F'Y 1954, g, 97,

Air Defense Command Data Bk, July 1954, p. 4.5,
Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 30, p, 21,

Hist AMC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 51, p. 117,

Hist D/R, 1 Jan-30 Jun 52, p. 16.

Air Defense Command Date Bk, July 1954, p. 4,5.
Hist AMC,
Hist AMC,
Hist AMC,

1 Jul-31 Dec 51, p. 117,

1 Jul-31 Dec 52, pp. 215-16.
1 Jan-30 Jun 53, p. 195,
Hist AMC, 1 Jan-30 Jun 54, p. 72.
ADC Hist Report 7, p. 89,

Hizt D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, p. 22 Hist ANC, 1
Jan-30 51, I, 144,

ADC Command Data Bk, Cct 54, pps 4.9-4.10s
Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, p. 22.

140,
4L

142,
143,
144,
145,
146,
147,

148,
149,

150.

2.

4.

8

9

10.

11

Hist D/R, 1 Jan-30 Jua 51, p. 12,

Hist D/R, 1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 15 Hist D/R, 1
Jul-31 Dec 51, p. 13.

Hiat ARDC, 1 Jan-31 Dec 53, p. 573.
Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 51, pp. 13-14.
Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dee 51, p. 14,
Hist ARDC, 1 Jan-31 Dec 53, p. 574,
H:st D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, p. 15,

Hist ARDC, 1 Jan-31 Dec 53, pp. 581-83; Hust
ARDC, 1 Jan-30 Jun 54, p. 220,

ADC Command Data Book for July 1954, p. 45.

ADC Statement of Effectiveness, Aug 54, in
USAF HD K410, 164,

Ibid,

Chapter YI

. R&R AC/AS-3, Guided Missiles Div, to AC/AS-4,

R&E Div, attn: Guided Missiles Br, subjy: Mili~
tary Characteristics of an Air Defense System,
23 Jan 46, in DRB War Plans Miscellanecus
Natsonal Deferse 1946-7, v 2.

R&R AC/AS-3 to AC/AS-4, subj: Proposed Air
Defense Policy, 13 Mar 47, in Case Hist ACEW
Bystem, doc 37,

Ltr, Hq CAF to CG AAF, subj: Radar Defenge
Report for Continental United States, 28 Jan 46
in Case Hist ACAW System, doc 9.

Ajr Defense Policy, A Repert to the C/5 USAF
by the Air Defense Policy Panel established by
Chief Guided Missiles Group DCE/O Panel
« « s 3 2 Feb 48, 1n Hq ADC HD,

R&R comment 2 AC/AS-5 to P&TE Br, Requure-
ments Div, AC/AS-3, subj: Radar Defense Report
for Continental United States, 12 Mar 46, an DRB
413,44 Redar 1946-47, v 1,

Memo for Eaker from Symington, 10 Jun 46, in
DRB C/8 Files 1546, 23000-25000,

. Memo for Symington from Eaker, subjy: Air De-

fense Command, 23 Jun 46, in DRB C/5 Files
1046, 23000-25000.

Spaatz Newsletter, 1 Jul 46, m DRB C/S Fites
1946, 23000-25000.

Memo for all staff sections from General Stone,
Dep Com and C/§ ADC, suby Ailr Defense Com-
mand Concept of Defense of the United States
against Alr Attack, 17 Jul 46, in Hqg ADC 50-4;
1tr, Hq ADC to air force commanders, 18 Jul 46,
inUSAF HD 419,161

AAF Bricfing on Plans, Hq ADC A.5, Proj 4,
3 Jun 46, in USAF HD 419, 101-4.

Memo for Record by Col M, A, Preaton, subj: Alr
Defense, 19 Aug 48, mn OPD 373.24 (3 May 46),
sec 1.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EQ12958




12,

i3.

14,

15,

16,

17.
18,

19,

20.

2L

22,

23.

24,

25,

26,

27

.

28.

29,

30.

3L

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

FOOT'NOTES

Ltr, Whitehead to Dep for Opns, Hgq USAF, subj:
Extension of the Permanent Radar Netwoark of
the Continental Air Defense System, 5 Jan 50,
in Hg ADC HD.

Lir, Hgq USAF to CG ConAC, subj: Extension of
the Permanent Radar Wet of the Continental Aar
Defense System, 14 Jun 50, 1an Hq ADC HD,

1st ind (itr, Hg ConAC to Dir P&OG, Hgq USAF,
suby; Planned Augmentation of Programmed Axr
Defense, 8 Feb 50), Hq USAF te CG ConAC, 13
Mar 50, 1n Hq ADC HD.

R&R Col W. C. Barrett, Directorate of Plans to
Asst for Programming, DCS/0, subj* Replaaning
for ACEBW Gap Filler Program, 11 Mar 52, rn OFPD
667 (30 Jan 50), sec b,

R&R Hg ADC, DC&E-E to DCS/C, subj: Fust
Phase “M" Program, 6 Jan 53, mn ADC st Rpt
5, 1, doc 46,

ADC Hist Rpt 2, p. 17,

Litr, ADC to DCS/0, subj: Molile Radar Program,
18 Jan 52, in ADC Hist Rpt 3, I, doc 19,

RE&ER Col W. C. Barmrett, Directorate of Plans to
Dir of Opns, subj: Mochile Radar Program—ADC,
3 Mar 52, in OPD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec 5,

R&R ADC DCEE-E to DCS/0, suby First Phase
:M”sgrogram, 6 jen 53, in ADC Hist Rpt 5, I,
oc

Lir, Hg ADC fto DCS/0, Hq USAF, suhj* Muobile
Radar Program {(Second Phase), 5 Jul 52, in
ADC Hist Rpt 3, I, doe 285,

Ltr, Hgq ADC to AQC ADC RCATF Station, subj:
Mobile Radar Program (Second Phase), 5 Dec
52, m ADC Hist Rpt 4, OI, doc+124.

Ltr, CG ADC to Dir of Opng, Hr USAF, subj
3rd Phase Radar Program, 20 Oct 53, in ADC
Hist Rpt 6, IV, doc 67.

Litr, Hg USAF to CG ADC, suby Planning Gude
for the Third Phase Augmentation Radar Progrem,
6 Apr 54, in ADC Hist Rpt 7, IV, App H, doc 6.

Lir, Hq ADC to Dir of Requirements, Hg USAF,
31 Jan 53, in ADC Hist Rpt 5, I, doc 31.

1st md (itr, Hq ADC to Dir of Requirements, Hg
USAF, 31 Jan 53), Hg USAF to CG ADC, 17
Mar 53, 1n ADC Hest Rpt §, I, doc 31,

Low Altttude Defense Study, Willow Run Re-
search Center, Engineenng Research Institute,
U of Michagan, 1Oct 53.

Lir, Hg ADC to DCS/0, Hq USAF, sub): Small
Automatic Radar Progrem, 4 Sep 53, in ADC
Hist Rpt 6, IV, doc 84,

Lir, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subj: Plannng Guide
for the Low Altitude Gap Filler Radar Program,
5 Apr 54, in ADC Hist Rpt 7, IV, App 1V, doc L

ADC Statement of Effectiveness, Aupg 54, in
USAF HD K410, 164,

James H. Winchester, “Alaska: Fairet Line of
Defense,’ Aviation Age, XV, no 4 (Apr 51), 25.

