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CHAPTER 6

RESPONSES TO SOVIET NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND LIMITED WAR, 1949-1953

1. Evolving Patterns of Defense Organization

Established by statute in the spring of 1948 to examine
governmental organization and operations, the Commission on
Organization of the Executive Branch (better known by the name of
its chairman, former President Herbert Hoover) divided its work
among special task force committees, and for moxe than six months,
the Committee on National Security Organizatiom, headed by Ferdinand
Eberstadt, heard testimony on the functioning of the Nationzl Military
Establishment. On 16 December 1948, the Eberstadt task force re-
leased a lengthy report, which was summarized by a Hoover Comnission
report issued on 28 February 1949. The Hoover report concluded:
"The authority of the Secretary of Defemse, and hence the coatxol of
the President, is weak and heavily qualified by the provisions of
the act of 1947 which set up a rigid structure of federation rather
than unification. . . . The National Military Establishment . . . is
perilously close to the weakest type of department.'l After a year
of operating under the 1947 act, Secretary Forrestal also reported a
firsthand observation of certain weaknesses and inconsistences in
the act which had not been foreseen at its passage.Z

In a message to Congress on 5 March 1949, President Truman ac-
cepted many of the recommendatioms made by the Hoover Commission and
by Secretary Forrestal in proposing changes to the National Security
Act of 1947. He wished basically to convert the Natiomal Military
Establishment into an executive department to be known as the
Department of Defense and to provide the Secretary of Defense with
appropriate responsibility and authority and with civilian and
military assistance adequate to fulfill his enlarged responsibilities.
Truman specifically recommended that the Departments of Army, Navy,
and Air Force be desigmated as "military departments,' and that the
Secretary of Defense should be the sole representative of the
Department of Defense on the National Security Council. Where the
Hoover Commission recommended that the Departmental Secretaries should
become Under Secretaries of Defense, Truman wished to retain them to
administer their respective military departments under the authority,
direction, and control of the Secretary of Defemse. He also re-
commended that Congress authorize an Under Secretary of Defense and
three Assistant Secretaries of Defense, place the statutory duties
of the Munitions Boaxd and the Research and Development Board under
the Secretary of Defense and provide for a Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff who would take precedence over all other military
personnel, be the primncipal military adviser to the President and
the Secretary of Defense, and perform such other duties as they
might prescribe.
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At hearings on the proposed legisiation held by the Senate .

Committee on Armed Services in March 1949, Secretary Forrestal

candidly acknowledged that he had originally opposed a too great

concentration of power in the Secretary of Defense but he had come

to believe that there were sufficlent checks and balances inherent

in the governmental structure to prevent misuse of the broad

authority which he felt must be vested in the position. 4s a part

of an evolutionary development, Forrestal thought that the proposed

amendments to the national security act would "convert the military

establishment from a confederscy to a federation."® At another ap-

pearance before the same committee in April, Secretary Symington

expressed strong Air Force sugport for increased defense centraliza-

tion. "From the very beginninzs of hearings on the proposal to

unify the armed services," he pointed out, "the Air Force has favored

centralization and clear definition of authority and responsibility

for the positions of the Secretary of Defense and the head of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff."” He personally favored the Hoover recom- _

mendation to designate the Departmental Secretaries as Under |

Secretaries of Defense. "I would say," he concluded, 'that any

diminishing of the power and prestige of the Air Force as a result

of making the Air Force a military department instead of an executive

department would be very much in the interest of the United States, I3
With a few modifications, President Truman's recommended amend-

ments to the national security act passed the Senate unanimously on

26 May 1945, but, in the House of Representatives, Chairman Vinson's

Committee on Armed Services was openly skeptical of the bill. "What

has been worrying me. . .," Vinson told the new Secretary of Defense

Louis Johnson as hearings begsa on 28 Jume, "is that the Congress is

frozen out, kept at arms' length, from the problems of the three

Departments. 1 cannot reconcile this with the constitutional re-

sponsibility of the Congress, and I think this bill should be amended

to keep Congress a part of the team."® Vinson felt that the

Secretary of Defense already possessed powers that were adequate for

the purposes of unification. Yhile the House Armed Services Committee

was considering the legislation, Congress passed and President

Truman signed into law on 20 June the Reorganization Act of 1949,

vwhich authorized the President to institute reorganization plans

within the executive branch, unless a house of Congress should veto

the proposal by a majority vote within 60 days. In accordance with

this authority, Truman submitted Reorganization Plan No. 8 on the

National Military Establishment to Congress on 18 July, which pro-

posed to accomplish most of the earlier legislative recommendations

by executive action. While Truman preferred that Congress would act

on the matter by regular legislative process, he apparently used the

reorganization plan procedure to emphasize the importance of his

recommendations. Since the bill passed by the House differed markedly

from that voted by the Senate, the legislation was rewritten in a

conference committee in an acceptable form, and the compromise bill

becam% taw on 10 August as the National Security Act Amendments of

1949,
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The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 established the
Department cof Defense as the successor to the National Military
Establishment, thus reducing the Departments of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force to military rather than executive departments. The
Secretary of Defense was given "directiom, authority, and contxol'
over the Department, but the services were to be "'separately ad~
ninistered."” The Secretary was prohibited from transferring or
consolidating any combat functiomn, and he was required to report to
Congress any reassignment of nom-combat functions. The services
could no longer appeal directly to the President or the Bureau of
the Budget, but any Service Secretary or Chief of Staff could, after
notifying the Secretary of Defense, make recommendations to Congress
on his own initiative. The act established the position of Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who was charged to preside at meetings
of the Joint Chiefs, to prepare agenda for the meetings, and to
inform the President or Secretary of Defense of issues upon which
the Joint Chiefs had not been able to agree. The act provided that
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could not vote and that he
would heave no command authority. No changes were made in the exist-
ing status of the Munitions Boaxrd or in the Research and Development
Board. The Deputy Secretary of Defense was given precedence within
the Defense Department immediately after the Secretary, and three
Assistant Secretaries of Defense were authorized. The Secretaries
and under secretaries of the military departments and the chairman
of the Munitions and Research and Develapment Boards were designated
as non-permanent members of the Natiomal Security Council.

) ) s, ot
" ka3 w '

In its report on 16 December 1948, the Committee on Natiomal
Security Orgenization, headed by Ferdinand Eberstadt, proposed that
immediate steps should be taken to establish closer working relations
between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Research and Development
Boaxrd to assure that advances in weapons and weapon systems should
be adequately considered in the formulation of strategic plans.?
This recommendation, which could be effected without changes in
legislation, apparently reflected a growing appreciation of the
basic "closed-circle™ relationship between scientific development
and military strategy. According to Mr. Karl F. Kellerman, the”
Executive Director of the Research and Development Board's Committee
on Guided Missiles, however, the Research and Development Board found':
it very difficult to obtain long-range strategic guidance from the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. ''We ask them, 'Kellerman said, 'what the war
will be like so we can plan intelligently for new weapon development
and they counter by asking us what new weapons will be available so
they cen plan intelligently for the future war.'"L0  In the limited
defense budgets of the late 1940's, morxeover, research and develop-
ment funding had been reduced in favor of operating forces. 'There
are those in high positions in the Air Force today,' charged Major
General Donald L. Putt, the Director of Aix Force Research and
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Development, "who hold that research and development must be kept
under rigid control by 'requirements' and 'military characteristics'
promulgated by operational personnel who can only look into the
past and ask for bigger and better weapons of World War II

vintage. . . . They have not yet established that partnerwhip be-
tween the strategist and the scientist which is mandatory to insure
that superior strategy and technology which is essential to future
success against our potential enemies."

Taking note of the Eberstadt criticisms in a letter to Secretary
Symington on 15 January, Dr. Theodore von Karman, Chairman of the
USAF Scientific Advisory Board, doubted that they applied directly
to the Air Force but nevertheless held a meaning for all of the
military services. Von Karman reminded Symington that the facilities
of the Air Materiel Command at Wright Air Force Base were inadequate
for research in an era of supersonic flight, and he noted the im-
pression that the Air Force had made research and development too
subservient to the procurement of materiel. ''When research work
becomes too closely allied with operational and procurement problems, !
he postulated, 'one gets too little farlooking research work.''l2
Writing to Vandenmberg on the same day that he addressed Symington,
von Karman urged that the Air Force should again establish the
position of Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Development.

"Air supremacy,’ von Karmen noted, "will be an indispensable factor
in the event of another war. 1In the air battle, techmnical surprise
and general technical superiority will always be decisive. . .

DECISIVE technical superiorvity IN TIME OF WAR will go to the Slde

which most rapidly and exhaustively transforms new technical develop-
ments into pieces of battlespace equipment IN TIME OF PEACE." He was
certain that necessary long-range planning and more effective uti-
lization of specialized personnel, critical facilities, and limited
funds could come only through more centralized Air Staff control
over research and development activities,l3

When Vandenberg asked for guidance on research and development
from retired Lieutenant General Doolittle, he got much the same
opinion that he had received from Dr. von Karman. "Everyomne is for
research and development,! Doolittle shrewdly observed, '"just as
everyone is against sin. However, very few people will sacrifice
for it,"'4 Believing that soms comstructive action was necessaxy,
VanaMWu‘ig asked the Air University to make a study of the research

% ., 2¥€lopment structure of the Air Force. Im a compenion effort

f@;mﬁ7 April, General Fairchild asked the USAF Scientific Advisory

Board to give him advice on the same problem. A4s the twin projects
commenced, Major General Orvil Anderson headed the Air University
study committee, and von Karman named Dr, Louis N. Ridenour to head
the Scientific Advisory Board's special committee on research and
development. The two groups worked closely together during the
summer of 1949: the Ridenour committee submitted its report om 21
September and the Air University committee sent forward its recom~
mendations (which included a review of the Ridenour report) on

19 November. .
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"Any war which we can now foresee, " stated the Ridenour comalt-
tee, "will be an inter-continental war, and we must presume that in
such a conflict the Air Force would play a major role, since naval
blockade would be ineffective and land invasion against an un-
weakened enemy would be hazardous in the extreme. . . . Even more
important . . . 1s the deterrent effect of our air power upon the
Russians. . . . To maintain this jmpressive role during the years of
negotiation and diplomacy to come, the Air Force must retain its
present qualitative superiority." On the philosophical level, the
comnittee recommended: "If war is mnot imminent, then the Air Force
of the future is far more important than the force-in-being and
should, if mnecessary, be supported at its expense.'' More specific-
ally, the Ridenour committee recommended that a position of Deputy
Chief of Staff for Research and Development should be established
both to head such activities within the Air Staff and to command 2
new research and development command which should be divorced from
the procurement and production functions of the Air Materiel Cormmand.
The single agency research and development organization should be
made responsible for unified budgeting, thus making it possible to
identify the total costs of research and development. OStrong effoxrts
needed to be made to increase the number of technically-qualified
Air Force officers and civiliams and to make full use of their
capabilities. The committee recommended that the air research and
development command should be provided with expanded field facilities
but that such facilities ought to be uperated by civilian contractors,
thus allowing the &irx Force to concentrate its limited technical
manpower in the work of contract supervision and operational eval-
uation. Finally, the Ridenour group recommended that the technical
talent and facilities of the American universities and industries
should be utilized much more fully, particularly through contracts
for specific research and development projects. As an operating
procedure, the committee recommended that the Air Force make a needed
distinction between "components' and "systems.' A& ''system was con-
ceived to be an assemblage of interacting ecomponents' brought to-
gether to deal with a particular problem, such as strategic bombard-
ment or air defense. 'Within the Air Force,'" the committee recom-
mended, "the role of systems engineering should be substantially
strengthened, and systems projects should be attacked on a 'task
force' basis by teams of systems and components specialists organized
on a semi-permanent basis. "l

After making its own study of Air Force research and development,
the Air University committee stated: "We cannot hope to win a future
war on the basis of manpower and resouxces. We will win it only
through superior technology and superior strategy." The commlttee
believed that Air Force leaders generally recognized the importance
of research and development but that the pressures of day-to-day
operational, materiel, and political problems prevented the imple-
mentation of vigorous exploratory programs. 1t believed that a
positive system designed to secure interactions between science and
strategy had to be established as an absolute and automatic function
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rather than as a voluntary functioning of personalities. Since “
program stability was the pressing requirement in research and
development, the Air University recommended that fluctuations in
availability of persomnel and funds should be absorbed in those
activities which were associated with the force-in-being and not
associated with the Air Force of the future, The Air University
committee generally endorsed the recommendations of the Ridenour
group, and General George C. Kemney, now the commander of the Air
University, added a strong personal approval to the report of the
Air University committee: '"As long as we remain ahead of any possible
opponent technically," he wrote, ''we could not lose a war; but if we
once fall behind technically, it is difficult to see how we could
win a waxr of the future,'7

In Washington on 2 December 1949, a conference headed by
Lieutenant Gemeral K. B. Wolfe, Deputy Chief of Staff for Materiel,
and with representatives from the Aix Staff, the Air Materiel
Command, and the Air University, reviewed the Ridenour and Air
University reports on research and development and recommended that
General Vandenberg implement the philosophy contaimed in them. The
conference noted that Vandenberz had four deputies who were regpon-~
sible 'for the air force of today" and suggested that it would he
logical to establish a fifth Deputy Chief of Staff for Development
who would be responsible for the VAir Force of the future." The
conference also recommended that the Air Force accept reductions in
its combat force~in-being as were necessary to support the estab-

lishment of a separate air research and development command. By
implication, the Wolfe group did not accept the unorthodox Ridenour
recommendation that the Deputy Chief of Staff for Development should
also command the separate air research and development command.

With approval from Vandenberg, the Office of Deputy Chief of Staff
for Development was established on 23 January 1950, when Major
General Saville assumed the position as deputy chief. The new ofifice
was provided with two directorates: Requirements and Research and
Development.