32,

a3,
34,
35

36

37.

38,

39,
40.

41,
42,
43,
44,

45.

46
47,

48.

S0,

5L

a7

Alaskan Air Command Hist Div Study, Develop
ment of Aircraft Control 8 Warning in Alaska,
Aug 53, pp. 3-5, 7-8.

1bid,, pp. 8.11
Ibid., p 12,

Memo for C/S USAF from Brig Gea F, L. Anken-
brandt, subj: Aircraft Control and Warmpg Plan
for Alaska and the Continental US, 18 Nov 47,
in AUL M-32420-5.

Mema for General Anderson from Brig Gen E. J.
Timberlake, Yr, Chief Opns Div, Suby; Action to
Augment the Air Defense Systems in Alaska and
1t the Northwestern United States, 30 Mar 48, n
OFD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec 1,

Intertm Program for Aircraft Control and Warning
9ystem in the Continental United States and
Alasgks, preseantation to Sec of Defense Forrestal
by Mzj Gen Gordon P. Saville, Hq USAF, 19 Sep
48, 1n Hist ADC through June 51, I, doc 18

See AAC Hist Div Study, Development of Air-
craft Control & Wamning in Alaska, Aug 53, p, 86.

Hist AAC, Jen-Jun 54, p. 138,

Hgq NEAC, US Operations i the Northeast 1940-
1950, Jun 53, pp, 1-4.

Hist NEAC, 1 Jan-30 Jua 51, p. 37.
Hist NEAC, 1 Jan-30 Jun 54, n. 148,
Hist ADC through June 1951, pp. 338-42.

See memo by the Canadian-Umted States Military
Co-operatton Committee, subj: Interceptor
and Air Warning Annex to the Joint Canadian-
Umited States Basic Security Plan, 2 Apr 47, in
Hq ADC HD,

Ltr, Hg ConAC to Deputy for Opng, Hq USAF,
suby; Extension of the Permanent Radar Net of
the Continental Awr Defense System, 5 Jan 50,
in Hq ADC HD.

Ibid,

3d ind (ltr, Hg ConAC to Deputy far Opns, Hq
USAF, subj: Extensida of the Permanent Radar
Net of the Continental Air Defense System, 5
Jan 50), Hg USAF to CG ADC, 14 Apr 50, in Hq
ADC HD.

Litr, Hq USAF to CG ConAC, subj; Extension of
the Permanent Radar Net of the Continental A
Defense System, 14 Jun 50, 1n Hq ADC HD.

1st ind (ltr, Hq USAF to CG ConAC, subj: Ex-
tension of the Permanent Radar Net of the Con.
tinental Air Defense System, 14 Jun 50), Hq
ConAC to DCS/0, 17 Jun 50, 12 Hg ADC HD,

Memo for Col A. A Grussendo:f, OC/S from Col
‘F. J. Dayharsh, A:r Defense ‘Team, DCS/Q, subj
Background Data Conceming Canadian Radar
System, 14 Deec 50, in OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec
2

Memo for Sec MoCone from Lt Gen Idwal Edwards,
DCS/(Q, subj: Planned Canada-United States
Radar System Extension, 18 Apr 51, iz OPD 667
{30 Jan 50), sec 4,

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




98"
52.

53.
54,
§5.

56.

LY A

58,

58,
60,

61,
62
63.

65.

66.

67.

68,

69.
70.

7L

T2

73.

74,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

_ DEVELQPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

Hist Dir of Plans, DCS/0, 1 Jan-30 JuneS51, p.42.
Hist ADC through June 1951, pp, 344-45.
Hist OSAF, 1 Jan-30 Jua 52, p, 27.

Memo for all concerned from Lt Gen T. D. Whate,
DCS/0, subj: Project PINETREE Office, 5 Jun
52, 1n OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 5.

Memo for JCS from C/8 USAF, 1 Dec 52, in OPD
667 (30 Jan 50), sec 6.

Cherles Corddy, *‘How We're Building the World!s
Biggest Burglar Alarm,’? i Air Force, XXXIX,
no 6 {Jun 56), 80.

Project LINCOLN Case History, Air Force
Cambridge Research Center, 10 Dec 52, pp. 1-3
(Hereinafter cited as Project LINCOLN)

Ibid,, pp. 3-4.

Projeer CHARLES, Problems of Air Defense,
Finel Report, 3 vols. I, XXTIL

Project LINCOLN, pp. 4-8.
Ibid,, p. &

LINCOLN Laboratory, Final Report of Summer
Study Group, 1, 1 Feb 53,

Ibid,

LINCOLN Laboratory, Project CORRODE, 21
Jul 54, p. 3 (Hereinafter cited as Project
CORRODE).

LINCOLN Laboratory, Final Report of Summer
Study Group, I, 1 Feb 53.

Project EAST RIVER, General Report, Cot 52,
p. 50,

Hist Dir of Plans, BCS/0, 1 Jul-31 Dec 52, p,
27, Comments of the USAF on a statement by
Chairman, NSRB to the NSC, 24 Sep 52, on
subject of Early Warning for the Continental
United States, 9 Oct 52, in OFPD 667 (30 Jan 50),
sec 5.

hid.

Hist Dir of Plans, DC5/0, 1 Jul-31 Dec 52, p.
27,

R&R Gen Thatcher, Dep Dir of Planz to DCE/O
and C/S, subj: Early Warning System, 22 Dec
52, in QPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 6,

Statement of Policy cn Early Warmung System
{approved by President Truman, 31 Dec 52), mn
OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 6.

Memo for all concerned from Sec of Defense
Lovett, suby: Responsibility for Implementation
of Early Warning, 19 Jan 53, in CPD 667 (30
Jan 50}, sec 6

For examples of the DEW line coniroversy see;
editorial mn Air Force Times, 28 Mar 83, **The
Truth About Our Aux Defense,’” in Air Force,
XXXVI, no 5 (May 53), 26-36; ““The Hidden
Struggle for the H-Bomb,?' in Forfune (May 53),
pp. 309-10, 230; ‘*Air Defense: Kelly vs, ‘Summer
Study? Group,'? in Fortune (Jul 53), p. 40; Joseph

75.
76.

77

78,

79.

80,

81,

a2,

84.

85.

86,

87,

88,

89,

a0,

91

and Stewart Alsop, “We Accusel’’® in Herper's
Magazine, CCIX, no 1253 (Oct 54), 24-45.

ADC Hist Rpt 7, pp. 111-14.

Memo for all concerned from Sec of Defense
Lovett, subjy: Responsibility for Implementation
of Early Warning, 19 Jan 53, in OPD 667 (30
Jan 50), sec 6.

Memo for C/5 from Gen Thstcher, Dep Dir of
Plans, suby Progress Report on the Formulation
of the US Section, Canada-US Military Study
Group, 24 Jan 53, i OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec
8; Project CORRODE, p. 4.