With the understanding that its growth would be evolutionary
through a gradual assumption of research and development functions
and facilities from the Air Materiel Command, the Air Research and
Development Gommand was established under Major Gemerzl Schlatter in
Washington on 23 January 1950. Many months would elapse before the
new command could begin to operate, but the Air Force had indicated
its intention to devote new emphasis to the building of force
capabilities for the future.l? "Based on our present concept, that
of retaliation," explained Major General Putt on 16 February 1950,
"we have given our enemy two very important advantages, initiation
and time. We shall, of necessity, have to depend on outwitting him
in strategy and outplacing him In technology. . . . It is apparent
that in modern strategy and technology, developments in one are
largely predicated on or affected by developments in the other. Ve,
therefore, arrive at the general position that national security
will depend on our combining these two variables which we conirol,
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our strategy and our technology. This in a sense defines the
magnitude and importance of technology to our military security. 20

% % % %

"The primary function of the armed forces is, when called upon
to do so,"” stated the basic War Department outline for the postwar
organization of the U.8. military establishment, "to support and,
within the sphere of military effort, to enforce the national policy
of the nation. There must be a complete correlation of natiomnal
policy with military policy; of the golitical ends to be sought with
the military means to achieve them. "2l According to this concept
that the role of the armed forces was to give authority to the con-
duct of American diplomacy, the foreign policy of the United States
assumed the nsture of an absolute, which would desirably be supported
as necessary by appropriately-prepared military forces. Actually,
however, from the start of the postwar period American foreign,
military, and economic policies bore a closed-circle relationship in
which a weakness in any one of the policies made for a weakmess in
them all. Dismissing for the moment the argument as to whether
it was good or bad for the military to participate in the making of
foreign policy, Major General Norstad observed in May 1947 that
"military comnsiderations do, in fact, play a large part in the
determination of foreign policy and its implementation. This being
so, it is doubly important that the military at all times remain
subordinate to the political. 22

In a discussion with Secretary Forrestal in early September
1947, Major General Norstad, who was still troubled about the pros-
pects of military participation in diplomatic decisions, stated his
view that the National Security Council might well become a forum in
which military representatives could insure that the State Department
did not undertake far-reaching policies requiring an amount of
militaxy support that could not be supplied by available capabilities,
Seeking a clarification at the first meeting of the National Security
Council on 26 September 1947, Forrestal volunteered his conception
that the Council '"would serve as an advisory body to the President,
that he would take its advice in due comsideration, but that de-
termination of and decisions in the field of foreign policy would,
of course, be his and the Secretary of State's. "3 After this,
the National Security Council met ordinarily on the first and third
Thursdays of each month to consider aspects of foreign, military,
and domestic policy and to provide single sets of recommendations on
particular problems to President Truman. If the'President approved
the policy recommendations, the NSC papers became the administration's
policy. The chief advantage of the Natiomal Security Council ap-
peared to be that it gave an opportunity for a member whose activity
would be affected by a given policy to express his views and have
his views expressed to the President.?4 In order to provide a means
for exchanging political and military advice a standing interdepart-
mental group known as the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee was
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established in December 1944, and in October 1945 the Secretaries of
State, War, and Navy had designated the SWNCC as "the agency to

reconcile and coordinate acticn to be takem by . . . the departments
on matters of common interest . . . and establisii policies on
politico~-military questions.’ 1In 1947, SWNCC was redesignated as

the State, Navy, Air Force Coordinating Committee (SAWACC) and,
despite the establishment of the National Security Council, the
interzovernmental agency contimued to function at_the working level
during the administration of Secretary Forrestal.Z

According to the prevailing concept of proper military-civil
relations of the late 1940's, the State Departument was expected to
define foreign policy and the Defense Department was expected to
implement it as requested with force commitments. When State
Department planners began to atfempt to prepare an integrated state-
ment of foreign policy, however, they ran into the imwediate problem
that na one could authoritatively define the basic naticnal objectives
of the United States. The files of the State Department and National
Security Council were £illed with papers dealing with separate
problems and areas, each of which dealt with separate problems and
areas and included specific objectives, but there was no consclidated
statement of basic American purposes. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
encountered this same problem. In October 1949, General Bradley
told Congressional investigatocs that in the absence of any author-
itative definition, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had assumed: '"The
people of the United States have as their national objective a
desire for peace and security without sacrifice of either the basic
rights of the individual or the present sovereignty we cherish.
Secondly, we intend to maintain our political way of life and our
form of govermment in our own country. . . . Oux third objective is
to maintain, and to raise, if possible, our American standazd of
living. And fourth, we Americans would like to have peace and
security for the entire world, and all the good that these conditions
can bring." Bradley conceived that the national objectives did unot
"demand a similar political way of life or a similar Fform of govern-
ment in other countries of the world" and that they imcluded a hope
for "the successful development of an effective world oxgamnization,
based on the United Nations." In their approach to the problem, the
State Department plammers finally decided that the basic national
purpose of the United States was best expressed in the preamble to
the Constitution: ". . . to form a more perfect Unlon, establish
Justice, insure Domestic Tranquillity, provide for the common defense,
promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to
ourselves and our Posterity.' Imn L949 the House Coumitiee on Arxrmed
Services was in agreement with these generalized objectives, but
it suggested that the Nationmal Security Council ought to issue 'a
firm statement of principles upon which the Joint Chiefs of Staff
may rely as an official expression of their civilian leaders.'

Seeking "the containment of communism and . . . the defense of
America,"27 the United States lent military and economlc assistance
to counter Soviet aggression in Iran, Greece, Turkey, Trieste, and

250

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958

-




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

Berlin. On 7 May 1948, however, President Truman told Secretary
Forrestal that annual military budgets must be kept relatively stable
in order that they would not 'cut too deeply into the civilian
economy,”23 and at this time the domestic economie policy of the
United States began to become the absolute which in no small part
prevalled over both the foreign and military policy. Although the
United States hoped to restore a balance of power in both Europe and
Asia,29 the successful civil war waged by the Chinese Communists
affected American influence in East Asia. 1In Korea the United States
remained committed to the political objective of securing the unifi-
cation and independence of the divided nation, but on 25 September
1947 the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered that the Awerican occupa-
tion troops could better be used elsewhere and would be extrewely
vulnerable in the event of a general war. They accordingly in-
formed President Trumsn: "From the standpcint of wmilitary security,
the United States has little strategic interest in maintaining the
present troops and bases in Korea.' In response to an American
request, the United Netions General Assembly entertained the Korean
unification problem and on 10 May 1948 it sponsored elections which
formed the legitimate government of the Republic of Korea. The
United States undertook to train and equip Republic of Korea arued
forces strong enough to provide security "ageinst any but an overt
act of aggression by North Korean or other forces.!" The last of the
American occupatlion forces were withdrawn from Korea on 29 June
1949, In the summer of 1949, subsequenti to the defeat of the
Chinese Wationalist government on wainland China and its retreat to
Formosa, State Department planners quexied the Defense Department as
to whether, if political and psychological reasons demanded, the
United States could commit military forces to the defense of Formesa
without improperly inbalancing the force deployment necessary for
security against the contingency of general war with the Soviet
Union. The Defense Department replied it could not under the limi-
tations of the $13 billiom military budget.3l Operating with a
relatively fixed amnual budget despite the growing costs of modern-
ization and the need to counter growing Soviet aixr offensive
capabilities, the Air Force was compelled to curtail its oversea
operations, '""We have already closed out the Caribbean Air Command,”
Vandenberg pointed out in May 1950, ''Perhaps,' he added, !the
nation should be willing to sacrifice some of its influence in
Europe and Asia in order to strengthenm its air defemses at home."3?
In the postwar years members of the State Department Policy
Planning Staff assumed the habit of conferring directly with membexs
of the Joint Strategic Survey Committee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
in regard to military problems, and the SANACC provided an additlional
working-level agency for exchanging information and arriving at
policies. In the autumn of 1949, however, Secretary of Defense
Johnson ruled that State Department contacts with the Defense
Department would be cleared through his offlice. Johnson later ex-
plained that he was seeking to insure that basic decisions would be
made by the top echelens rather than by suboxdinate offices, but
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some persons believed that the Secretary was concerned lest pressures
Lrom the State Department to imcrease military Fforces would make it
difficult for him to carry out his mandate to limit military
spending.33 Because he thought that it was improper for the National
Security Council to be called upon to discuss watters that had
already been agreed to at lower levels, Johnson abolished SANACC.3%
Sengitive to charges that the Department of Defense was attempting

to determine foreign policy, Johnson asseirted: '"The Defense Department
is concerned with the military. . . . Heither the Secretary of
Defense nor his assistants nor che Joint Chiefs of Staff nor the
Chairman have . . . tried to fix . . . foreign policy. We have
stayed out of that. . . . When foreign policy is determimed, then our
line is deterwined. Within that foreign policy it is our duty to
work."35 General Bradley and rhe Joint Chiefs also attempted to ad-
here to this distinction between foreign and military policy. "We
are asked the military implications of certain policies, and we try
to restrict ourselves to wmilitary implications of various phases of
foreign policy,' he said. '"This is our job as adviser to the
Government on wmilitary matters. . . . We have never, to my knowledge,
advocated any action which was not in accordance with the foreign
policy in effect at that time."3

2. Soviet Huclear Weapons and Technological Challenze

¥hile the leaders of the Uaited States had recognized that no
nation could maintain a compleiz monopoly of nuclear weapons, re-
sponsible American scientists had not expected the Soviet Union to
deconate an atomic weapon before 1952, at the soonest. Harly in
1949, however, an Air Force lonz-range detection service had begun
to fly missions to search the upper atmosphere for evidence of
atomic explosions anywhere in tne northern hewisphere, and on 3
September 1949 one of the search planes picked up a radioactive air
sample over the North Pacific., After reviewing the evidence, a
special coumittee of Atomic Energy Commission experts stated pos-
itively that an atomic explosioca had occurred somewhere in Asia
petyeen 26-29 August 1949. 'We have evidence,' Presiden: Truman
told the American people on 23 September, "that within recent weeks
an atomic explosion occurred in the U,8.S.R."37

What was surprisinz was not that the Soviet Union had developed
an A-bombd put that it had done so wmore rapidly than had been pre-
dicted. 1In a wagazine article published during October 1949, General
Bradley cautioned that the Soviet A-~bomb "is no occasion for
hysteria. . . . For an industrially backward country, the making of
an atomic bomb Is not so difficult as the problem of turning it out
in quantity and delivering ic. 4As long as America vetains (as it
can) a tremendous advantage in A-bomb quantity, quality and de-
liverability, the deterrent efrect of the bomb against an aggressor
will continue. Sustained research and development can keep us far
in the lead with methods for incercepting enewy boub-carriers. No
one can predici what the weapons of the future may be; in the long
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run our promise of security lies in the combined, unparalleled
. inventiveness and industrial skill of Western Europe and America. 138

% % % W

In spite of an official analysis that "the fission bomb was not
a mortal threat to the United States'" both because of its finite
destructive power and the fact that the Soviets would require several
years to stockpile such weapons,3? American officials were shaken by
the knowledge that the Soviets had the A-bomb. The immediate effect
of the Soviet nuclear capability was to stimulate research and
development in the field of nuclear weapons, and the products of the
effort would have important effects upon national strategic planning.

"At the end of World War II," observed W. Sterling Cole,
Chairman of the Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
"there was a general slowdown in our entire military program, in-
cluding atomic weapon development. This relaxation was due in large
measure to a general belief that a lasting peace had been acconr
plished, that we would enjoy atomic monopoly for some years, and
that there would be international control of atomic weapons."

The two World War LI atomic weapons that had been employed against
Japan had been large and awlkward "laboratory!' models which could not
have been transported by planes smaller than B-29's, and even these
aircraft had to be especially modified for the purpose. As has been
noted, there was a prevalent belief in scientific and military
. circles in the late 1940's that the world's supply of fissionable
uranium was very scarce. While Air Force leaders recognized the
desirability of a "family'" of atomic weapons which could be employed
against an entire spectrum of targets, they believed on good
authority that fissionmable material would always be scarce and that
small atomic bombs could not be designed or produced, and consequently
favored the development and stockpiling of the larger and more-
efficient atomic weapons that would be employed in a strategic air
offensive, The Military Liaison Committee made Army, Navy, and Air
Force requirements known to the Atomic Energy Commission, but the
Department of Defense was only one of the 'customers'" of this pro-
duction agency. Since 1946 many scientists had been more interested
in the employment of the atom for peace than for war.

As early as April 1942, atomic scientists Edward Teller and
Enrico Fermi discussed the possibility of developing a fusion-reaction
thermonuclear weapon that would yield infinitely more power than the
fission-type atomic weapon. But the decision had been made to de~-
velop the atomic bomb, and, while a small research program on the
thermonuclear energy was continued, the Atomic Energy Cowmmission
gave no major consideration to the question of undertaking active
development of a thermonuclear weapon, which would be better known
as the "H-bomb.'" Immediately after Truman's announcement in
September 1949 that an atomic explosion had occurred in the Soviet
Union, a staff paper was prepared in the Joint Committee on Atomic
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Fnergy advocating that an H-bomb be developed, to which the Atomic
Energy Commission replied that it was doing all that it could in the
thermonuclear field. On the Atomic Energy Commission, however, re-
tired Admiral Lewis L. Strauss reasoned that the United States could
not afford merely to seek to maintain an arithmetic lead over the
Russiane in stockpiling A-bombsj on 5 October he accordingly proposed
to his colleagues that the time had come for "a quantum jump™ and an
intensive effort to develop the thermonucléar weapon., The Atomic
Energy Commission's General Advisory Committee of scientists and
engineers opposed a crash program to develop an H~bomb on both
technical and moral grounds, and the majority of the membership of
the Atomic Energy Commission did not favor an all-out thermonuclear
program. On 9 November, however, the entire problem was laid before
President Truman. Writing to Truman on 25 November, Strauss recom-
mended that Truman direct the Atomic Energy Commission 'to proceed
with the development of the thermonuclear bomb, at highest priority
subject only to the judgment of the Department of Defense as to its
value as a weapon, and of the advice of the Department of State as
to the diplomatic consequences of its unilateral renunciation or its
possession.™

Early in November the H-bomb controversy blossomed in the
American public press, with elaborate arguments being developed on
both sides. Troubled by the divided opinion in the Atomic Energy
Commission report, President Truman on 10 November designated
Secretary of State Dean Achesom, Secretary of Defense Johnson, and
AEC Chairman DPavid E. Lilienthal as a special subcommittee ot the d
National Security Council to make recommendations to him. In the
following weeks, the Departments of State and Defense moved into
accord on the necessity of producing thermonuclear weapons, as did
the Joint Congressional Committee. The matter nevertheless continued
under consideration until late January 1950, when the confession or
Dr. Klaus Fuchs, a former group leader at the Los Alamos atomic
weapons laboratory, that he had passed nuclear secrets to the
Russians demanded an immediate decision. In a day-long meeting on
31 January, Secretavies Acheson and Johnson agreed upon the need for
immediate and full-scale development of the thermonuclear bomb.
Lilienthal opposed the majority view, arguing that there was a con-~
siderable doubt as to the technical feasibility of thermonuclear
weapons and advocating that a better course of action would be to
create more flexible atomic weapons. At the conclusion of the dis-
cussion, the special committee recommended that President Truman
direct the Atomic Energy Commission to take immediate steps to
develop a thermonuclear weapon. Accepting the recommendation,
Truman anmounced on 31 January that on the previous day he had
directed the Atomic Energy Commission "to continue i1ts work on all
forms of atomic weapons, including the so-called hydrogen or
super~bomb. "43

Contrary to the expectations of Lilienthal, who resigned &s
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission on 15 February and was
shortly thereafter replaced by Gordon Dean, the United States would
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not only develop a thermonuclear weapon but the ewmphasis upon weapons
. aspects of nuclear energy would also shortly provide the begimmings
of a family of nuclear weapons. Late in February 1950, the Atomic
Energy Commission announced that it could turn out A-bombs on a
virtual production line basis. Thus the critical problem of atomic
supply--long considered a question in military planning--had ap-
parently been solved. As a matter of fact, there had never been a
scarcity of uranium ores., What had happened was that the militar;
had based its requirements on an assumpiion that raw materials wou.d
rigidly limit production. With requirements so limited, the Atomic
Energy Commission did not step up its msterials procurement program
because requirements could be met without expanding existing sources.
Higher prices offered for uranium ores in 1950 led to the discovery
of large mineral reserves in the United States. Technological in-
novations in the thermonuclear program also permitted refinements in
A-bomb technology. In May 1950 a military requirement for a small
bomb which could be delivered by high-performance aircraft was stated
to the AEC, and in this same month the Sandia Corporation reported
that it would be possible to proceed with the manufacture ot an
etficient A-bomb which could be transported and dropped by fighter-
type aircratt.#4 Wnere nuclear weapons had been previously available
only for strategic air warfare employments, they could now be de-
veloped for tactical air warfare applications.