R&R Birig Gen Hunter Harns, Jr, Dep Dir of
Plaas to DCS/0, subj: Establishment of US Air
Force Position on Manner of Implementing the
Southern Canadian Eerly Warming Line, 2 Dec
50, :n OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 13.

Repott by Working Group to the Canada-US MSG,
cir Jan 54, in OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sac 15,

Memo for C/S from General Thatcher, suby:
Second Interim Report of the Canada-US Military
Stud{ Group, 7 Jan 53, in OPD 667 (30 Jan 50),
sec 14.

Comment 2, R&R DCS/0O Brig Gen R, E. Koon
to Dir of Plans, 29 Dec 53, 1n QFPD 667 (30 Jan
50), sec 13,

R&R Dir of Plans for DCS/0 and C/8 for signa-
ture of Sec of the Arwr Force, subj: Briefing Data
for Vagit wath Mr, Brooke Claxton, Canadian
Minister of National Defense, 29 Jun 54, 1o OPD
667 (30 Jan 50), sec 19,

Kemo for DCE/O from Brig Gen,John E. Gerhart,
Dept Dir of Opns, 5 Nov 52, in OPD 373.24 (3
May 46), sec 5,

gsist Dir of Plansg, DCS/0, 1 Jul.31 Dec 52, p.

Hist Dir of Plans, DCS/0, 1 Jan-30 Jun 53, p.
18,

Memo for C/S Army, C/S Air Force, CNO, Comdt
USMC, Dir CUSDPG, suby Effective System of
Air Sea and Land Defenses for the Continental
Un:ited States, 11 Mar 53, in OPD 667 (30 Jan
50), sec 7.

Memo far DCS/Q and PCS/D from Twining,
VC/S, subj: Objectives Plan for Air Defense of
the United States, 17 Mar 53, an OPD 373,24 (3
May 46), sec 5.

Arr Defense Objectives Plan for the US, 31 Dec
1955, prepared by AFOPD-PL, 22 Apr 53, imn
OPD 373.24 (3 May 46), sec 6

Memo for Gen Vandenberg from Lt Gea T. D.
White, DCS/O, & Apr 53, 1n OPD 373.24 (3 May
46}, sec 6,

Lir, Maj Gen R. W. Burns, Actg Asst VC/S to
DCS/0, sub): Objectives Plan for the Air De-
fense of the United States, 31 December 1955,
30 Apr 53, 1n OPD 373.24 (3 May 46), sec 6.

Report by the CUSDPG to the JCS on an Eerly
Warning System, JCS 1899/39, 30 Jun 53, in
OPD 667 (30 Jaa 50), sec 8.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



g2,

93.

94,

95,

96.

97,

8.

™

99,
100.
101,

102,

103,

104,

105,

106,

107,

108,
108,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

FOOTNOTES

Memo for C/§ from Maj Ger Robert M. Lee,
subj: Summary of Reports on Continental De-
fense, 18 Aug 53, 11 OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 10,

Ibid.; Hist Dur of Plans, DCS/Q, 1 Jul-31 Dee
53, p. 56,

Haast Dir of Plans, DC5/0, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, p.
57.

A Report to the NEC by the NSC Planning Board
on Continental Defense, 16 Sep 53, 1n OPD 667
(30 Jan 5G), sec 11,

Memo for C/S from Gen Thatcher, subj: NSC 5408
—~Continental Defense, 14 Feb 54, in OPD 667
(30 Jan 50), sec 15, memo for JCS from C/8
U;::AF, 28 Jun 54, 1n OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec
1

Memo for JCS from C/S USAF, 28 Jun 54, 1n OFD
667 (30 Jan 50), sec 18,

For an account of the extension of the radar net-
work seaward see; ADC HS-10, Seaw ard Extension
of Radar, 1946-1956.

MIT Rediation Laboratory Report 5-27, 1 Sep 44,
ADC HS-10, pp. 3-4.

R&R, R&E D:iv, AC/AS-4 to Requrements Div
and Air Comm Div, AC/AS-3, subj. Revasion of
Military Charactennstics for Awborne Contiol
Center System, 16 Sep 46, 1n DRB 676 Cable
Telegraph and Telephone Misc, 1846-47, v 2.

R&R, comment 2, AC/AS-3, Requirements Duv to
Awr Comm Office, subj: Revision of Military
Charactersstics for Aurborne Contral Center
System, 14 Oct 46, comment 3, Awr Comm Office
to R&R Div, AC/AS-4, 6 Dec 46, 1n DRB 676
Cable Telegraph and Telephone Misc 1946-47, v
2.

Memo from Col K. P. Bergqust, Dir P&R, Hq
ADC, 20 Mar 51, in ADC Hist Rpt 2, 1, doc 10,

Memo for C/S USAF from Brig Gen F. L. Anken-
brandt, suby: Aircraft Control and Warming Plan
for Alaska and the Continental U3, 18 Nov 47, 1n
AUL M-32420.5,

Memo for Gen Lindsay, sub). Radar Fence Program
(Arucraft Centrol and Werning Program), 23 Sep
48, in OPD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec 1, memo for
record, 27 Sep 48, 1n OFD 667 (3 Jul 48), sec 1

Memo by the Canad:an-Umuted States Mailitary
Co-operation Committee, sub): Air Interceptor
and Alr Warning Appendix to the Joint Canadian-
United States Basic Security Plan, 2 Apr 47, imn
Hq ADC HD,

Ist ind (lir, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subjp: Aircraft
Control and Warning Plan for the United States,
19 Jan 48), Ha ADC to C/S USAF, 8 Apr 48, in
DRE 676 Cable-Telegraph and Telephone Misc,
1948, v 1.

See map, ADC HS-10, p. 3.

Air Defense Policy, A Report to the C/S USAF
by the Air Defense Policy Panel established by
Chief Guided Missiles Grouwp, DCS/O0 .. ., 2
Feb 48, 1n Hq ADC HD 50.4.

110.

111

112,
113.

114.

115,
116.
117.
118,
119.
120.

121
122,

123.

124,

125.
126.

127,

128.

129,

130.

13L.

99

Memo from Col K. P, Bergqust, Dir P&R, Hg
ADC, 20 Mar §1, 11 ADC Hist Rpt 2, ], dec 10,

AF Bul 1, Functions of the Armed Forces and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 21 May 48.

See ADC HS-10, pp. 5-7.

Hist Dir of Plans, DCS/0, 1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p.
41.

Hist D/R, 1 Jan-30 Jun 51, pp, 21-22, lir, Hq
ADC to C/S USAF, suby Requrement for Air-
borne Early Warning and Coatrol Equpment, 9
Apr 51, 1n Hist ADC through Jane 1951, V1, doc
195

Hist D/R, 1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 22.
Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 51, pp. 26-27.
ADC HS5-10, p, 10

Hist D/R, 1 Jul-31 Dec 51, p. 27.

ADC, A Plan for the Employment of Airborne
Early Warning and Control, 7 Feb 52, in ADC
Hist Rpt 2, I, doe 24,

See ADC HS-10, chap I
ADC HS5-10, p, 23.