% % % %

. Under the privilege of academic freedom and with the undex-
standing that their views did not necessarily represent ofticial
viewpoints, the faculty and students of the Air University had begun
to make analyses of the effect of nuclear weapons on warfare as early
as 1947. An Air War College seminar which studied the import of the
atomic bomb on strategy and tactics concluded in April 1947 that

"the initial blow suffered by any nation from an atomic attack can

be decisive.'3 After making a detailed analysis of the threat to
the United States posed by the Soviet Union, Air War College students
concluded in June 1948: "All measures short of direct military action
to contain the threat of Communist domination are of doubtful effect
in meeting the exacting requirements in preserving our natiomal life.
Military action using weapons of mass destruction, prior to the
Soviet development of these weapons, in final essence appears to be
the onlzﬁultimate means of attaining security of our nation and the
world.™ Speaking to the Air Command and Staff School in June

1949, Major General Orvil Anderson sought to outline the new patterns
of air warfare in an atomic age. He said: "In World War II no

fighter cap ever . . . gave adequate protection to any surface
target. . . . The attackers always came through. . . . They always
paid in attrition . . . but air came through, and the indications

are strong that as technology advances the ability of air to come
through at lesser and lesser costs is quite clear, quite apparent.
You will reach the point in the distant future when you won't even
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think of opposing air in the air. . . . We'll go back to a counter-
artillery work. We'll fight them at the launching site or we won't
fight them."¥7 1In an article published in October 1949, Lieutenant
Colonel Harry M. Pike, of the Air Command and Staff College faculty,
frankly questicned whether the United States ought to attempt an air
defense effort. "If our enemies send over great mumbers of aircraft
carrying enough atomic bomb-type weapons to attain a goodly part of
their strategic objectives, and if our air defense system is capable
of destroying only about ten psrcent of their planes and probably a
lesser percentage of their missiles.'" Pike asked, '"is the expendi-
ture of such an enormous sum oi money--probably billions of dollars--
for an air defense system feasible and acceptable? Are there perhaps
other places for us to put our amoney in crder that the pxrobability
of attack might be made more remote?! If military funds were of
little or no consideration, Pike would have favored "a mighty defense
effort aimed at making this country literally unpenetrable," but
under existing funds limitations he argued that an air defense
system could not 'rate a high rung on the priority ladder.'t4d

The notion that the United States might conduct a preventive
war against Soviet nuclear capabilities was completely unacceptable
to Thomas K. Finletter, who replaced Symington as Secretary of the
Air Force on 24 April 1950. Speaking to the Air War College on 23
May, Finletter stated bluntly: "I believe that preventive war is not
a possible policy for the United States governmment to carry out at
this time. . . . Anybody who advocates a preventing war . . . is
simply talking the easiest way and is not willing to face up to the
tremendously difficult political and military things we have to do.
I think that the American people want their military leaders and
their political leaders to work themselves out of this mess in some
way which is consistent with the spirit and the creed of the American
people.'9 0On 7 June, Major General Saville told Air War College
students that there were good military reasons why the Air Force
could not reasonably think about preventive war. While scientists
assumed that the nuclear explosion in August 1949 had been Russia's
first test, 1t was possible that earlier tests had not been dis-
coverad and the Soviet Unlon might have a stockpile of weapons. In
order to wage preventive war and simultaneously shield the United
States from counter-attack, the Strategic Air Command would have to
destroy the Soviet Long-Range Alr Force in the initial air assault.
As of early 1950, the Air Force did not have the recommaissance and
intelligence of Russia which could pinpoint the location of Soviet
aircraft for an initial attack or keep account of their deployments
once an attack was begun. Saville suggested that at best preventive
war might well turn into a sitvation wherein "I'll beat your brains
out and you beat my brains out.'

At the Massachusetts Institute of Techmology, Dr. George Valley,
Jr., a professor of physics and a member of the USAF Scientific
Advisory Board, apparently read Lieutenant Colonel Pike's article
that degraded the potential of air defense. Professor Valley believed
that an air defense system capable of blunting an enemy attack could
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be had with modern technology at a cost that would not unduly

detract from the support of the strategic air striking arm, and he
recommended that a scientific study be made of air defense. Generals
Vandenberg and Fairchild immediately called in key members of the
Scientific Advisory Board and requested that action be taken to
execute Valley's proposal. In November 1949, Vandenberg established
an Air Defense Systems Engineering Committee under Valley and charged
it to determine "the operational development of equipment and tech-
nigues~-on an air defense system basis--which would produce meximum
effective air defemse for a minimum dollar investment.” The com-
mittee of eight scientists--most of whom were associated with the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology--met on weekends at the
Cambridge Research Laboratories. In March 1950, the Valley committee
proposed that a new system of close-in radar nets, communications
facilities, information-processing computers, fighter-interceptors,
and unmanned interceptor missiles would increase the probable kill
ratio of attacking aircraft from 10 to 30 percent. .It estimated

that the interior defense would require some eight to ten mechanized
air defense systems and that each would cost about one billion
dollars.>%

YThe period which we all realized must some day come when inter-
continental air warfare would be a possibility,' General Fairchild
stated on 7 February 1950, "'is now at hand. . . . Air Force thought
and action is oriented about the concept that our primary effort
must be directed toward providing the means of surviving such an
atomic phase, not only without disaster, but so that our relative
strength would be such that we may mobilize and bring to bear any
forces that may be required to assure victory.' Fairchild believed
that the Soviet atomic weapon had increased the importance of the
American strategic striking force. "Indeed," he said, "its continued
effective, efficient existence is the greatest deterrent against the
possibility of occurrence of another great conflict. If, through
the grave miscalculation ot others, such a conflict should neverthe-
less occur, it is our strategic striking rorce that we must put
primary reliance upon for protection of our homeland by the destruc-
tion of the bases and remaining aircratt of the long-range forces
directed against us and for so reducing enemy capacity to support
his war ettort that we may gain the time required for ultimate
victory." Even though the strategic striking force continued to be
of "First importance" and "first priority," Fairchild called for a
new emphasis on air defense forces. '"We must," he said, "provide
the greatest degree ot air defense attainable, within the means
available to us.'" 'The Air Force could no longer expect to mobilize
air defense units in a time of emergency. "Air-defensive forces,"
Fairchild rules, "must be trained and equipped and in place and
actually on 24~hour alert if they are to be committed to combat in
defense against any sudden atomic attack--possibly one in great
force." In view of the budgetary situation and the need to emphasize
both the air striking and air derense forces, the Air Force had no
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choice but further to reduce tue priovity of the tactical air force.
While the Air Force would continue to program scame tactical air
groups to permit peacetime fraining and developuent of tacties and
doctrine, the tactical air force would not be adequate for the
support of any large-scale surtace operation immediately on the cut~
break of hostilities. Such a porce would have to be uwobilized after
a war's beginning,

Speaking candidly of the importance of the stragetic striking
force on 10 My, Vandenberg visualized a ifuture war: 'An alert enemy
will strike us first. Further, our defense forces in being will kill
some of the attackers but only a small percentage. To be really
effective, we must have an air defense capable of killing enemy aix
power at its source. We ourselves must strike effectively before
much else can be done by anybody. As was the case in the last war,
it is up to the Air Force to carry the war to the enewy and to gain
alr superilority before surface operations in force can be succes-
sively undertaken. "3 . Asked to explain the Air Force philosophy of
ailr defense on 7 June, Major General Saville emphasized the
"relationship between Air Defense, the Air Offensive, and Time.'

"L believe it's obvious to us all,' said Saville, "that when we had
exclusive ownership of the A-bomb we had a relative position in
which we were going over the enemy and drop A-bombs on him and he
was going to drop TNT on us. . . . And, at that tiwme, it was pex-
fectly proper completely to ignore the Air Defemse vusiness, go into
the Air Offensive and give couplete preoccupation to the ailr of-
fensive. But when the enemy starts A-bomb stockpiling, you get a
different situation. You're back into the relative war again."
Saville thought that the time had come to go back cvo the "l5-year
old theory . . . that a well owxganized air attack once launched can-
not be stopped. . . . I think you have to stop it before it is
launched and you can do so by cffensive means only."” Thus Saville
believed that the time had come for the Strategic Air Command to
take the counter-atomic offensive as its number one mission., Al-
though Saville suggested that o form of air defense could be more
than 60 percent successful, he nevertheless urged that the United
States must build a centralized air defense system of a magnitude
that could be calculated in terms of its monetary costs to the
United States and to the Soviet Unlon., In other words, would a
dollar expended for air defense cost the Russians more than such an
amount to augment their offensive capabilities in order to sustaln
the casualties which the air defenses would inflict on an attacking
force? Saville's ''guestimate' was that the United States could
afford to build an air defense system with ""two notch' radar--one
set of radars at the interior defense line and another on offshore
picket vessels--and some 67 air defense squadrons, the whole system
to be capable of inflicting about 30 percent casualties on an
attacking force, BSuch a defense would nolb prevent some A-boubs from
falling on the United States, but it would introduce Imponderables
and additional requirements into an enemy's offensive plans, which
would give the United States some five years that it would need to
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gear its forces to fight an atomic war. 8aville did not Ffavor the
construction of a much more expensive ''three notch" radar system,
with a4 very extended early-warning radar line, until it could be
determined whether other intelligence efforts could not provide the
"early, early warning'" more cheaply., He summed up his remarks by
mentioning what he jocularly called the "Saville theory' of air
defense: that the Unilted States ought to try to gain as much time
as possible in order to prepare itself to fight in an air war in
which both adversaries would possess nucleax capabilit1es.5

¥ &% b %

At the same time that he directed the Atomic Energy Commission
to begin to develop thermonuclear weapons on 30 January 1950,
President Truman called upon the Secretaries of State and Defense
to undertake a basic review of the national political and militacy
strategy of the United States in the light of the Soviet atomic
explosion. The two secretaries in turn ordered that the work would
be undertaken by an ad hoc group from the State Department's Policy
Planning Staff headed by Paul H. Hitze and from the Joint Strategic
Sutrvey Committee where Major General Truman H. Landon would head a
team. At the start of the study, Major General Landon was said to
have felt that he had to support the $13 billion military budget
that had been accepted by both Johnson and Bradley, but Hitze wanted
a broader-scale study that would compute requivements without ref-
erence to arbitrary financial support. After accepting the central
purpose of American policy as being the establishuwent and maintenance
of conditions throughout the world under which the democratic ex-~
periment as laid down in the Constitution couvld survive and prosper
within the United States, the ad hoc group viewad the principal
threat to this objective as stemming from the Kremlin's design for
world domination. The planners believed, however, that the Kremlin
placed first importance on the maintenance of their regime in the
Soviet Union, second importance on the preservation of their power
base in Russia, and third importance upon the objective of eventual
world domination. The planners did not believe that the Communaist
leaders would initiate a general war until they had developed their
atomic stockpile to respectable proportions, which might take them
to 1954. While the Soviets could be expected to attempt to subvert,
weaken, and discredit the coalition forces opposing them, the
planners doubted that the Kremlin would attempt any overt aggression
until it was better prepared for the contingency that local war
might spread into general war.

When the State Depaxtment planners had outlined foreign policy
objectives, the determination of the alternatives permitted by the
U.S, military posture concerned both the State and Delense members
of the ad hoc study group. One alternative was to continue with
limited military forces. This course had already proven unsatis-
factory: in the summer of 1949, when the rolicy Plamming Staff had
queried the Joint Strategic Survey as to whether it was necessary
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to attain air superiority prior to the mounting of a strategic air
offensive, it had been told that air superiority was essential but
that it simply could not be planned for within a $13 billion military
budget. Another equally unsatisfactory course was to sacrifice
foreign commitments and to withdraw U.S. power to the western
hemisphere. A third alternative was to take advantage of the avail-
able nuclear stockpile and initiate hostilities as soon as possible.
The fourth é}ternative"-which the group recommended--was to initiate
an immediate' and large-scale build~up of American and Allied military
and general stremgth with the cxpectation of developmng an adequate
power shield which the United States could both resist local Soviet
aggressions and deter general war, while concurrently developing
means other than all-out war which would eventually achieve a
modification iR the nature of the Soviet regime. In mid-March the
ad hoc group cipculated its paper through the Pentagon, where it
was endorsed by\the three service secretaries and the members of the
Joint Chiefs of \Staff. On 12 April President Truman tentatively
approved it by referring it to the National Security Council which
would estimate the programs and costs involved in its implementation.
Handling the paper as NSC-68, the National Security Coumcil soon
estimated that the expanded military program would cost about $50
billion a year for a number of years., While these defense expendi-
tures appeared large, they appeared also to be within the economic
potential of the United States.

At the same time that the State-Defense ad hoc study group was
preparing NSC-68, Congress had begun hearings on the Department of ‘
Defense budget for fiscal year 1951. Even though the budget esti-
mates had been set up well before the atomic explosion in Russia,
Secretary Johnson and General Bradley both defended the $13 billion
budget when they appeared before the House Military Appropriations
Subcommittee on 12 January 1950. The $13 billion budget had been
divided, with $4.018 billion to go to the Army, §3,881 billion to
the Navy, and $4.433 billion to the Air Force. Within this budget
ceiling, the Army would maintain 10 combat divisions and 48 anti~
aircraft artillery battalions--47 of these battalions having been
added to the Army program for 1951 to counter the Soviet air threat.
By making reductions in force (including limited status for the
battleship Missouri), Admiral Forrest P. Sherman, the new Chief of
Naval Operations, had obtained concurrence from the Joint Chiefs to
operate seven large aircraft carriers, but because of its reduced
appropriations the Navy planned to reduce its attack carrier air
groups from 14 to 9, its antisubmarine squadrons from 8 to 7, its
patrol squadrons from 30 to 20, and its Marine air squadrons from
23 to l2. The Air Force would continue to possess a regular force
of 48 groups and 13 separate squadrons, while another 27 groups
would be manned by the Air National Guard and 25 by the Air Force
Reserve. While these 48 regular groups could not be equipped with
modern aircraft, the $1.2 billion allocated for Air Force procure-
ment would permit the Air Force to introduce additional jet Ffightexr
alrcraft into its inventory and to complete the equipment of three
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of the four heavy bomber wings and the two strategic reconnaissance
wings with B-36 aircraft. Even though the $13 billion budget
ceiling had been set before the Soviet atomic explosion, Secretary
Johnson asserted that the Joint Chiefs had long anticipated such an
event and had tailored the forces to such an eventuality. Barring
unforeseen changes in the international situation, Johnson volun-
teered the additional information that the Department of Defense
would submit a budget request for another $13 billion in fiscal
year 1952. !'Frankly, considering the intelligence estimates that
we have available, and realizing that the amount of money which our
economy can stand for defense is a Presidential responsiblity,”
General ngdley said, "I am in complete agreement with that
ceiling."

Throughout the spring of 1950, President Truman faced the issue
of whether the nation should go to the $50 billion military budget
that the foreign situation required or adhere to the $13 billion
ceilings set in terms of the internal domestic economy. The United
States was still in an economic recession: during fiscal year 1950
receipts from taxes continued to decline and there would be a deficit
of some $3 billion. In order to triple the military budgec the
United States would have to increase_taxes heavily and to impose
various kinds of economic controls. Although Truman postponed
decision on NSC-68, Secretary Johnson appeared before a reconvened
meeting of the House Military Appropriations Subcommittee on 26
April and requested an additional $350 million for fiscal year 195L.
"We want always that our Air Force, and Navy Air, shall be equal to
the demand of the world situation. As long as there is doubt om
anybody's part, who ought to be competent to judge," Johnson ex-
plained, "we shall try to err on the side of safety.’ Johnson ac-
cordingly asked that the additional money should be subdivided with
$200 million going to the Air Force for aireraft procurement, $100
million to the Navy for new planes, and $50 million to be expended
in converting and operating Navy anti-submarine vessels. Johnson
also stated that Ffour squadrons of Marine aircraft slated for in-
activation would be continued without additional appropriation.

The additional 5200 million would permit the Air Force to procure 77
production aircraft (medium bombers and medium and heavy transports),
to rehabilitate 228 primary trainer aircraft, and to convert 71 B-29
medium bombers into aerial refueling tankers,59 but the Air Force
received no mandate for expansion. To General Vandenberg {(who had
allowed General Fairchild to justify the Air Force buaget for 1951
and had thus escaped having to endorse limited military expenditures)
the gap between requirements for the Air Force and Alx Force capa-
bilities was nothing short of tragic. ''The simple and appaling
fact," he told Air War College students in May 1950, 'is that we
will not be able to support even 48 groups out of the resources which
have been proposed for us for Fiscal Year 1952." 1In an address in
Detroit on 19 May, Vandenberg disagreed in public with Secretary
Johnson's contention that U,8, military forces were sufficient and
warned that the United States could not expect to mobiljze for a

261

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

war after it had absorbed a large-scale air attack. In another
public address on 16 June, Vandenberg again disagreed with the
administration's policy of limiting and reducing the strength of
the Air Force, while at the same time it placed more and more re-
sponsibility on it. Even though Vandenberg got on the record in
opposition to the limited defemnse posture prevailing in the spring
of 1950, his warnings did not move the administration toward re-
armament. In East Asia, however, the Soviets were about to unleagh
the forces of aggression that would compel the United States to
make a complete reappraisal of its military requirements.

3. Strategic Implications of Limited War in Korea
|

In a statement of American policy toward China on 16 December
1945, President Truman had looked upon the establishment of a strong,
united, and democratic China as being of the utmost importance to
the success of the United Nations, but he had emphasized that the
United States would not employ "military infervention to influence
the course of any Chinese internal strife."®l president Truman
would not be willing to deviate from this policy, and thus it would
never be known whether the employment of American military foreces
might have made it possible for Nationalist China to have withstood
the Chinese Communist military victory. Some RAND scholars would
later argue that the critical problems faced by the Chinese
Nationalists were inflation and corruption and a consequent loss of
troop morale. These men believed that a relatively small mumber of
American officers and enlisted men could have straightened out the
probleme of logistics, technical services, and finance for the
Chinese Nationalist Army and that this assistance together with
American air support and a moderate aid program for the Chigese
economy might have prevented the Chinese Communist victory.®2 "The
decision to withhold previously pledged American support,!" General
Douglas MacArthur would write, "was one of the greatest mistakes
ever made in our history. '3

Following the withdrawal of American military forces from Korea
in June 1949, the mission of General MacArthur's Far East Command
was limited to the defense of the geographical region including
Japan, the Ryukyus, the Marianas, and the Philippines. In an inter-
view with a newspaper correspondent in Tokyo early in 1949, MacArthur
did not include the Republic of Korea within America's defense re-
sponsibilities. !'"Now the Pacific has become an Anglo-Saxon lake,"
MacArthur was quoted as saying, "and our line of defense runs through
the chain of islands fringing the coast of Asia. It starts from the
Philippines and continues through the Ryukyu archipelago which in-
cludes its broad main bastion, Okinawa. Then it bends back through
Japan and the Aleutian Island chain to Alaska." In an apparent
effort to clarify a position relative to Formosa, Secretary of State
Acheson in a speech before the Natiomal Press Club on 12 January
1950 stated that the defensive perimeter of the United States ran
from the Aleutians to Japan, then to the Ryukyus, and then to the

262

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

” Philippines. Should an attack occur in some area outside this

perimeter, Acheson stated that initial reliance for resistance to
such an attack would be expected from the people subjected to the
attack and "then upon the commitments of the entire civilized world
under the charter of the United Nations which so far has not proved
a weak reed to lean on by any people who are determined to protect
their independence against outside aggression.,! In explaining this
speech, Acheson later maintained that he had said exactly what he
meant to say. 'Now, I think I said what I tried to say very clearly,"
he stated, ''that the United States had certain points which were a
defensive perimeter. At those points United States troops were
stationed; there they would stay and there they would fight. 1In
regard to other areas, I said nobody can guarantee that; but what we
can say is that if people will stand up and fight for their own in-
dependence, their own country, the guaranties under the United
Nations have never proved a weak reed before, and they won't in the
future. "

Although the strategic estimate included in NSC-68 reasoned
that the Soviets would not initiate hostilities--not even a small
war that might flare into all-out war--until they could stockpile
atomic weapons, the Kremlin determined to take advantage of what
appeared to be a strategic opportunity in East Asia. The Soviets
apparently believed that their puppet forces from North Korea could
easily overrun the defenses of the Republic of Korea, without

necessitating an overt employment of either Soviet or Chinese
“ Communist forces. Soviet strategy seems to have discounted any
serious military response by the United States to an invasion of
South Korea, and it evidently did not believe that the United Nations
Security Council could muster any effective opposition. The Soviets
may have been relatively sure of the latter assessment, because
since January 1950, Jacob Malik, the Soviet delegate who could have
wielded his country's veto, had been boycotting the Security Council.
This assessment of Soviet strategy was arrived at by RAND associate
Allen S§. Whiting, after a careful study of admittedly frragmentary
evidence.®3 As early as February 1951, however, Seversky suggested
rhat Malik's failure to attend the Security Council meetings and to
veto initial United Nations actions in Korea might not have been a

mistake, ''I do not agree,'" he said, ''that the Soviets did not ex-
pect us to fight in Korea, or that Malik was away from the Security
Council . . . by mistake. It was all done by design, to draw us

from the other side of the world and use up as much as possible of
our potential, and we just fell rxight into the trap.' Somewhat
later, Seversky would also suggest that the Soviets may have opened
the hostilities in Korea as a part of a well-concealed plan to
encourage orthodox military thinking in the United States and to
lead it to prepare "to fight again decisive battles on the
ground . . . on Russia's terms ggd under conditions . . . that
favor Russia in every respect.'

Whatever the strategy of the Soviet Union may have been, the
” North Korean armed forces commenced a well-prepared invasion of the
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Republic of Korea imn the early morning hours of 25 June 1950.
While Soviet forces were not overtly present, General Bradley found
it evident that "militant international communism inspired the
northern invaders' and that, for the first time, "communism is
willing to use arms to gain its ends."67 The major lesson to the
free world was that the Communists would use force to accomplish
foreign policy objectives. "The communist aggression in Korea,"
stated Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall, who assumed direction
of the nation's defense effort on 12 September 1950, "marked the
beginming of a new military policy for the United States. It left
no doubt that the Soviet Government and its satellites were willing
to rigsk a general war by multiple aggression all over the world,
unless confronted by substantial military strength."68  calling
Korea 'a very special situation," Secretary Finletter pointed out
that the United States was compelled to participate in a peripheral
war in Korea, which was not a part of its global strategy, in order
to demonstrate its national will and determination to resist ag-
gression. "The western world,' he noted, "has a very large periphery
which fronts on Soviet Russia. In my opinion, it cannot defend that
whole periphery with armed force. The real basic might of the
western world, of which the United States is the center, is the
capacity and will, if absolutely driven to it, to make war on anybody
who attacks."

In the last week of June 1930, President Truman with advice
from the National Security Council and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
heeded the request of the United Nations Security Council that all
membex nations "furnish such assistance to the Republic of Korea as
may be necessary to repel armed attack and restore international
peace and security in the area." In iInstructions received in Tokyo
on 27 June, General MacArthur was authorized to employ air and naval
forces in the area south of the 38th parallel in the hope that rthis
support would enable the Republic of Korea Army to rally and with-
stand aggression. On 30 June the Far East Air Forces and the Naval
Forces Far East were empowered to attack military targets in North
Korea. Later that day MacArthur was authorized to move ground combat
troops from Japan and employ them against the North Korean Peoples
Army. In authorizing these responses to the aggression, the
Washington authorities approved the requests for conventionsl
actions as they were made by MacArthur. y & fortunate circumstance,
moreover, the Communists had launched their local aggression in
Rorea, which was one of the few spots along the Soviet periphery
that was at all close to any concentration of available American
military forces. 1In fact, the presence of U,S3. forces in Japan
probably had much to do with the nature of the reaction. !The reason
why we got imvolved in this periphery war, which is mnot a part of
our global strategy,"” Finletter stated, "is that the enemy came
down right under our noses, where we had the greatest concentration
of American military power outside the United States.'7/0

Despite a complete knowledge that the Soviet Union and
Communist China were aiding the North Koreamn armed aggression,
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” President Truman was adamant that the conflict would be limited to

Korea's borders. '"Every decision I made in the Korean conflict,"
he wrote, "had this one aim in mind: to prevent a third world war
and the terrible destruction it would bring to the civilized world.
This meant that we should not do anything that would provide the
excuse to the_Soviets and plunge the free nations into full-scale
all-out war."’/l In the early days of the Korean emergency, Truman
directed the U.S8, Seventh Fleet to isclate Formosa from the
Communist mainland, ordered that Far East Air Forces and Naval
Forces Far East aireraft would stay well clear of the frontiers of
Manchuria and the Soviet Union, and instructed Seeretary Johmson to
revise a directive which he proposed to send to MacArthur so as to
eliminate an implication that the United States might be plamning to
go to war againet the Soviet Union./2Z Secretary Acheson also
believed that the Korean hostilities must be limited. '"'The whole
effort of our policy is to prevent wax and not have it occur,' he
stated. "Our allies,'" he added, ''believe this just as much as we
believe it, and their immediate danger is much greater than ours
because if general war broke out they would be in a most exposed
and dangerous position,"/3

% % % *

As far as can be determined, the Washington authorities
accepted the orthodox surface strategy for handling the local wax
” in Korea presented by General MacArthur during the last week of June
1950 without making any real consideration of the employment of an
alrernate strategy. At a later date, Lieutenant General Wedemeyer
would seriously question the wisdom of these initial decisions. *'I
think we Americans are surface-minded,'' he said. "We think in terms
of the Army and Navy, and not up in the air with the new weapons
that science has given us. I think that punitive action should have
been taken with the Navy_and with the Air Force, instead of putting
ground forces in Korea.'7% When he arrived in the Far East in July
1950 as the commander of FEAF Bomber Command, Major General Emmett
O'Donnell was confident that with the five groups of B3-29's and with
incendiary munitions he possessed a capability of destroying every-
thing of value in North Korea within three months. "It was my in-
intention and hope, not having any instructions,'" he later recocl~
lected, "that we would be able to . . . cash in on our psychological
advantage in having gotten into the theater and into the war so
fast, by putting a very severe blow on the North Koreans, with an
advanced warning . . . telling them that they had gone too far in
what we all recognized as being a case of aggression. . . . Tell
them to either stop the aggression and get back over the chirty-
eighth parallel or they had better have their wives and children and
bedrolls to go down with them because there is not going to be any-
thing left up in Korea to return to.'" After hearing O'Donnel’'s
propesal, Lieutenant General George E. Stratemeyer, the Far East Air
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Forces commander, told 0'Donnell that overriding political and
diplomatic considerations prevented its acceptance.

In late August and early Septewmber 1950 there appeaxrs to have
been some opinion within the Departwent of Defense that the United
States could find a solution for the Korean war by adopting
stronger policies toward the J3oviet Union. While the full details
of the story were never told, Secretary Johnson was reported to have
favored action toward Russia. In a public speech on 25 August
Sazcretary of the Wavy Francis ilatthews advocated "instituting a war
to compel cooperation for peace. . . . We would become the first
aggressors for peace." On that same day, General MacArthur sent a
gtatement to a veteran's organization that mentioned misconceptions
about the value of Formosa to america's strategic position in the
Pacific and stressad that airbases on an unbroken Island chain would
allow the United States to "dowminate with alr power every Asiatic
port from Vladivostok to Singapore.” When he was questioned at the
Air War College by a newspaper reporter early in September, lajor
General Anderson reportedly stated: "We're at war, damm it. T don't
advocate the shedding of illusions. Give we the order to do it and

I can break up Russia's five A~bomb nests in a week." Acting more
discretely inside the administration where he headed the National
Security Resources Board, Stuart Symington was said to have ad-

vocated immediate action to resolve difficultles with the Soviets,
while the United States still possessed a military advantage in
atomie air power.