Litr, Ivan T. Getting, Asst for Development plan-
ning, DCS/D to Maj Gen C, T, Myers, V/C ADC,
13 Jul 51, 1n ECRC Hg ADC File 312 Vice Com-
mander's General File, 1 Jan-31 Dec 51,

Ltr, CNO to all concerned, subj, Responsabilities
and functions of naval commanders with regard
to airdefense of the United States under emergen-
cy conditions, 23 Sep 52, in OPD 381 (11 Dec
45), sec 8.

Lir, Gen Thatcher, Dep Dir of Plans to Dar
CUSDPG, subj: Service Plans for Air, Sea and
Land Defense of the Cont:nental United States,
Coordinatron of, 9 Jul 33, in OPD 667 (30 Jan
50), sec 8.

Hist Dir of Plans, DCS/O, 1 Jul-31Dec 53, p. 58.

Memo for Sec of Defense from C/S, subj: Air
Force Comments on Service Divergencies Rela-
tive to the Early Warning System, 4 Aug 53, in
OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 9.

Memo for C/5 from Gen Thatcher, subj* Conti-
nental Defense, 20 Oct 53, in OPD 667 (30 Jan
50), sec 12, pt 1.

R&R Gen Thatcher, Dir of Plans toDCS/0, suby
A Memorandum of Agreement, 9 Nov 53, in OPD
667 (30 Jan 50), sec 12, pt 1,

USAF Historical Study 66, AAF Ajr Defense Ac-
tivities m the Mediterranean, 1942-1944, pp.
118-19.

Opns Evaluation Group Study 309, OCNO, Dis-
cussion of Requuememts for a Coastal Early
Warning Screen, 11 Feb 47, in AUL M-31914.S,
ne, 309,

WD Disposition Form, Chief NGB to C/S USAF,
attn AFOAC, Suby: Extension of Axr Defense
Coverage, 22 Jan 48, in DRB 676 CableTelegraph
and Telephone Misc, 1948, v 1.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EQ12958




100
132,
133.

134,

13s.
136,

137,
138.

139.
140,
1L
142,

143,

144.

145.

146,

147,
148.

149,

150,

151

152,

153,

154.
155,

This Page Declassified IAW EQ12958

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

Memo for Gen Lindsay, subjp Radar Fence
Program {Aircraft Controt and Warning Program),
23 Sep 48, in OPD G667 (3 Jul 48), sec 1.

Memo for record, 27 Sep 48, in OPD 667 (3 Jut
48), sec L

Hearings Before the Comimittee on Armed Services
of the House of Representatives on Sundry
Legislation affecting the Neval and Military
Establichments, 81 Cong, 1 sess, 336.

ADC HS-10, 6. 12.

Ltr, Hq ConAC to CG EADF, subj: Requirement
for Redar Picket Stations to Supplement the
Permanent Radar System, 10 Oct 50, in Hist
ADC through June 1951, VI, doc 191,

Ltr, Hq USAF, D/R to CG ADC, subj: Picket
Vessels, 29 Oct 51, in ADC Hist Rpt2, I, doc 31,

Hist Diur of Plans, DCS/0, 1 Jan-30 Jun 52, p,
102,

Ibid,, 1 Jui-31 Dec 52, p. 25,

See ADC HS-10, pp, 53-56.

R&R Gen Thatcher, Dir of Plans to DC8/0, subj:
A Memorandum of Agreement, ¢ Nov 53, in OFD
667 (30 Jan 50), sec 12, pt L

Hist Air Foree Cambridge Research Center
(AFCRC), 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, p. 304,

Ibrd., ppe 303-10,

Lir, Hq ADC to DCS/0, Hq USAF, subj* Extension
of Radar Coverage in the Northeast Coastal
Ares, 24 Sep 52, 1n ADC Hist Rpt 5, I, doc 34,

Ltr, Haq USAF to CG ADC, subp;: Seaward
Extension of Radar Covetage, 23 Mar 53, in
ADC Hist Rpt 5, I, doc 35.

lst ind (ttr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subjy! Seaward
Extension of Radat Coverage, 23 Mar 53), Hq
ADC to Dir of Opns, Hg USAF, 29 Apr 53, in
ADC st Bpt 5, I, doc 35.

Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-21 Dec 53, pp. 310-1L
ADC HS-10, p, 73.

Ltr, Hq USAF to CG ADC, subj: Alr Defense
Program Requirements, 11 Jan 54, in ADC Hist
Rpt 7, I, doc 6.

Lir, Mg USAF to CG ADC, suhj: AC&W Programe,
19 Apr 54, in ADC Hist Rpt 7, IV, App IV, doc 3,

ADC HS-10, p. 76,

Ltr, Hq AAF to CG AMC, Development of Early
Warmng Radar Fence Equpment, 11 Apr 47, in
DRB 413.44 Radar 1946-7, v 3.

Ltr, Dir R&D, DCS/Materiel to CG ADC, subi:
Proposed Fully Automstic Rader Alr Defenge
Sylstem. 16 Jan 48, 12 DRB 413,44 Radar1943
v 1

Hist ConAC, Jan-Jun 50, pp. 56-57.

Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 52, p. 87

156.

157
1s8.
159,

150,

161,

162,

163.

164,

165.

166.
167.
168.
169,

170.

1

2,

3.

5.

6.

Project CHARLES, Problems of Awr Defense,
Final Report, 3 vols, 1, XXVIL

Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 52, pp. 87-89.
Itbxd., p. 87,

LINCOLN Lab Technical Memo 20, A Proposal
for Air Defense Syetem Evolution: The Transition
Phase (2d draft), 2 Jan 53.

Project LINCOLN, p, 8.

Ltr, Gen Chidlaw to Gen Vandenberg, 13 Oct 52,
in ADC Hist Rpt 4, Iif, doc 97.

Hist AFCRC, 1 Jan 30-Jun 53, pp. 258-60.

U of Mich Rpt UMM-100, Willow Run Rescarch
Center, Michigan Arr Defense System Propesal,
18 Sep 52 (revised 29 Sep 52), in AUL M-29110-3-8,

Lir, Gen Partridge, CG ARDC to Dr. James R.
Kitlian, Pres MIT, 28 Jan 53, mn ADC Hist Rpt
5, 1, doc 6.

Project LINCOLN, p, 12; Hist AFCRC, 1 Jan-30
Jun 53, pp. 218-19,

Hist Dur R&D, DCS/M, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, p. 30.
Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, pp. 270.71.
See ADC Hust Rpt 7, pp. 119-31.

Hg ADC, Operaticnal Plan Semautomatic
Ground Environment System for Air Defense, 7
Mar 55, p. L

Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dee 52, p. 91

Chapter Vil

R&R AC/AS-5 to Dep Comdr AAF, subj: Basic
Operational Directive to the Commanding General,
US Defense Command, 27 Dec 46, memo for Dir
P&O, WDGS from Maj Gen O.P. Weyland, AC/AS-5,
7 Jan 47, 1n OPD 381 (11 Dec 45}, sec 2

Proposed memo for Jomt Staff Planners from ad
hoc subcommuttee, suby: Unified US Defense
Command, 11 Jun 47, 1n OPD 381 (11 Dec 45),
see 2,

Ibid,, vndated draft of meme, OPD 381 (11 Dec
45), sec 2,

. Ltr, Stratemeyer to C/S USAF, subj: Esteblhish-

ment of ADC as a Specifigd Command of the
JCS, 14 Jul 48, 1n ADC HD.