According to General Collins, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were
opposed to an air campaign against North Korea's cities both because
the United States might have to rebuild them and because they did not
wish to spread enmity among the North Korean people. "What we had
in mind," he said, '"was what actually transpired in the Ukraine.
When the Germans went into the Ukraine, there is no question but what
if they had used their heads, they might well have gotten a great
deal of support_from the Ukranian people in theixr fighting against
the Russians."// President Truwan flatly refused to accept the ides
that the United Nations should charge the Soviet Union with f£ull
responsibility for the Korean conflict and demand that Moscow put
an end to it. Acting on peremptory orders from Truman, General
MacArthur attempted without success to recall his statement to the
veterans organization. Major General Anderson was immediately
suspended as Commandant of the Air War College and subsequently re-
quested retirement. Secretary Johnson resigned as head of the
Department of Defense on 12 September. Secretaxry Hatthews, how-
ever, remained in office after he explained to Truman that he had
heard preventive war talked so much that he had used the phrase in
his speech without realizing its full implications to the ad-
ministration's policy. Symington's suggestion that stronger actiom
be taken on the basis of America's preponderance in atomic aix
power apparently did not meet the approval of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, at least two of whom reportedly 'did not feel that atomic
advantage was a sufficient guarantee to deter the Soviets. "/
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. % * * %

In accordance with the terms of the United Nations Security
Councll resolution of 27 June 1930 the mission of the United Nations
Command forces in Korea during the summer of 1950, as detailed by
Secretary Johnson, was "'to stabilize, to build up the necessary
equipment to go forward, and . . . to go forward to the thirty-
elghth parallel.“79 While somewhat hampered at first by the fact
that i1t was equipped and tralned for the air defense of Japan racher
than for offensive employment, the Far East Air Forces committed
most of its Japamn-based Tifth Air Force to the Korean conflict.
Assisted by carriler-based aixcraft from the U.S. Seventh Fleet, the
Fifth Air Force easily destroyed the small North Korean Air Force,
thus establishing local air superiority over Korea in the opening
weeks of the war. In order to permit outnumbered United Nations
ground forces to trade space for time and to prevent the North
Rorean People's Army (WKPA) from overruning all of South Korea,
Fifth Air Force and Seventh Fleet fightev-bombers and FEAF Bomber
Command B-29's devoted an exceptionally large proportion of their
capabilities to the support of the friendly ground troops. In the
emergency, air bombardment had to compensate for deficiencies in
Army artillery support fire. In these same weeks understrength U.S.
Army divisions from Japan were committed piecemeal to the battle
front in what seemed at first to be a futile effort to halt the

Communist ground offensive. Speaking on 28 July to the question of
” why tactical air power had not stopped the North Korean ground
attack, Secretary Finletter explained: "Tactical air power must be
in relationship to Ground Forces, Tactical air power alone cannot
win a war--any more than Ground Forces alone could win a war. . .
4 force of ground troops is a kind of composite power of grouand
elements and air elements which support them.' If opposing ground
arwies have capabilities which "are at all even,' Finletter postu-
lated, "air superiority will decide the outcome, because the force
which has air superiority will ultimately win. However, where there
is such gross disproportion as there is and has been in Kowea between
the ground elements, tactical alr superiority of its owm cannot win
the immediate battle.'80

In late July 1950, when United Nacions ground forces were
building a defensive perimeter around the port of fusan in southern
Korea, General MacArthur authorized United Nations Command air units
to begin a comprehensive interdiction campaign against the enemy's
overextended supply voutes. In a six weeks effort begun early in
August, the B-29 groups easily smashed such war-supporting industries
as were to be found in Worth Korea. By 15 September, United Hations
forces had been built up to a strength that they required to attack
northward from the Pusan defense perimeter, and, on that same day,
an amphibious landing of a two-division force behind the enemy
lines at Inchon was coordinated with the northward drive. "At this
time, " wrote Major Gemeral 0. P. Weyland, who had come to Tokyo in
“ July as vice-commnander of the Far East Air Foxces, "it becaume
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readily apparent that the air force had done its job well. The RNKPA
around the Pusan perimeter was nothing more than a skeleton which
had been depleted by direct destruction and starved by the inter-
diction program.’’ In three months of operations under conditions of
virtual air supremacy, Far East Air Forces airmen were conservatively
credited with having killed some 39,000 enemy personnel and with the
destruction of 452 tanks, more than 6,000 vehicles, over 1,300
freight cars, aand some 260 locowotives. The number of hostile
troops killed by air attack was surprisingly large: the 39,000
figure amounted to about one-third of the ten Noxth Koream divisions
which had attacked in June 1950.81

In the summer of 1950, the United Nations Command-Far East
Command was under instructions to drive forward to the 38th parallel
thus clearing the Republic of Korea of invasion forces. In view of
the impending United Nations offensive at Inchon, however, the
National Security Council recoumended a broader interpretation of

the United Nations Security Council resolution of 27 June. ‘'We re-
garded," stated Secretary of Defense Marshall, "that there was
no . . . legal prohibition against passing the 33th parallel.'' Be-

lieving that the safety of the Republic of Korea would remain in
jeopardy as long as remnants oi the Worth Korean People's Army
survived in North Korea, the National Security Council recommended
that, if there was no indication or threat of entry of Soviet or
Chinese Communist elements into Korea in force during the United
Nations offensive, MacArthur should be authcorized to extend his
operations north of the 38th parallel. President Truman approved
this recommendation on 1l September, and, following the recommenda-
tions of the United States, the United Nations General Assembly
adopted a resolution on 7 October requirinmg that 'all necessary
steps be taken to ensure condiiions of stability throughout Korea.
Except for a logistical airlift and an airborne operation at
Sukchon and Sunchon designed to trap retreating North Koreans, the
United Nations ground forces requived little air support during
October as they drove forward against shattered remnants of the
Noxrth Korean People's Army. Interdictionm and attrition air strikes
became less and less effective as Fifth Aix Force and Seventh Fleet
aircraft sought tergets in a progressively narrowing strip of
territory between the advancing ground troops and Korea's morthern
boundary at the Yalu River. Free to build up their forces in the
sanctuary north of the Yalu, the Chinese Communists moved air units
equipped with Soviet built MIG-15 jet fighters to airfields in
Manchuria and began to fly combat sorties south of the international
border on 1 November. The next night Chinese Communist ground troops
attacked and encircled the advanced elements of an American regiment
near the Yalu. When the United Nations ground forces renewed theix
offensive on 26 November, the Chinese Communists launched a massive
counterattack that shattered the United Natioms forces and forced
them to seek safety in a full-scale retreat from North Korea.®
General Spaatz subsequently descrcibed what had happened: "“When our
Air and Navy . . . had sufficient area for operatcioms, the force of

n32

268

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

the North Korean Army was finally stopped and we had the Pusan
beachhead secure. Then we were able to lauach a counterattack., As
soon as we pushed forward to the Yalu River and closed up the area
that our Navy and Alr could operate in, our ground forces were in
the impossible position of being met by an onslaught cf Chinese
Communists with our dominant air and naval power impotent. . . . If
the air power could have gotten into play, and gone in to a depth of
two or three or four hundred miles back along the line of communica-~
tion, the condition at the Yalu River might not have obtained.'

* " e %

At a press conference in Washington on 30 November, President
Truman stated that the United States would take whatever steps were
necessary to meet the situation in Korea, including the use of "every
weapon that we have.' The "every weapon' included the atomic bomb.
"I don't want to see it used," Truman added. VIt is a terrible
weapon, and it should not be used on innocent men, women and children
who have nothing whatever to do with this military aggression."

With conditions worsening, however, MacArthur informed the Joint
Chietrs of Staff on 3 December that the United Nations Command was
"tfacing the entire Chinese nation in an undeclared war.'" He called
tor "political decisions and strategic plans . . . adequate rully

to meet the realities imvolved.™5 At the moment, the only direction
that President Truman and the Joint Chiefs could give to MacArthur
was the terse message: 'We consider that the preservation of your
forces is now the primary consideration.'86

General MacArthur was not satisfied with this directive. In a
message to the Joint Chiefs and in conversations with General Gollins
in early December, he argued that the United Nations GCommand should
be permitted to pbomo military targets in Manchuria. At least one
high~ranking air officer agreed with MacArthur. "I was all for the
bombing of Manchuria," stated Major General 0'Donmell, "and I wanted
very badly to do it as soon as we recognized the Chinese Communist

forces ., . . as bona fide forces., . . . I think we could have gotten
in and for a very small cost in casualties we could have really hit
them hard and perhaps even stopped them,'" Explaining his ideas more

tully to the Joint Chiefs in a long message on 30 December, MacArthur
suggested that an active air and naval campaign be launched against
Communist China. "Should a policy determination be reached by our
goverument or through it by the United Nations to recognize the

state of war which has been forced upon us by the Chinese authorities
and to take retaliatory measures within our capabilities,!" MacArthur
wrote, 'we could: (1) blockade the coast of China; (2) destroy
through naval gunfire and air bombardment China's industrial

capacity to wage war:; (3) secure reinforcements from the Nationalist
garrison on Formosa to strengthen our position in Korea if we decided
to continue the fight for that peninsula; and (4) release existing
restrictions upon the Formosan garrison for diversionary action,
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possibly leading to counter-invasion against vulnerable areas of
the Chinese mainland."®

In a few critical weeks mn the winter of 1950-51, the United
States made some fundamental decisions regarding the employment of
nuclear weapons and about MacArthur's proposal that the limited
Korean war should be expanded into a general war in Asia. A number
of factors apparently affected the decision on nuclear weapons. A
belief that the use of atomic weapons in Korea would result in a
begimming of World War I1I was apparently very strongly held in
Europe. President Truman's intimation that the A-bomb might be
used in Korea brought Britain's Prime Minister CUlement Attlee to
Washington for hurried consultations on 4 December, The communique
that marked the conclusion of the Truman-Attlee talks noted: "The
President stated that it was his hope that world conditions would
never call for the use of the atomic bomb. The President told the
Prime Minister that it was also his desire to keep the Prime Minister
at all times informed of developments which might bring about a
change in the situation."88 In later years, General Frank F.
Everest, who had been the Air Force's Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations in the winter of 1950-51, stated that the
original North Korean aggression probably could have been halted by r
the threat of the ewmployment of the atomic bomb but that 'the United
States at that time was unwilling to use such a threat and, there-
fore, possibly increase the dangers of world conflict.” Late in
1950 atomic weapons were still configured for strategie rather than
tactical applications. Unlike the Soviet Union, which had many
targets vulnerable to atomie attack, Communist China appeared to
present a limited vulnerability to an air-atomic campaign. The
great strength of Commmnist China was manpower; she was relatively
independent of complicated logistiecal support facilities and was
getting most of her weapons from the Soviet Union. According to
General Everest, one other factor bore on the situation. In his
opinion, the United States had accepted the position that atomic
weapons would be used only when the issues to be resolved were wvitzgl
to the United States. Everest said that these vital interests wei:
not defined, but he was certalin that an attack against the North
American continent or against the NATO allies wpuld have been vital
and would have been met with atomic firepower.

During their conversations in December 1950, Truman and Attlee
agreed that the United Nations should avoid a general war with
China, primarily because of the threat of a global war. Much of
the thinking Lving behind this decision became apparent during
Senate hearings in May and June 1951. Secretary Acheson believed
that air attacks against Communist bases in Manchuria would
"increase--and materially increase--the risk of general war im the
Far East and general war throughout the world.'" The Joint Chiefs of
Staff opposed the extension of the war to China on military grounds.
"It would be militarily foolhardy," they declarad on 3 January, "to
embark on a course that would require full-scale hostilities against
great land armies controlled by the Peking regime, while the heart
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of aggressive Communist power remained untouched.' At the Senate
hearings, Bradley stated: "Red China is not the powerful nation
seeking to dominate the world. Frankly, in the opinion of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, this strategy would invelve us in the wrong war, at
the wrong place, at the wrong time, and with the wrong eneny."

Believing that the American people needed to know the Lacts
about the nation's air power and the relationship of the Korean War
to global Air Force responsibilities, General Vandenberg published
an article entitled "The Truth About Our Air Power' on 17 February
1951 and further developed his thought in two days of testimony be-
fore the Senate committee which was investigating the military
situation in the Far East. As a basic principle, he wrote that aix
power was indivisible and could not properly be characterized as
Ugtrategic,' "tactical," or "defensive.'" '"The overriding purpose of
every plane, whether it is a bomber or a fighter," he declared, 'is
to win the air battle on which final victory on land or sea is
predicated." In an atomic age the air battle had to be won by an
air offensive since no amount of money, however great, could provide
static air defense which could "lkeep out a determined enemy attacking
in strength."91 Looking backward at the nineteenth century,
Vandenberg pointed out that the British navy had maintained a world
balance of power and had given the world many years of peace. In
the twentieth century, air power was the only force that could
maintain a world balance of power. With this thought in mind,
Vandenberg demonstrated that the Air Force had to be kept contin-
uously balanced against the threat of the Soviet Union. "As the
power of the Russian air force increases, and their scockpile of
atomic weapons increases,’ he said, 'the job of the United States
Air Force becomes roughly doubled. Whereas today it is a deterrent
to war, because of its ability to devastate the industrial potentcial
of any great nation on the globe; tomorrow, if the Russian air force
has the atomic bombs and the ability to deliver them, we have to
have an Air Force that camn take the attrltion that would be necessary
to destroy that air force, and destroy it promptly; and after that,
have a sufficient Air Force left to destyroy the manufacturing po-
tential of Russia, and do what we call policing action after that,
to insure that it was not rebuilt.,' As he saw it, the Soviets were
already reducing the wargin of superiority of the Air Force to keep
the world's peace., '"Today," he said, "we have only one job that we
would have to do if we got into 2 major war with Russia, and that is
to lay waste the industrial potential of that country. Tomorrow
when they have developed their long-range air force and they have
more atomic weapons, we have two jobs. We would have to put into
first place the job of destroying the Russian air potential thac
could utili@g atomic bombs, and lay waste the Industrial
potential."

Tuwrning more specifically to the situation in Korea,
Vandenberg believed that the Air Force was the "one thing that has,
up to date, kept the Russians from deciding to 3o to war.'" But, in
view of its global responsibilities, the Air Force was "a shoestring
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air force.!" If the Air Force were called upon to bomb across the
Yalu it could Ydestroy or lay waste to all of Manchuria and the
principal cities of Chima.’' In so doing, however, the Air Force
would undexrgo an attrition which "with our start from approximately
40 groups, would fix it so that, should we have to operate ia any
other area with the full power of the United States Air Forces, we
would not be able to.'" Because of the low rate of military aircraf:
procurement in the postwar years, the American aviation industry
would be 'unable until almost 1953 to do much of a job toward sup-
plying the airplanes that we would lose in the war against any major
opposition." For these reasons, Vandenberg urged that the Air Force
could not sacrifice its deterrent capabilities for the sake of
"peckin§ at the periphery" of Communist power in Manchuria and
China,?

After outlining his reasons why the mir war should not be ex-
panded to Manchuria and China, Vandenbexg laid out his view on the
way in which an air war ought to be fought. "No successful opera-
tions on the surface," he said, 'ean be conducted until you get air
superiority. And when you go against a hostile air force in oxder
to gain that air superiority, you must first destroy the enemy air
force at the place where he is wost vulnerable, which is on the
ground and in his nest. . . . IS you don't do that, yvour attrition
mounts in arithmetical progression.' Arter air superiority was
attained, Vandenberg declared: "Air power . . . should go to the
heart of the industriszl centers to become reasonably efficient. . . . i
In my opinion, the proper way to use air power is initially to stop
the flow of supplies and ammunition, guns, equipment of all types,
at its source. The next most efficient way is to lknock it out along
the road before it reaches the rront line. The least efficient way
is after it gets dug in at the front line. Wevertheless, there are
requirements constantly where the utilization of air power in close
support is necessary.' Because of pecunillar cirvcumstances in Korea,
Vandenberg demonstrated that the Air Forece could not adhere to its
doctrine. The war materiel that came to the eneny within Korea
originated in the Soviet Union, which could not be attacked. Con-
sequently war materiel had to be destroyed somewhere south of the
Yalu, and, as a rule, Vandenberz explained, "the greatest length of
road and rail that vou can get the enemy from his main source of
supply, the more advantageous it is to the Air Force and, therafore,
as you decrease it, it become less advantageocus. . . . As the
distance between the Yalu River and our troops decreases, the ef-
fectiveness of our tactical air forces decreases in direct pro-
portion." For these reasoms, Vandenberg favored the achievement of
a negotiated peace in Korea which would “'wreestablish the freedom of
the South Koreans and . . . push the aggressor back." I believe,!
he sald, "our objective is to kill as many Chinese Communists as
is possible without enlarging the war at the present time iIn Rorea,

I believe that there are reasomable chances of success in achieving
a negotiated peace without eandangering that one potential . . . which
has kept the peace so far, which is the United States Air Force.''9%
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Even though the Washington leaders sympathized with the
apparently desperate condition of the United Nations Command force
in Korea, they felt compelled to view Korea in terms of the global
defensive situation. Believing that attempts to unify Korea by
military means would be to incur an unacceptable risk of an Asiatic
or general world war, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that the
United Nations should seek a cease-fire in Korea, At the request of
the United States, the United Nations General Assembly adopted a
resolution on 14 December proposing that immnediate steps be taken to
end the fighting in Korea and to settle existing issues there by
peaceful means. On 9 January 1951, the Joint Chiefs of Staff in-
formed MacArthur that, while the war would continue to be limited
to Korea, he would inflict as much damage upon the enemy as possible,
subject always to the safety of the forces under his command. "In
the worst case it would be important that, if we must withdraw from
Korea," Truman told MacArthur on 14 January, "'it be told to the
world that that course was forced upon us by military necessity and
that we shall not accept the result golitically or militarily until
the aggression has been rectified."? Apparently unable to accept
the limited objective, General MacArthur was openly critical of the
administration policy at intervals during the spring of 1951. On 20
March, he concluded a message to Congressman Joseph W. Martin with a

statement of his fundamental belief: "There is no substitute for
victory." Convinced that MacArthur did not agree with United States
policy in Korea, President Truman relieved him from command on 11
April 1951, Truman explained to the American people that the military
objective in Korea was '"to repel attag% . . . to restore peace . .
to avoid the spread of the conflict."

4s seen from the viewpoint of General Weyland, who assumed
command of the Far East Air Forces on 10 June 1951, the principal
task of the United Nations air forces in the winter of 1950-31 was
to prevent the Chinese armies from enveloping the retreating United
Nations ground forces. Air interdiction strikes and concentrated
close air support retarded the Communist advance, worked heavy de-
struction on enemy personnel and materiel, and enabled the friendly
ground troops to withdraw to defense lines in South Korea. 1f the
Chinese Communist air force had been able to enter combat over the
ground battle area the story might have been different, but the Far
East Air Forces maintained local air superiority by a combination of
combat air patrols and the threat of potential striking power.
Bushed into combat in Korea, the F-86 Sabre fighter proved able to
overcome Soviet MIG-15 planes in air-to-air combat. 'The F-86 saved
us in Korea,' General Nathan F. Twining stated later. 'If we had
not had the top day fighter, those MIG's would have come down and
ruined us over there, but that day fighter licked them." While
tnited Nations airmen were not permitted to viclate the Manchurian
sanctuary, Vandenberg secured acceptance of one important provisc to
the restriction. In the spring of 1951, the United States delegation
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in the United Nations passed the word that if the Reds launched
massed air attacks against Uniced Hations forces in Korea American
airmen would destroy the airfields from which such attacks originated.
Rather than jeopardize their sanctuary, the Communists attewpted to
build airfields within North Korea. But each time one of these air-
fields neared operational status, B-29's successlully neutrzalized

it. The Communist air commander, Weland said, was forced to learn
"the basic lesson that an air force canunot be reconstituted_or
developed in an area where his foe has won air supremacy."

"In a long-term war,' Weyland remarked on 28 Decewber L1950,
"tactical air power will contyvibute wore to the success of the Jround
forces and to the over-all wisslon of a theater air commander Chrougn
a well-planned interdiction ca.paipgn than by any other wission short
of the attainment of air suprewancy.' In times of crisis, the Far
East Alr Forces provided Eriendly ground troops with an extraordinar-
11y large amount of close alr support. ¥#ven the FEAF Bomber Coauwnand
developed radar-directed night-bowbing techniques which permitted
its B-29's to rain down proxiwmity-fuzed Lombs on Red troops as they
prepared to assault {riendly ground positions, In the intervals
between ground battles, however, United Nations air power was
directed against the "middle wiles" of the Korean transporcation
system that supported the Red armies. Constant aix attacks against
the overextended supply lines drained the Chinese Communist armies
of theixr combat effectiveness. The massive Chinese ground attacks
mounted in January and April 1951 failed because oi a lack of
logistical support. Seeking to exact heavy casualties upon the eneuy
rather than to defend geographical abjectives, United Nations ground
troops preserved themselves through mameuver during the Chinese
attacks and launched counteroflensives when the Red assaults col-
lapsed. Durlng the period betueen November 1950 and June 1951, con~
tinued air assault against the eneny lLorward areas and suppocting
supply routes brought death to an estimated 117,000 eneuwy troops,
destroyed 1,315 gun positions, 29b tanks, and over 80,000 buildings
used as troop and supply centers. The enemy's transportation system
was crippled by the loss of over 13,000 wyehicles, 2,600 freight cars,
and 250 locomotives to ailr attack. 3

Following the collapse of the vaunted Chinese Communist spring
ground offensive, United Nations Command forces drove forward om all
fronts in May 1951 to clear the Republic of Korea of hostile invaders.
With their forces badly beaten and ca thé run, the Communists decided
to take advantage of the willingness of the United Nations to nego-
tiate a Korean cease-fire. The armistice talks began in Horea on
10 July 1951, and at this time the conflict entexed & new phase which
ultimately would be concluded by the accomplishwent of new under-
takings, some of them remote irom the Korean battleground. At the
Kaesong truce talks, Leiutenant General Nam Il, the seniox Red
delegate, gave a frank appraisal of the reason why the numerically-
superior Communist ground armies had not prevailed in Korea. "With-
out the support of the indiscriminate bowbing and bombardment by your
air and naval forces," he said, ''vour ground forces would have loag
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ago been driven out of the Korean peninsula by our powerful and
battle-skilled ground forces." At the juncture when the all-out
ground battles were ending, Weyland also looked backward and drew
lessons. '""There is a tendency among many,' he said, "to regard

all . . . alr operations against ground forces merely as support of
the Army. . . . Would it not be better to recall that land, sea, and
air forces are committed in support of the over-all mission of the
theater commander? . . . If we tske such a view, it should . . . be
less difficult to see that over-all strategy must be geared to the
air situation and the capabilities of the friendly air forces as
much as to ground frorces concepts of maneuver and fire, . ., . If the
objectives and situation are such that, in order to be successful,
air power must be exploited to the fullest, then the ground forces
must support the air forces,"99

4. Rebuilding the Worldwide Air Foxce

Viewing his service as Secretary of the Air Foxce in retrospect,
Thomas K. Finletter remarked that Korea was the stimulus that broke
the log jam of fixed military budgets in 1950, but he also observed
that the Korean war "had the unfortunate effect of emghasizing the
importance of the weapons and tactics of the past.'l00 General
Vandenberg, however, saw four principal events as being instrumental
in a substantial expansion of the Aix Foxce that took place after
1950. The first was the explosion of an atomic bomb by the Soviet
Union in August 1949. The second was the North Korean invasion of
South Korea in June 1950, followed by the entry of the Chinese
Communist armies into Korea in November, both actioans signifyving che
willingness of the Communists to employ armed might for the achieve-
ment of foreign policy objectives. The third was the commitment os
United States forces to assist in the defense of Western Europe. And
the fourth was the calculation ol the Joint Chiefs of Staff that by
mid-1954 the Soviet Union would possess a stockpile of atomic weapons
sufficient in size to mount a devastating attack against United States
military installations, industry, and population centers. 10t Recog-
nizing that the Air Force was on trial in Korea, Vandenberg ordered
that every effort be made to give the utmost support to the Far East
Air Forces, but the reorganization and build-up of the United States
Air Forxce was mnevertheless pointed toward the wajor threat presented
by the growing atomic air power capabilities of the Soviet Union.

Even though it possessed a high level of experience gotten in
the global air battles of World War II, the United States Air Force
was still a new military organization in June 1950, Thus at the
same time that Vandenberg faced the problem of mobilizing larger air
striking forces, he also had to speed decision-making capabilities
in the Air Staff and to rebuild a comprehensive field organlzation
for the growing Airxr Force. The headguarters organization, field
establishment, and force composition had to be tailored to new
strategic concepts, because it was obviocus that the strategy of
minimun deterrence followed up until 1950 had not prevented
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the outbreak of conflict in XKorea, In the House of Representatives,
Chairmen Vinson was openly appichensive about Air Force capabilities
for air defense and tactical ¢ ir warfare. TIn the Senate, Paul
Douglas urged that the interr ' organization of the Alr Force ought
to be established by law, as h~d long been the case with the Army
and Nﬁvy.loz

Although the Air Force h#.an to reorganize its fileld commands
in the autwmn of 1950, it asked for more time to evaluate the global
air situation~~including Kore=--before taking a stand on an Air
Force organization act. At ths request of Lieutenant General
Stratemeyer, Vandenberg sent (olonel Ethelred Sykes, who had been
serving as a special assistant to Sacretary Finletter, to Tokyo early
in fugust 1950 to analyze the air warfare lessons that were being
learned there. Within the hesdguarters of the Fifth Air Force in
Korea, Major General Earle E. rartridge also organized a Tactical
Airpower Evaluation (TAPE) seciion. On 6 October, Lieutenant General
Norstad, the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff, initiated an even larser
evaluation project. "Regardless of . . . limiting conditioms,"
Horstad said, “we must utilize the Korean experiences for future
planning purposes." He sent Hajor General Glenn 0. Barcus and a
team of senior officers to Tokwo to make a bread evaluation of the
effectiveness of the Air Force Iin Korea. Believing that there would
also be a requirement for an investigation by an informed but im-
partial civiliam, Secretary Finletter sent Dr, Robert L. Stearns,
President of the University of Colorado, to the Far East to gather
information that would assist him in making policy decisions. Stearns
went to the Far East on 19 HNovember, spent about 30 days 1n observing
and gathering data, and returnad to Washington, where he completed a
study entitled "Korean Evaluation Project: Report on Air Operationms,"
on 16 January 1951. The Barcus group continued to work in the theater
until 31 December, and its final report was printed in seven volumes
with numerous appendices on 12 March 1951.103 1In February, the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Development was designated as the Staff
monitoring agent to ensure that Air Staff agenciles and field commands
took action to meet deficiencies noted in the Stearns and Barcus
reports, Following disbandment of the Barcus group, a small Korea
Evaluation Group, headed by GColonel Sykes, was established within
the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force to serve as a_central
clearing house for air studies and evaluations of the war. One
of the major values of these evaluations was the identification of
the special circumstances prevailing in the iimited war that would
doubtless not be typlcal of general hostilities.

x o 7 ».
w W « w

In the autum of 1950, while the Air Force was expanding and
establishing new field commands, Vandenberg faced the fact that he
could not as an individual handle the total direction of an institu-
tion as large and complex as the Air Force was becoming, especially
since he had to spend at least three days a week with the Joint
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Chiefs of Staff and to devote additiomal time to the Department of
Defense and to Congress. For this reason, he believed that comwand
decisions ought to be made by any one of the officers who sexved as
Chief of Staff, as Vice Chief of Staff, or as a Deputy Chief of Stafi.
He wanted each Deputy Chief of Staff, in the conduct of business
within the field of authority, to act as Lf he were the Chief oi Staff.
Each Deputy Chief, however, had to coordinate his actions with the
members of the "top command" in order Lo prevent contusion, and,
during the Air Force build-up, the Deputies were frequently so0 busy
in their own offices that they had no means for coordination other
than by passing papers through a time-consuming interofIice pipeline.l05

In an effort to speed the process of making basic policies and
decisions, Vandenberg established the Air Force Council on 26 April
1951, At first, only the five Deputy Chiefs of Staff served cm the
Council, with their senior wember aciting as Chairmen. In July 1951,
however, General Nathan F. Twining, who had become Vice Chief of
Staif, began to serve as permanent chairman of the Council, whose
wembership now consisted of the five Deputy Chiefs ol Staif and the
Inspector General. The Council met each Thursday and acted on an
agenda which the members pcepared prior to meetings. Vandenberg in-
sisted that the Council members were "wearing the hat of the Chief of
Staff" and that they had to "leave the 3gterests of their own
particular shops back at their shops."l "The Air Council,’ General
LeMay would explain later when he had become Vice Chief of Staff, "is
a tool of the Chief of the Air Force, used to make sure thatr all major
decisions that he has to make have been looked at and all the rec-
ommendations that have_come to him have been looked at by the senior
menbers of his staff. 107

At the same time that the Air Force Council was formed to
expedite the work of the "top command,'" four other Air Force boards
were foruwed at the directorate level of the Air Staff. The Aircraflt
and Weapons Board was established om 9 July 1951 to consider the
matters that had been rormerly handled by the Senior Officers Board.
Shortly after this, the Force Estimates Board, the Budget Advisory
Board, and the Military Construction Board were established. These
directorate-level boards studied problems within their framework of
authority and made recommendations to the Air Force Council. Al-
though these tour directorate boards and the Alr Force Council would
continue to be the top deliberative and advisory bodies during the
1950's, the Secretary of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff con-
tinued to make the decisions which guided the Air Force, 108 wrp
should be noted,” LeMay pointed out, ''that the Air Force Council is
not a decision-making body, but it is merely an advisory group to the
Chief of Staff.'109

% * b %

Based upon analysis of the contributions which air power could
make to the national defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staif had charged
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the Air Force with responsibility for strategic bombing, the air
defense of the United States, and the tactical support of surface
forces. '"Although those three jobs seemed pegged to ditferent ob-
jectives,' Vandenberg wrote, "it is impossible to separate them in
practice because--and this is a prianciple ignorxred too often--air power
is indivisible,"l10 During the summer and autumn of 1950, the
doctrine of the indivisibility of air power was a very real factor as
the Air Forxce reconsidered its responsibilities and reorganized its
forces.

Until the summer of 1950 the limited capabilities of the Strategic
Air Command were committed to preparing to execute a strategic air
campaign against war-supporting targets in the Soviet Union. At this
time, however, the Strategic Air Command recognized that its atomic
capability was increasing, that it was important to find some new
means of defense for Western Europe against Soviet attack, and that
the Army and Navy were dissatistied with the existing air war plan.
For this reason, Lieutenant General LeMay submitted a revised wax
plan, which was additionally revised and approved at higher level on
12 August 1950. Under the new plan the Strategic Air Command would
seek to accomplish three specific tasks during a strategic air of-
fensive: destruction of vital elements of the Soviet war-making
capability, blunting of the Soviet capability to deliver an atomic
offensive, and retardation of Soviet ground advances into Europe. At
the time these tasks--subsequently rererred to as the 'Delta,”
"Bravo," and "Romeo'' missions--~were assigndd, the Strategic Air
Command possessed the nation's only significant nuclear capability,
but provision was made in the approved plan for the eventual employ-
ment of Navy aircraft im the prosecution of the expanded air offen~
sive. 11l while he accepted the retardstion mission, Lieutenant
General LeMay was apparently not entirely convinced that the Strategic
Air Command should be charged to perform tactical air warfare missions.
"If you have to employ strategic air power against tactical_ targets,”
he said, "you are not getting the full use of the weapon."

Largely for economy but also because existing fighter aircraft
were sufficiently versatile to perform either air defenses or tacti-
cal air support, the Air Force had reduced the status of the Air
Defense and Tactical Air Commands In December 1948 and had placed
them under the Continental Air Command. The reduced status of tacti-
cal air was mot popular with the Army: thus by June 1949 the Avmy
Field Forces had informed the Tactical Air Command that it was no
longer satisfied with the cooperative aiv-ground establighment
visualized in Field Manual 31-35, Air-Ground Operations.tl3 In an
informal word of advice in May 1950, Representative Vinson told Major
General Thomas D. White, the Air Force Director of Legislation and
Liaison, that the Air Force would have to meet the Army's require-
ments for air support tror its own protection. He jokingly suggested
that the air support mission might have to be giXin to the Marines if
the Air TForce did not pay more attention to it. Taking an unusual
step which they said was meant to assist rather than criticize,
Representatives Vinson and Dewesy Short wrote Vandenberg on 2 August
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that the House Committee on Armed Services was "definitely dis-
satisfied" with progress being made in the development of the nation's
radar warning network and had ''strong reservations about the efforts
of the Air Force to deal with close air support for the Army. "115

In 1950 the Air Force also began to perceive that it would be very
difficult to develop an all-purpose fighter which would have the
supersonic capabilities needed to intercept and destroy future
generations of hostile jet bombers end still have the relatively slow
speed and long flight endurance characteristics that the Army felt to
be necessary for a close air support aircraft.