Litr, Thatcher to Dir of Plans, Hq USAF, subj:
Air Defense Command of the United States, 15
Bep 50, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 6.

Memo for General Vandenberg from Maj Gen T.
H, Landon, Dir of Plenz, 15 Sep 50, i1 OPD (11
Dec 45), sec 6.

Ltr, Twining, VC/S to CG ConAC, subp: Air
Defense Command of the United States, 20 Oct
50, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45}, sec 6,

R&R M&O, DCS/O from Dir of Plans, DCS/O
subj: The United Air Defense Command Plax,
20 Nov 50, in OPD 381 {11 Dec 45), sec 6.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958

ey Ry

R S



10.

11,

12,

13,

14,

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

FOOTNOCTES
15.

See for example. A/S Summery Sheet, Maj Gen
T. H, Lendon, Dir of Plans, to DCS/0, suby:
Unified Air Defense Command, 6 Feb 51, in
DRE C/8 Files 3007; memo from Ms) Gen Joseph
Smith, Dir of Plans, for Vandenberg, sub),
Basic Defense Plan for Contmmental United
States, 17 Sep 51, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45).

Memo for C/S USAF from General Thatcher, Dir
of Plans, DCB/0, suby: Command Arrangements
for the Defense of the United States, § Dec 53,
1 OPD 381 (11 Dee 45), sec 10.

ib:d.; Hist Dir of Plans, DCS/0, 1 Jul-31 Dec
53, p. 36.

Memo for C/S USAF from General Thatcher, Dir
of Plans, DCS/0, suby; Command Arrangements
for the Dafense of the United States, 5 Dee 53,
1n OFPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 10,

Memo for JCS on Command Arrangements for the
Defense of the Umted States from C/S USAF,
12 Dec 53, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 10,

Mema for Dur of Plans fram Lt Gen E, E, Partridee,
Dep C/S, Opns, sub): Continental Aur Defence,
11 Jan 54, 1n OPD 667 (30 Jan 50), sec 15.

16,

17,

18,

19,

20

101

Memo for Twining, Ridgway, Corney, Shepherd,
irom Radford, suby; Commend Arrangements for
the Awr Defense of the United States, 15 Jan 54,
1n OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 10,

Repart by Jornt Strategic Plane Committee to
JCS on Command Arrangements for Air Defense
of the United States, 1 Mar 54, in OPD 381 (11
Dec 45), see 10,

Ltr, Chidlaw to C/S USAF, suby Commend
Arrangements for the Air Defense of the Umited
?tates. 11 May 54, 11 OPD 381 (11 Dec 45) sec

.

Ibid,

Supplemental memo for C/5 USAF from Maj Gen
Hunter Harns, Actg Dir of Plans, DCS/Q, subj;
Command Arrangements for the Awrr Defense of
the Umted States, 25 Jur 54, i OPD 381 {11
Dec 45), sec 11

Memo for C/3 Army, CNQ, C/S \L3AF, Comdt
Marine Corps from JCS, suby: Conv.aental Asr
Defense Command, 2 Aug 54, Hist CONAD and
ADC, Jul-Dec 54, I, doc 55,

THIS PAGE Declassified AW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

Bibliographical Note

The Ait Force historian whao attempts to tell
the story of post-World War II aur defense is
presented with an abundance of matersal,-This
material 15 divided mainly among four reposi-
tones: Directorate of Plans, Headquarters USAF,
Departmental Records Branch, Alexandria,
Varginia; Directorate of Histonical Services,
Headquarters Air Defense Command; and Archives
Branch, USAF Historical Division, Maswell Afr
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. Information was also obtained from
histories of the various staff sections of Head-
quarters USAF =and from semiannusl reports of
USAF major commands, principally Air Research
and Development Command and Air Materiel
Command.

A number of monographs prepared by other
historians in the USAF historical pragram contain
useful information, These include monographs
wiitten by the Directorate of Historical Setvices,
A1 Defense Command, and case histories com-
piled by the Historical Division, Air Materiel
Command.
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SIGNIFICANT DATES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

1945

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

April - Awr National Guard organized.

1947

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

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

November - USAF Chief of Staff approved
Flan SUPREMACY,

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

1948

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

11-14 March ~ Key West Conference resulted

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-howr
operation.

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

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

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

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

107

9 September - General Saville presented Modi-

fied Program to Secretary of Defense James
F orrestal,

October - Secretaty of Defense Forrestal approved

25

21

23

use of funds for LASHUP.

October - F irst afr division (25th Air Division)
activated at Silver Lake, Washington.

December - Continental Air Command acti-

vated; ADC made operationa] command under
ZonAcC,

1949

March « S1x ConAC air forces relieved of air
defense responsibilifies, Eastern and Western
Air Defense Liaison Groups formed (suc-

ceeded by Eastern and Westera Awr Defense
Forces),

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

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

September - Eastern and Western Aur Defense
Forces activated.

September -~ President Truman announced that
atomic explosion had taken place in Russia
in Auvgust.

December = Headquariers USAF ordered Office
of Chief of Engineers to proceed with con-
struction of first 24 sites of Permanent

5
X

1850

Febtuary - Headquatters
authorized CorAC to set up
Corps.

Aptil - Headquarters USAF &
to begin armed interceptid
Energy Commission insta
East Coast.

June - LASHUP consiwdered ¢

O[LLG)\'IOQ
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June - Hostilities broke out in Korea.

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

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

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

August « Secretary of the Air Force Thomas
K. Finletter ordered Permanent System radar
site construction expedited.

October - Northeast Air Command activated.

1951
January - Air Defease Command re-
established.

Febmary - 15 ANG fighter squadrong federal-
ized and assigned to ADC.

March - Central Air Defense Force activated.

April - President Truman approved Radar
Extension Program (PINETREE).

April - ADC reached agreement with TAC for
use of TAQ forces in emergency air defense.
May - ADC reached agreement with SAC for
use of SAC forces in emergency air defense,

July - Mobile Radar Program approved by
USAF.

July «Project LINCOLN Laboratary chartered
by USAF, Army and Navy.

August - Project CHARLES group submitted
1ts report.

1952

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

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

27-28 August - Summer Study Group reported to

the Defense Department,

September - First picket ship placed on 24-
hour cperation.

31

10

13

22

12

25

22

11

22

Ociober ~ Project EAST RIVER {Civil De-
fense) reported.

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

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

1953

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

Apnl - Permanent System hecame fully oper-
ational.

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

August - Thermonuclear explosion took place
in Russia.

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

October - First airborne early-warning s quad-
ron activated at McClellan” AFB, California.

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

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

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

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

August - Axborne early-warning opetation
began off West Coast.