Even without the significant technological developments that
were impending, the mobilization of additional Army and Air Foxce
units during the autumn of 1950 would probably have forced the Air
Force to reestablish a major Tactical Air Command. Moving in this
direction, the Continmental Air Command, effective on 1 August 1950,
assigned the Ninth Air Force (Tactical) together with available
fighter-bomber, troop carrier, light bomber, and tactical reconnais-
sance units to the Tactical Air Command. On 15 November, the Air
Force specified that the Tactical Air Command would ''provide for Aix
Force cooperation with land, neval, and/or amphibious forces," and,
on 1 December, it made the Tactical Air Command a maior command
directly responsible to the United States Air Force. 17 Recognizing
that the Tacticel Air Command would need strong leadership,
Vandenberg assigned Lieutenant General John K. Cannon to head it ef-
fective on 25 January 1951. In World War II Cannon had commanded the
Twelfth Air Force and the Mediterranean Allied Tactical Air Force in
Italy.118

The vague wording of the Tactical Air Command's mission state-
ment reflected a genmeral uncertainty of Army-Air Force relationships.
In 1947, General Collins had agreed with General Eisenhower's concept
that the Air Force should furnish tactical air support to the Army.
In November 1950, Collins still maintained that the Army had 'mo
intention of attempting to take over the Tactical Air Foxce, nor to
form its own Tactical Air Force,' but he informed Vandenberg that the
Army was dissatisfied with the coequal status of air and ground forces.
He specifically recommended that the Army commaunders, down to corps
level in some instances, should exercise operatlonal control of close
air support units that provided reconnaissance and fire support to
ground operations. He also recommended that the Army ought to par-
ticipate in the determination of requirements fox close-support air-
craft which, he said, "should be designed primarily for close air
support roles, to include types of missions and targets, necessity
for all weather operations, reasonable operational enduxance, and
ability to operate from advance strips in combat zones.' Collins
stated that tactical air units ought to be provided overseas on a
basis of one fighter-bomber group per Army division and two
ractical reconnaissance groups per field army. 1192 In an article
published in December, General Mark W, Clark, chief of the Army Field
Forces, emphasized that the Army wanted a close support plane specifi~
cally designed for that mission. If the plane required protection
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form hostile fighters, the support plame could be escorted by Alr
Force high-performance fighters.l20 At a conference of Army and Air
Force representatives held in Washington on 7 February 1951 to discuss
the development of a light close-support aireraft, Army represen-
tatives reportedly made the point that multipurpose tactieczal fighters
were Lraquently diverted away Erom close-support operations, whereas
a light support aircraft which could do nothing but this mission
would always be available when it was needed fox air support.l21

The Army proposals to attach supporting air groups to army units
and to develop special close-support aircraft struck at the heart of
the Army-Air Force air-ground doctrine that had emerged from World
War II. @General Cammon thought it significant that the concept of
specially~committed air support units had originated in the Central
Pacific and had been fostered in Korea under conditions in which
the maintenance of air superiority was quite different than it had
been in Europe. In the event of a war with the Soviet Union, Cannon
urged that all available aircrafit would be initially committed to
gaining and maintaining friendly aixr superiority; he accordingly ob-
jected to the development and procurement of light close-support aix-
eraft which would be too vulnerable to participate in an air war,
"It appears infinitely wiser to direct our efforts toward reuwoving
present oostacles to the accomplishment of the missions of tactical
air by aircraft types which are imherently capable of such accomplish-
ment, " he said, "than to design aircraft of reduced utility and per-
formance in order to accept basic inadequacies.“122 Cannon also in-
sisted that the Army's proposal to allocate aircraft to the suppori “
of divisions was counter to th% grinciples of concentration of force
and centralization of control.l? Brigadier General Homer 1. Sanders,
Peputy Chief of Staff for Operations of the Tactiecal Air Command,
pointed out that more than 100 close-support groups would have been
needed in Western Europe durins 1944-45 to have supported Army
divisions on a one-for-one basis. The cost or such a tactical aix
force would have been prchibitive, and, at any rate, this tremendous
establishment had not been needed because the rlexibility in control
in the air support system had permitted a rapid concentration of any
number of aircraft at a given point in accordance with the needs of
local situations.l2% In an article published in an Army service
journal in May 1951, Colonel Francis C. Gideon, Air Force member of
the Joint Strateglc Plans Group, summarized Air Force thinking on the
command of tactical aviation. '"If air power were nothing more than
flying artillery or jet-propelled cavalry," he wrote, ''it would
properly be placed under the command of the ground forces. But air
power, of which the fotrces designed for close combat support of
ground operations are a part, is more than this. Air power is the
sum of the means mnecessary to dominate the air. Viewed in this light,
the reasons for establishing an integrated Air Force are logical and
wise; its integrity must be guaranteed."

From the beginning of the controversy, Secretary Finletter and
General Vandenberg assumed that resclution of such a highly complex

280

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
|

'. question ag the command and contreol of tactical aviation ought to be

handled by military men rather tham by the Department of Defense or
Congress. General Collins was alsc willing to hear the Air Force
positions on the subject, and, on 21 March 1951, he sent Vandenberg
a readjustment of his original position. He recognized that central-
ized coutrol of tactical air units under a senior Air Force commandex
might be necessary in a war against an enemy nation that had a great
superiority of air power, but he wanted this senior ailr commander to
allocate air groups to the support of field armies if the tactical
situation permitted. Once air groups were so allocated to the support
of an army, or an independent corps, the responsible Army commanders
should be able to exercise operational control over them.l20 At this
juncture, Secretary of the Army Frank Pace and General Collins agreed
in a couversation with Finletter that the idea of a separate tactical
close-support air force, with specially-designed close-support air-
craft, ought to be laid aside until such time as the Air Force could
build up tactical air forces capable of performing the multiple
functions of tactical air power. 7 While the matter would be posi-
poned, General Clark had changed none of his thinking. "I consider
that the traditional Air Force doctrine, which provides for co-equal
command status between ground and air at all but theater levels,'
Clark wrote Collins, '"constitutes a fundamental defect in command
relationship., This doctrine of command by mutual cooperation is un-
acceptable because it reserves to the supporting arm the authoricy

to determine whether or not a supporting task should be executed.
.. The theory of divided command in the face of the enemy is foreign to
the basie concept of warfare wherein the responsible commander
exercises undisputed directive authorit{ over all elements essential
to the accomplishment of his missions.''128

At the same time that the Air Force leaders were discussing air-

ground relationships, they had to make decisions as to the relation-
ship between the Tactical Air Command and the Strategic Air Command,
While the Tactical Air Command formed a Special Weapons Branch in its
headquarters as soon as it learned that the development of atomie
weapons that could be delivered by tactical aircraft was feasible,
the assignment of the retardation mission to the Strategic Air Command
in August 1950 betlouded the prospects of an atomic mission for the
Tactical Air Command. Purely for test and development purposes, the
Air Force permitted the modification of nine B~45's and seven F-84E's
for atomic delivery and assigned them to the Tactical Air Command's
84th Bombardment Squadron (Light).129 BEarly in 1551 & build-up of
Soviet tactical air forces in Europe lent urgency to the reinforcement
of air units in that theater, On 21 January, the United States Alr
Force in Europe was made a separate command under the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and it activated the Twelfth Air Force in Germany to serve as
the tactical air arm for NATO ground forces and the Third Air TForce
to exercise area command in the United Kingdom. The Strategic Air
Command activated the 5th Air Division to command its units which
would be deployed to bases being built in French Morocco and the 7th
'. Air Diwvision to command strategic air units in Great Britain.130 a¢
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about this same time the Joint Chiefs of Staff made an allocation .
of atomic weapons to the defense of western Europe.
As soon as atomic weapons were allocated to the defense of
Europe, Lieutemant General Camnon informed the Air Foxce that the
tactical air force ought to be charged to ewmploy thewm. 'MA tactical
fighter-bomber unit capable of delivering atomic weapous,’’ he wrote
in February 1951, "promises to e one of the most devastating
striking forces that will be avallable to the military establishment,”
His position soon became quite clear. I pewsonally comsider it
extremely important,'” he said, '"to have the strateslc air lowces tend
to their own knltting, leep their minds on cheir own ,obs and not be
diverted from their primary mission.!" Cannon thought that the wission
of strategic air forces was to cffect the progressive destruction and
disintegration of an ememy nation's wmorale and war-waking capacity.
At the outset of hostilities with the Soveit Union, e expected that
the sirategic air forces would be needed to assist the tactical aix
forces ko attain air superiority and to interdict the advance of
Soviet ground troops, but he maintained that such diversions ougnht to
be as moderate as possible.1 In the Air Stalf, officers who were
looking for a means of augmenting theater air power in Euvope before
the spring of 1952 apparently looked with some Ifavor on Cannon's
thinking. In the Office of Assistant for Atomic Energy, Colonel John
D, Stevenson authored a plan Llooking coward the ecstablishwent o. a
tactical air division in the United Kinzgdom which would be equipped
with atomic-capable B-45 and F-34 aiverait. Glven authovrization .ro. )
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Air Force In July 1951 directed the .(‘
necessary modificatioa of aircraft and ordered the Tactical Aix
Command to organize the atomic air division. While they so decided
that an atomic-capable tactical air division would be fielded, the
Joint Chiefs did not relieve the Stwategic Alr Command of its re-
tardation mission, and the Alr Force did mnot comait itself vo pwovide
a follow-on tactical bomber replacement for the old B-45. "It is wy
considered opinion,” Cannon continued to insist, "that any planning
basis that relies In the maln upon the diversion oi strategic air
effort to tactical targets is ilnappropriate. Strategic alr power
must be conserved for its primary mission aad tactical alir wust
possess integral forces appropriate and adequate to its needs. 132
During the winter of 1950-51, the Air Force gave a zood amount
of attention to proposals for a reorganization of military air trans-
port and troop carrier aviatiom. During April and ilay 1950 during
maneuvers in North Carolina called "Exercise Swarmer' tioop carriler
and military air transport elewents were combined together in a
provisional air tramsport force that proved able to drop paratxoopers
to seize an airhead, to expand the airhead by the landing of trans-
ports with reinforcements, g d vo waintain vesupply of trocps sur-
rounded by hostile forces. Sent to Japan to taxe charze of
theater airlift in September 1950, hajor General Tunnexr organized
available troop carrier and wmilitary air transport units together in
the FEAF Combat Cargo Command (Provisiomal). Citing zood experlence
with this organization, which could haodle airborne operaticns and .
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air-delivered supplies, Tunner proposed on 26 December 1950 that in
the interest of both economy and efliciency tiae Alr Torce ought to
unify all of its air transport organizations.+34 In October 1950,
the Army Field Forces were reported Lo oppose any uove to remove
troop carrier aviation from the tacticallggr forces and to place it
in a conseolidated ailr transport comuand, and Lieutenanr General
Cznnon also proved to be strcongly opposed to such a wove. "Troop
carrier units," Caanon insisted, "are combat units. The aircrait
used by these units are weapons o. war, just as are lighter-bowbers,
submarines, and tanks; therefore, troop carrier aviation is tactical
aviation, and taccical aviation only. Any proposal to wersze troop
carrier and all aix twamsport units invo one air transport ocganiza-
cion is basically in erroyx In thac it cowbines cowbat [unctions wich
service functions.":30

Although the Air Force seriously considered the prospects ior
consolidating aixr transport and croop carrier aviatlion, iinal
decisions allowed troop carrier to rewmaln under che Tactical ..ir
Comuand and wmilitary air cransport undev e ililitary Air Transport
Service. Effective on 28 iaxch 1951, the Tactical Lir Cowmand ac-
cordingly organlzed the Eighteenth . ix Force to vake, gver the training
of all troop carrler wings in the zone of interios. Y37 While wo
change was made in basic organization, the experieace of the Kovean
hostilities was such as to cause Doth che Awrwy and Alr Foxce tc accor
great importance ito transport aviacion. Geaeral Collins seldow wmade
a speech without referring to the lwportance of airborne ogerations
and of making the Army as air transportable as possible. General
Vandenberg pointed out that the Air Force was forced to pre~stock
cxitical supplies in overseas areds, a prdactice that not only was
very expensive but also committed the strikung forces to operate trow
pases which wight be denied to thew 4t the outset of a war. "Airlift
on the scale we visualize," Vandenberg said, "would make it nossible
to move logistic support with and as the bowbess wove. IFf the bouwbers
are forced to divexrt to alternate bases, &ne logistic supnort would
likewise be diverted. Without chis fype support che stwategic Lowb-
ing Fforce is neither truly stracegic uor potent. To have truly
strategic striking forces, Toglstics wusi be 45 strategically woehile
and flexible as the forces it supposts.’-3? Znd even though the &ir
Force decislon had gone against hiw, General Tunner coatinued to iu-
sist that air traunsport capabilities should be consolidated into one
operating comwmand. "Alr transport today,! he wrote in the autwwn of
1952, "is scattered among wmany coumands of the Air Fosce as well as
the Havy and HMarine Corps, all of vhow do not have the sawe standards
of ntilization and prioriiy urgeicy for thelir use, [ [eel the con-
solidation of these aircraft inito a sinzle cowaand is tho wost et~
ficient way to do this job, This single couwand would be charged
with the responsibility for airlif{t accowding to the urgency of che
requirements of all the arwed services--in othex words, the first
needs of the nation."