September - Continental A1r Defense Command
activated at Ent AFB, Colorado.
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E AA
AAC
AAF
ACRW
ADC
ADC HD

ADES
ADIS
» ADIZ
ADSEC

AEC

AEW

AGF

AMC

ANG
APGC
AUL
CADS
CAF
CHARLES

ConAC
CONAD

CORRODE

} cusbrc

] DEW

Glossary

Antiaircraft Artillery
Alaskan Air Command

Army A Forces

Aircraft Control and Watning

Air Defense Command

Directorate of Historical
Services, Air Defeagse Com-
mand

AtrDefense Engineering Services
Aur Defense Integrated System
Air Defense Ident:fication Zone

Air Defense Systems Engineer-
ing Committee

Atomic Energy Commission
Airborne Early Warning

Amy Ground Forces

Air Matertel Command ~ -
Air National Guard

A1t Proving Ground Command
Air Umiversity Labrary
Continental Air Defense System
Continental Air Forces

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

Continental Air Command

Continental Air Defense Come
mand

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

Continental United States De-
fense Planmung Group

Distant Early Warning

DRB

EADF
EAST RIVER

FEAF
GOC
JCS
KCRC

LASHUP

LINCOLN

MSG

NEC
NEAC
NSC
NSRB

OFD

asb
PINETREE

PJBD

PPI
RAND
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AGO Departmental Records
Branch, Alexandria, Virginia

Eastern Air Defense Force
A project orgamized in 1952 te

study the problem of Civ1l De-
fense

Far East Air Forces

Ground Observer Corps
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Kansas City (Missouri) Records
Center

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

A lahoratory estehlished in July
1951 at the Massachusetts Instr-
tute of Technology to study ar
defense problems

Miitary Study Group {(United
States and Canada)

Newfoundland Base Command
Northeast Air Command
National Security Councit

National Security Resources
Board

Directorate of Plans, Headquar-
ters USAF

Office of the Secretary of Defense

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

Permanent Joint Board on De.
fense (United States-Canade)

Plan Position Indicator

A nongovernmental, nonprofit
orgamzation ded:icated to re-
search and development for the
nation’s welfare and security
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RCAF Royal Canadian Air Force TAC Tactical Air Command =
RDB Research and Development yspf United States Air Force

Board, Headquarters USAF
SAC Strategic Air Command USAF HD Archives Branch, USAF Histori- -

cal Dwision, Maxwell Air Force

SKYWATCH 24-hour operation of Ground Ob- Base

setver Corps begun in 1952,
SUPREMACY  An Auccraft Control and Wacning ~ YHT. Very High Frequency

plan approved by the Air Force  wapg
21 November 1947 but net

passed by Congress WDGS W_ar Department General Staff

Western Air Defense Force

=
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Index

A

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

AAF V-] Plan, 2

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

Air Board, 16, 57

Air Defense, Continental: 14, 45, 67; plans for
postwar, 1-3; effect of postwar demobilization
on, 3-4; planning for by ADC, 5-8; status at
end of 1946, 8-9; AAF discussion on (1947),
9-11; SUPREMACY approved by USAF, 12;
unified command for, 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, 25-25, 82; ConAC given
migsion of, 28; effect of Soviet atomic explo~
sion on, 29-34, 82; mission assigned to ADC,
36; double perimeter adopied, 56-57, 84; sys-
tem expanded, 59-66, 84; system extended sea
ward, 6873, 84-85; LINCOLN Transition Sys-
tem developed for, 73-75, 83-86; juint organi-
zation for, 76-80, 85-86, See also Aircraft
Control and Waming System.

Air Defense Command (ADC): 9-11, 15-17, 23,
25-26, 33, 38, 40, 4447, 49, 52, 54, 57-58,
60-61, 67, 70-74, 76-80, 83-84, 86; activation
(1946), 3, 81; interim mission, 4, 81; plans for
air defense, 5-8, 81; given mission directive,
12; ordered to set up active air defense, 19-22,
82; reduced to opetational status, 28-29, 82;
redesignated major command, 34-36, 83

Air Defense Division, 23, 57, 82

Air Defense Engineering Services (ADES), 74

Air Defense Identification Zones (ADIZ), 32-33

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

Aur Defense Integrated Systenr (ADIS), 74

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

Air Defense Systems Engineering Commitiee
(Valley Committee), 31, 44, 61-62, 73

Ait Defense Team, 31, 70

Air Force Cambridge Research Center, 61, 73-74

Air Foice Combat Command (proposed), 3, 35

Air Force Council, 67, 70

Air Forces (numbered):
Firat AF, 1, 4, 1921, 25-26
Second AF, 4
Fourth AF, 1, 4, 19-21
Tenth AF, 4
Eleventh AF, 4
Fourteenth AF, 4

Air Ingtallations Office (USAF), 73

Air Mateniel Command, 9, 48, 61, 68

Air National Guard, 2-4, 12, 23, 28, 32-34, 48, &3

Air Policy Board, 14

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

Air Proving Ground Command, 10, 74

Arr Research and Development Command, 37,
53n, 73

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

Air Staff, 7, 11, 23, 32n, 35, 44, 46, 64, 66-68,
71, 73, 77-79, 85

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

Air Transport Command, 19, 60

Airbotne Control Center System (proposed), 68

Airbome early warning (AEW) aurcraft, 12, 59,
65, 66n, 68-71, 85

Aircraft Control atd Warning (AC&W) System:
71, 8, 47, 57, 67; postwar proposals for, 1-2;
difference of opinien on, 9-11; SUPREMACY,"
11-12, 22-23, 81-82; USAF orders active sys-
tem, 19-22; USAF proposes Modified Program,
23-25, Congress approves Modified Program,
25; LASHUP begun, 2526, 82; effect of
Johnson Economy Program on, 29, 66; effect
of Soviet atomic explosion on, 30-31, 82-83;
placed on 24-howr operation, 32; Permanent
System completed, 37-41, 83; improved radar
equipment for, 41-44; augmented by GOC, 44-
47, 84; Permanent System strengthened, 57-59,
84; northward extengion of, 59-66, 84-85, de-
velopment of LINCOLN Transition for, 73-75,
85-86. See also SUPREMACY, Modified Pro-
gram, and Air Defense, Continental,

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

Alaskan Air Command (AAC), 12, 19, 59-60, 34

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

All-weather interceptor. Seo fighter interceptor
and aireraft by specific type.
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Anderson, Maj. Gen. §,E., 21n, 24

Antiaircraft Artillery (AA), 5, 7n, 8, 10, 15-18,
22, 37, 54, 76-77, 79, 86. See also Army Anti-
aircraft Command.

Amy Air Forces (AAF): 1, 8, 19a, 20n, 37, 42,
45, 47, 56, 60, 68, 73, 76, 81, 84; reorgantza-
tion (1946), 2-3; demobilization, 3-4; strength
(1946}, 4-5, 9; on ADC missiot, 5-7; differerce
of opinfon on AC&W policy, 911, 41; on op-
erational control of AA, 15-17; on operational
control of naval forces, 17. See also United
States Air Force.

Army Antiamrcraft Command, 54, 77, 79-80, 86

Army Ground Forces (AGF).See Army, U.S.

Ammy, U.S.:: 2n, 3-7, 22, 25, 35, 66, 76-80; on
operational coatrol of AA, 15-17; assigred
migsions at Key West, 17-18, 86

Arnold, Gen. H.H., 15, 37

Arnold Engineening Development Center, 37n

Atomic Energy Commission, 20n, 21, 31

Azores, 65, 6bn

B-17 (Navy PB-1W), 68

B-29, 4, 13, 70

B-36, 29-30, 48

B-45, 43n

Baldwin, Hanson W., 33

Barniows, A.S., 26n

Bell Telephone Laboratories, 44, 66

Bendix Corporation, 42

Board of Officers on the Orgamization of the War
Department (Simpson Board), 15-16

Board of Senior Officers (USAF), 48, 53

Brewster Report, See Congressional Awialion
Policy Board,

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

Bull Committee, See Continental Defense Com-
mittee,

Bureau of the Budget, 22, 49, 71

Bush, Dr. Vannevar, 25n, 42

C

Canada, 32, 54, 57-58, 61, 65-66, 68, 70, 84

Canada-United States Emergency Defenge Plan,
60

Canada-United States Military Cocperation Com-
mittee, 68-70

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

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

Cape Cod System, 74n

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

Cary, Col. John B., 45 R

Central Air Command {proposed), 3

Centtal Air Defense Force, 40n

Central Intelligence Agency, 40n

CHARLES, Project, 62, 73, 85

Chauncey, Maj. Gen. C, C,, 2

Chidlaw, Gen. Benjamin W., 43, 46, 74, 79-80, 86

Chief of Naval Operatrons, 70, 72

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

Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 17

Chinese Communists, 33n, 34

Civil Defense, 44-46, 64-65

Clay, Gen. Lucius D., 19

Cold War, 19, 82 -

Congress: 9, 13, 14n, 28-30, 32, 34, 36n, 45, 48,
82; fails to act on SUPREMACY, 22-23, 37,
59, 68; approves Modified Program, 24~25, 38,
56, 82, 80th Congress, 22; 31st Congress, 34

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

Continental Air Command (ConAC): 40n, 43, 45-
46, 61, 71-72, 77.78, 83; activated, 28-29, 82;
attempts to increase air defense capahilities,
30-34; reorganization, 34-36

Continental A1t Defense. See Air Defense, Conti-
nental,

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

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

Continental Air Forces (CAF), 1-2, 8, 41, 56, 76

Continental Defense (Bull), Committee, 67, 85

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

Convair, 53-54, 84

CORRODE (originally COUNTER-CHANGE), 65

Czechoslovakia, 14n, 19

D

Dayharsh, Col. T. J., 3In
Defense, National, See National Defense,
Demobitization, post-World War II, 3-4
Department of Agriculture, 46n
Department of the Air Force, 22, 38, 40, 67, 80,
82'83: 86 b
Department of Defense, 11n, 18, 21a, 23-24, 28-
30, 32n, 35, 38, 40n, 49, 62, 64-65, 84-85
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Deputy Chief of Staff for Development, 37, 70

Devers, Gen. Jacob L., 1517

Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 24

Directorate of Plans (USAF), 7, 10, 41, 70

Directorate of Requirements (USAR), 70

Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line, 61-67, 73,
84.85

Daolittle, Lt, Gen, James H., 12

Double perimeter concept, 56-58, 62, 84

Doyle, Brig. Gen. John P., 21n

Dutham, Rep, Carl T., 25

E

Eaker, Lt. Gen. Ira C., 6-7, 57

Early warning, See Aircraft Control and Warning
System,

East Coast, 31, 72

EAST RIVER, Project, 64, 66, 85

Eastern Air Command (proposed), 3

Eastern Air Defense Force (EADF), 29n, 35, 46

Eastern Air Defense Liaison Group, 20n,

Eastern Defense Command, 2, 15

Echols, Maj., Gen. 0.P., 49

Edwards AFB (Muroc), 49, 54

Eisenhower, President Dwight D., 63, 67, 71-72,
85

Ersenhower Administration, 66

Ent AFB, 36n, 80

F-51, 52n

F-80, 47

F-82, 48

F-84, 47

F-86, 47-48

F-86D, 48-54, 84

F-89, 4854, 59n, 60, 84

F¥-94, 48-54, 590, 60, 84

F-100, 53a

F'102A| 53‘54] 84

F-102B,.53-54, 84

F-103, 53, 54n

Fairchild, Gen. Muir 8., 25, 31, 43

FALCON, 53

Far East Air Forces (FEAF), 32, 49, 83

S58wing Air Force, 32, 33n, 49

55-group Air Force, 9, 11n, 28

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

Finletter, Thomas K., 13, 32n, 38-40, 44, 49, See
also Secretary of the Air Force,

Finletter Report, See Air Policy Commission.

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

505 AC&W Gp, 19

Forrestal, Jamesg, 11n, 14, 22-24, 26, 29, 42, 82.
See algo Secretary of Defense,

48-group Air Force, 28, 32, 48-49

“Functions of the Armed Forces and the Jount
Chiefs of Staff’’ (Key West Functions Paper),
17-18, &6, 76, 86

“Functions of the Amed Services” (Truman Ex-
ecutive Order), 14, 17

G

Genetal Electric Company, 11, 42

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

Greenland, 70

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

Ground Observer System, 23, 44-47

Gurney, Sen. Chan, 22

H

Hanford, Wash., Engineenng Works, 20n, 2In

Hawaii, 65, 66n, 70

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

Hinshaw, Rep. Carl, 14n

Hopley, Russell J., 45

House of Representatives: 22, 25, 33; Ammed
Services Commiitee, 25, See also Congress.

Hughes Aircraft Company, 53

Identification, 32-33

Interceptor aircraft. Sce Fighter interceptor force,
and awrcraft by types.

Interim air defense system: completion of, 37-55,
83-84; expansion of, 56-75, 84-85. See also
Aircraft Control and Warning System, and
Permanent System.

Interim Program, 23-25, 38, 40n, 71, 82. See ako
Medified Program.

J

Johnson, Louis M., 29, See afso Secretary of
Defense,
Johnson, Sen. Lyndon, 38

113

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

Johnson Economy Program, 29-30

Joint Brazil-United States Military Commission
(Rio de Janeirc), 23

Joint Chiefs of Staff: 5-7, 14, 22-24, 30-31, 33,
35-36, 38n, 40, 49, 56-38, 60-61, 66-68, 70-72,
81, 85-86; meet at Key West, 17-18, 76, 8G
congider joint command for air defense, 76-80,
86

Joint Chiefs of Staff (Canada), 61

Joint Long Range Proving Ground, 37n

Joint Outline Plan for an Early Waming System,
87

Jaint Planning Staff, 77

Joint Strategic Plans Committee, 79

Joint USAF-Canadian Project Office, 61

K

Kamikaze, Japanese use of, 68, 71

Kelly, Mervin 8., 66

Kelly Committee, 66-67, 85

Kepner, Lt. Gen, Willzam E., 59

Key West: 15, 70, 86; JCS meeting, 14, 17-18, 76

Key West Agreements, See Functions of the
Amved Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

Korean War, 32-35, 38, 40, 46, 48-49, 60, 78, &3
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Labrador, 60

Ladd AFB, 19

LASHUP (temporary AC&W network), 25-26, 30-
31, 38, 40-41, 43, 82-83
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LeMay, Maj. Gen. Curtis, 20n, 47
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LINCOLN), 62, 64, 72-74, 85

LINCOLN Transition System (SAGE), 73-75, 86
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Lockheed Constellation (Navy PO-1W), 68

Lodge, Set. Henry Cabot, 13n

Long term plan (ADC), 8, 57, 81

Loomis, Dr. F. W., 62

Los Alamos, 20n

Lovett, Robert A., 46, 65-66, See also Secretary
of Defense.

M

McCone, John A., 40
McKee, Brig, Gen. William F,, 1, 41

Marine Corps, U.5., 1, 79

Massechusetts Institute of Technology (MIT),
61-62, €8, 73, 85

Maude, Maj. Gen. R.C., 73

M-Day Strategic Air Task Force (proposed), 3

Mid-Canada Line, 65-67, 84

Military Air Transport Service (MATS), 60

Mobile Radar Program, 57-59, 84

Model zir defense system, 21, 25-26

Modified Program, 24-25, 38, 56-57, 59, 68, 71,
82, See also Interim Program, and First Aug-
mentation.

HMolotov, ¥, M., 12

MX-1554, 53

N

National Defense: 9, 13-15, 29, 37, 66-67; Key
West Agreements on, 17-18, 76, 86

Nationtal Guard, See Air Natienal Guard

Neational Military Establishment, 14, 17, 22

National Security Act of 1947 (Unification Act),
11-12, 14, 17

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

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

Navy, U.S.: 1, 4, 67, 17, 22, 25, 29, 35, 54, 66,
68, 70-72, 76-80, 85-86; assigned missions at
Key West, 17-18, 76, 86.

Navy Department, 17

New York City, 21, 74

New York Times, 13, 28, 33

Newfoundland, 60, 66n, 70

Newfoundland Base Command, 60

Newport, R.I., JCS meet gt, 18

95-wing Air Force, 33n, 49

Nold, Brig, Gen, George J., 40

Norstad, Lt, Gen. Laurdis, 5, 15, 20n, 21n, 45

Nozth American Aviation, 53n

North Korea (Communists), 32, 61, 83

Northeast (United Stetes), 1221, 25-26, 30, 38,
45, 46n, 57, 82

Northeast Air Command (NEAC),12, 60-61, 64, 84

Northwest (United States), 19-21, 30, 38, 47, 57
59, 82

Northwest Air Defense Wg., 20

0
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143-wing Air Force, 49
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Partridge, Lt, Gen, Eatle E., 6, 9-10, 15-16, 79
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Patterson, Robert, 20n

Permanent Joint Board on Defense, 60-61

Permanent System: 24n, 30, 54, 56, 82-83, 86;
completed, 37-41; radar equipment for, 42-44,
83; strengthened, 57-59, 84; northward exten-
sion of, 39-66, 84-85. See also Aircraft Control
and Warming System, and Modified Program.

Picket Ships, 12, 59, 65, 6872, 85

PIRETREE, 61, 66, 84. See also Radar Exten~
s1on Program

Plans, air defense. See specific plans by name.

Polar concept, 56-57
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Public Law 778, 32

Putt, Maj. Gen. D.L., 62, 73

Republic Aviation Corp., 53
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Reserve, See Air Reserve,
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P- Si’ :7, 84 Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF), 60-61, 66
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Saville, Maj. Gen. Gordon P., 23-26, 29n, 37, 38n,
57, 59, 70-71, 82

Scientific Advisory Board, 31, 37n, 41-42, 44, 56

Secretary of the Air Force, 34, 49, 52. See also
Symington, Finletter, Talbot,

Secretary of Defense, 22, 24, 30, 46, 69. See also
Forrestal, Johason, Finletter, Wilson.

Secretary of the Navy, 72

Secretary of War, 17

Semiautomatic Ground Environment (SAGE) Sys-
tem, 74n

Senete: 22, 25, 38; Foreign Relations Committee,
13n, See afso Congress.

7C-group Air Force, 2, 4, 9, 11n, 28, 4849

75-group Air Force, 2

Sherman, Adm. Fomest, 77

Short term plan (ADC), 7-8, 10, 45, 81

625th AC&W Sq., 19n

Q 626th AC&W Sa., 19n
Quick Fix (LINCOLN), 74, 86 69-wing Air Force, 33n
62-group Air Force, 49
R SKY WATCH, 4647

Rabs, Isidor 1., 62n
Radar, automatic alerting, 62n
Radar equipment:
AN/CPS-1, 41
AN/CPS-4, 41
AN/CPS-5, 41-42
AN/CFs-6, 41-42
AN/CPS-6B, 11, 42-43, 83
AN/FPS-3, 42-43, 83
Radar Extension Program (PINETREE), 60-61,
66, 34
Radar system. See Aiurcraft Control and Warning
System.

Soviet Long Range Air Force, 56

Spaatz, Gen. Ca1l, 3, 9, 11-13, 15-17, 19, 42, 57,
59, 60n, 82

Special Assastant for AA, Headquatters AAF, 16

Special Weapons Command, 37n

Strategic Air Command {SAC), 3-4, 12, 19, 28, 30,
32n, 57-38, 64, 81

Strategic Axr Force (proposed), 2

Stratemeyer, Lt. Gen. George E: 89, 17, 18n,
20-22, 28, 33, 45, 57, 76-78, 81; appointed ADC
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5-6; on operational control, 7; submits ar
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Street, Maj. Gen. St. Clalr, 3

Summer Study Group (LINCOLN), 62-64, 66, 85

SUPREMACY: 13, 21, 23-26, 41-42, 56, 59, 68,
70-71, 81-82; approved by USAF 11-12; fails to
gain congressional approval, 22-23, 37

SWARMER, Excrcise, 35n

Symington, Stuart, 11, 16, 22-23, 25, 30n, 43, 57,
See also Secretary of the Air Force,

Systems Engineering Group, 66
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T-33, 48
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2829, 34-36, 76, 82

‘Talbot, Harold W., 67
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32, 34, 49, 61, 64-66, 71, 82, 85, See also
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Twining, Gen, Nathan F., 35, 41, 44, 58, 61, €7,
71-72, 7879, 85
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Unification Act. See National Security Act of
1947,

United Nations, 3, 32, 34, 61, 83

United States Air Defense Command {proposed),
80

United States Aix Force (USAF): 14, 48, 56-57,
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tive to ADC, 12; assigned air defense mission,
17-18; orders active air defease, 19-22, 59;
proposes Modified Program, 2325, 59;
degires model amir defense system, 25-26; re-
arganized (1948), 28-29; effect of Soviet atomic
explosion on, 30-34, 82-83; reorganized (1950),
34-36; adopts weapon system, 37; eftorts to
accelerate AC&W System, 38-41; attempts to
jmprove radar equipment, 41-44; approves GOC,
44-47, 84; attempts to improve fighter intercep-
tors, 47-54; improves Pemmanent System, 57-39,
84; extends Permanent System northward, 59
66, 84-85; extends Permanent System seaward,
68-73; considers joint air defense command,
76-80, See also Army Air Forces,
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