In its roles and missioms, the Aiv Force was chaorged to provide
an air deiense of the United States, but such au air defense required
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the integration of the Ammy's anciaircraft artillexry battalions aad
the Aix Force's interceptor zroups into one operationmal organization.
In the course of a long dispute the Army Ground Forces had proposed
in 1946 that the air defense wission actually ought to be diverted
with the antiaircraft artillery to be responsible for the air defeunse
of local areas and the tighters to provide air defense beyond the
range of the ground weapons. In 1949 the Air Force stated the
doctrinal position that antiaircraft artillery battalions should 2?
placed under the operational ccacrol of the Air Defense Command.
Until the spring of 1950 these disputes remained academic, since the
Army meant to mobilize antiaiveraft battalions from the National
Guard and the Air Force intended to wmobillize fighter interceptor
groups from the Air National Guaxd, both actions to take eifect in
some future emergency. Following the Soviet atomic explosion, the.
Air Force stated immediate requirements for the establishment of an
operatiomal air defense system in the United States and Alaska by
1952, and the Army, which now budgeted for 48 regular antiaircraft
artillery battalions, established an frmy Antiaireraft Command to
assume responsibilities for field air defense matters including air
defense plamning, In 2 memorandum of agreement signed on 1 August
1950, Generals Vandenberg and Collins decided between themselves that
targets to be defended would be decided upon jointly by the Departments
of Army and Air Foxce, that the location of local antisircraft
artillery defenses would be "prescribed geographically'' by similar
agreements, and that Air Force air defense commanders would exercise
operational control over antisircraft artillery Mnsofar as engagement
and disengagement of fire is concerned, "L42

The agreement between Vandenberg and Collins cleared the way for
the integration of antiaircraft artillery into the growing air de-
fense system, but it did not provide an oyer-all air defense organi-
zation. In the latter half of 1950, the Continental Air Commend,
even though it was hard pressed to handle its multitude of duties,
remained responsible For air defense matters. Seeking reliel from
overwork, Lieutenant General Ennis C. Whitehead, the commander of the
Continental Air Command, urged the Air Force to establish a separate
air personnel command to handle the mobilization of Air National
Guard and Air Reserve units into the federal service and to allow the
Continental Air Command to continue to be responsible for tactical
air and air defense. Instead of accepting this proposal, the Air
Force made the initial decision to separate the Tactical Air Comwand,
and, inasmuch as common fighter units would nmo longer be available
for both air defemse and tactical air employments, the Air Force wade
the additional decision amnounced on 10 November 1950 to separate the
Air Defense Command from the Continental Air Command. At this time,
rhe Contimental Air Command remained responsible for Air Reserve and
Air Wational Guard affairs. Lieutenant General Whitehead accordingly
relinquished his old command and moved to Colorado Springs, Colorado,
wherelzg assumed direction of the Air Defense Command on 1 January
1951.
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. At its reestablishment as a major command, the Air Defense
Command was assigned the Easteran and Western Air Defense Foreces,
together with the eight fighter-interceptor wings that had been
agsigned to the Continental Air Command. In order to spread the
heavy burden borne by the two air defemnse forces, the Air Defense
Command established a Central Air Defense Force on 1 March 1951.
Operating in coordination with the Air Defense Command, the Army
Antiaircraft Command established its headquarters in GColorado Spr igs
and established Fastern, Western, and Central Arwy Antiairccaic
Commands adjacent to the respective air defense forces. Antiaircraft
artillery brigades, groups, battalioms, and batteries moved into cne
air defense system to complement the air divisiong, defense wings,
groups, and squadrons oi the Air Defense Command.l44 Rounding out
the defense organization, the Air Defense Commrand negotiated agree-
ments with the Tacticzl Air Comwand and the Strategic Air Comnand
during April and May 1951 whereby the forces of these organizations
might: be used for emergency air defense missions, Even tnough a
comnand organization for continental air defense had been established,
Vandenberg felt it necessary on 23 April 1951 to warn that 70 per-
cent of the hostile aircraft which might attack the United States
would probably get through to their targets. "There has never been
in the history of air warfare,' he said, “anyone who has been able
to maintain as high a percentage as 30 percent destroyed, In other
words, 30 percent has never yvet been attained. In fact I think the
greatest percentage--this is der a period of time--that has ever

. been attained is 8 percent."l

w * ®* £

Because of the general language of the National Security Act of
1947, the Air Force was able to generate much of its own internal
organization. Air Force leaders felt that this was advantageous for
an essentially new service, but there was a disadvantage in that the
Air Force had no specific authorization for its sctrength and was also
bound by the old laws which provided that Army appropriations could
not be carried over for longer than two years before being expended.
In Congressional hearings during 1949, Secretary Symington and
General Vandenberg accordingly supported the Army and Air Force
authorization legislation, which was designed to cxeate a lezal frame-
work for the Army and the Air Force with regard to their military
strength, their basic composition, and their approprilation authority.
4s enacted on 10 July 1950, the Army and Aixr Force Authorization Act
established the strength of the Regular Air Force at 70 groups and
22 separate squadrons and allocated an additional 61 groups to the
combined Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve, The act provided
that funds appropriated to the Air Force for the procurement of
technical military equipment and supplies, the construction of public
works, and for research and development should remain available until
expended unless otherwise provided.
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Satisfied with the Army and Air Forxce Authorization Act, Air .
Force leaders were in no hurry to see the enactment of wore detailed
organizational legislation. "My own view,’' explained Secretary
Finletter on 10 January 1951, "™was that it was better to let the Air
Force evolve for a further period of time, and to establish its ways
of doing things, especially during sugh a dynamic time as the present,
and then to codify." In the House Military Atfairs Committee, how-
ever, Chairman Vinson believed that '"we should try to run an estab-
lishment by law, by statute as much as possible and not eantirely by
the whims and views of any one individual, because individuals come
and go." When the Air Force did not offer recommended legislation,
Representative Paul J. Kilday's subcommittee of the Committee on
Armed Services drafted a bill designated as the Air Force Organization
Act of 1951, This draft measure was generally descriptive of the
existing Air Force organization, but it provided that the Chief of
Staff "shall have supervision of all members and organizations of the
Air Force," that the major commands would be the Continental Air
Command, Strategic Air Command, Tactical Air Command, Air Materisl
Command, and European Support Command, and that there would be
statutory positions for an Air Adjutant General, an Inspector General,
and a Provost Marshal General. The bill provided that the Army's
Surgeon General and the Wavy's HMedical Department would serve the
Air Force, and that the Army's Quartermaster General, Chief of
Engineers, Judge Advocate General, and Chief of Chaplains would be
charged with functions and duties for the Department of the Air
Foxce. .

When the House Committee on Armed Services began hearings re-
garding the Air Force Organization Act on 10 January 1951, Finletter
stated that the Air Force ought to be permitted to attain more ex-
perience before its internal establishment was codifiled but that,
out of deference to Vimnson, he and Vandenberg would not oppose the
legislation provided that it could be amended to remove restrictive
provisions. Both Finletter and Vandenberg insisted that, under the
direction of the Secretary of the Air Force, the Chief of Staff should
command rather than ''supervise!' the Air Force. The National Security
Act of 1947 had authorized the Chisf of Staff to "command" the Air
Force, and, while Vandenberg was willing to '"supervise" the support
activities of the Air Force, he maintained that it was essential that
he retain command over the strategic air force and the air defense
force. '"When we are dealing with things like the type of explosives
we have today, and . . . because half an hour may make the difference
between the destruction of something and the saving of it based on
information that Washington may have . . .," he explained, "I want
to have clear command.'" Finletter and Vandenberg also opposed the
legislative creation of Adjutant General, Inspector General, and
other specialized corps within the Air Force. '"Rather than having
badges and differentiations,™ he said, "what we are trying to get in
the Air Force is one unified command without distinctions.' Finletter
was willing to accept a unified medical service, but he maintained
that the Air Force could not depend upon other services to provide .
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. medical, quartermasier, englneer, ,udge advocate, and chaplain
support. ''The Air Force,' he announced, "will not support something
which singles out the Air Force and makes it a second-grade estab-
lishment.'" Believing that the legislation should not be so specific
as to restrict organizational development, Finletter suggested that
it should establish the Air Defense Command, the Strategic Air
Command, the Tactical Air Command, the Air Materiel Command, and one
other oversea command as might be directed established by the
President, each command tc be headed by a commander in the grade f
ge'neral.1"!"9
Despite frequent meetings Ailr Force leaders were not able to
persuade the House Committee on Armed Services to accept the prin-
ciple that the Chief of Staif should command the Air Force. The
Committee recognized that the Chief of Naval Operations commanded
the nation's operational fleets, but it preferred the Aruy system
wherein '"the Army has for forty-some-odd years felt the Chief of
Staff should act more or less as a coordinator oxr director of the
Army Staff." Vinson was more than a Llittle distrusting of the wide
latitude which the Secretary of Alr Force wanted in order to organize
the Air Force, but the Committee ultimately agreed not to recommend
the legislative establishwent of special corps and ofiices within
the Air Force, while the Air Force agreed to accept & stipulation
that established an Air Staff, comprising the Chief and five Deputy
Chiefs of Staff. The Committee also agreed to establish the Air
Defense Command, the Strategic Alr Command, and the Tactical air
. Comuand by law, Leaving additiomal commands to be established by the
Secretary of the Air Force.

The amended Air Force Organilzatlon weasure passed by the House
of Representatives on 24 January 1951 was generally acceptable to
the Air Force, except that it specified that the Chief of Stafi
would "supervise” rather than "cowmand.'" In an appearance on 23
April, Finletter asked a subcommittee ol the Senate Comwittee on
Armed Services to accept the command concept. le argued that the
Air Force Chief of Staff could mot act independently of the con-
stitutional powers of the President or of the statutory authority of
the Secretary and that '"the word 'command' is the wmore proper one to
define the relationship of the Chief of Staff cto the Air Force,
especially to the fighting commands of the Air Force." Both
Finletter and Vandenberg spoke of their desire to have "a homogenous
family in the Air Foree' and accordingly opposed the legal estab-
lishment of a Judge Advocate Gemeral--the only special corps
authorization that had not been removed from the House bill. 131l

When it passed its version of the Air Force Organization Act on
21 June 1951, the Senate accepted the concept that the Chief of Staff
should command the Air Force. As a result the legislation went to a
conference committee which prepared a measure that was enacted as the
Air Force Organization Act of 1951 and was signed by President Truman
on 19 September. This act specified that the Air Force Chief of
Staff, under the direction of the Secretary of the Air Force, should
exercise command over the Air Defenge Command, the Strategic Air
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Command, the Tactical Air Command, and such other major establishments .
as might be created in a war or national emergency Lo supersede one
of the enumerated major commands. The Chief of Staff would supervise
other portions of the Air Force. Apparently because of a high degree
of importance attached to the military justice function, the act
provided for the appointment of an Air Force Judge Advocate General

by the President for a four yeaxr term. Based upon a Senate amendment,
the act also provided that the Secretary of the Air Force would charge
the Under Secretary or an Assistant Secretary to supervise all
activities of the reserve components of the Air Force. The Air Force
was generally satisfied with the Air Force Organization Act, but

there were reports that some cammands which had not been recognized

as "major" commands did not like the implication that they must be
"ninor' commands. The Tactical Air Command viewed the act as a
"milestone' in its struggle for status and recognition. Representa-
tive Vinson zlso commented that the organization act would obviously
result in greater emphasis being placed on the tactical air mission
within the 4ir Force.

% 5 * 2

In the same months of 1950 and 1951 that the Air Force was
reorganizing to meet worldwide commitments, Secretary Finletter and
General Vandenberg confronted the problem of expanding its strength.
Based generally upon the requirements noted in NSC-68, the expansion
of the Air Force was initially undertaken in context with the ex- .
pansion of all of the military services. Early in July 1930 the
Joint Chiefs of Staff approved force compositioms thought necessary
to support the additional requirements of the Korean fighting and to
commence a limited augmentation of American armed forces, and on 24
July President Truman offered a supplemental estimate of appropria-
tions required for this purpose. As enacted on 27 September, the
First Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951 made $11.7 billion
available to the Department of Defense in addition to the $13.3
billion carried in the Defense Appropriation Act of 1951. Finletter
estimated that only about $4.5 billion of the supplemental appropria-
tion was designed to cover the current costs of Korean war and that
the remainder was to provide "basic build-up.'" For the Air Force,
the supplemental appropriation included the costs of an expansion
from 48 to 58 wings, or the addition of 10 tactical air wings which
were mobilized from the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve
during the summexr of 1950. For the Navy the supplemental appropria-
tion permitted the operation of three additiomal attack carrier
groups, three antisubmarine carrler groups, and seven patrol squad-
rons and the operation of nine attack and ten escort aircraft
carriers.

In its postwar planning the Alr Force had emphasized a require-
ment for a minimum peacetime strength of 70 groups and 22 separate
squadrons. This objective had been stated at a time when Russia did
not have an atomic bomb and possessed very little air power. During
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. July and August 1950 it was obvious to air plammers that 58 wings
or even 70 wings would be insufficient to the tasks confronting the
United States. Studies as to requirements within the Air Force
finally firmed up at a figure of 163 wings~-138 combat and 25 troop
carrier~-but Air Force planners feared that a request for such an
authorization would be rejected out of hand as the product of Mair
power extremists." In August 1950, Vandenberg accordingly stated a
requirement to the Joint Chiefs for the augmentation ot the Air
Force to a strength of 130 wings--114 combat and 16 troop carrier.
Acting at the time of the initial United Nations reverses in Korea,
the Joint Chiefs on 1 September 1950 approved a build-up of the Air
Force to a strength of 95 wings«-80 combat and 15 troop carrier~-by
30 June 19534. In the emergency created by the entry of the Chinese
Communists into the Korean war, the National Security Council on 14
December recommended that the Air Force attain a strength of 87
wings by 30 June 1951 and 95 wings by one yeaxr later. The Council
also directed the establishment of an expanded military production
capacity which would considerably reduce the time required for a
full mobilization of militaxry forces. To cover the additional costs
of the Korean war and the expansion of military forces during the
balance of fiscal year 1951 funds in the amount of $16.8 billions
were approved in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951
on 6 January 1951. 1In the Fourth Supplemental Appropriation Act of
1951 which became law on 31 May 1951, Congress voted the Department
of Defense an additiomal $6.4 billion to cover deficiencies in the

. pay and support of the increased forces. This appropriation brought
the total amount appropriated to the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 1951 to $48.2 billion.154

In the summer of 1950 both the Air Force and the Navy recognized

that the aircraft industries of the United States were in a very
critical position because of the limited orders for military aircraft
that had been placed in the late 1940's. In August 1950, Admiral
Forrest P. Sherman, Chief of Naval Operations, stated that he felt
strongly that the requirement for a greatly augmenied production of
military aircraft was even greater than it had been in early May
1940 when the United States had markedly increased aircraft production
to meet the needs of an impending World War II.155 ynder Secretary
of the Air Force John A. McCone also explained that the Air Force
wanted an immediate increase in aircraft production: "The Air Force
policy,' he said, '"has been to build up to maximum acceleration
irrespective of the fact that by so doing we could look forward to
the time whemn, in the absence oif a further appropriation, production
would drop off very precipitately.'136 Quickly iwplementing the
National Security Council's directive to establish a military produc-
tion capacity that would considerably reduce the time required for
full mobilization if a decision was made to do so late in 1951,
Secretary of Defense Marshall issued oxders on 18 Decembex that the
Department of Defense would follow an extraordinarily wide-base pro-
curement policy. Marshall specifically directed that contracts were

’ to be spread across industry as widely as possible; that additional
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contractors were to be used vhonever time permitted, instead of .
extra-shift or overtime operations; that open industrial capacity
would be used to the maximum bzfore the expansion of facilities was
authorized; and chat prime contgactors were to be encouraged and izI
necessary required to subconcracE %n ordar thai the fullest use
would be made of small business. 5

GCiven the acceptance of thris broad-base production conceptl,
which would permit a potentizl doubling of production In an emergency,
the Air Force could airee to the maintenance of a relatively low
strength of 95 wings. 58 "An sir Focce of 95 wings,!' Vandenberg
nevertheless warned, 'cannot be considered sufficient to win a wajor
war by defeating superior strength both In the air and on the ground.
A force of this size is intended primarily as a deterrent. Lt is
is hoped also that such a force might be able to stave off defeat
if the_enemy should decide to risk the consequences of all-out war-
fare." Finletter also supported the 95-wing program, but only as
a "Prevention of Disaster" force.r Despite these misgivings, the
95-wing program called for the establishment and modernization of 95
Air Force wings, 34 separate squadrons, 30 wilitary air transport
gsquadrons, and 11 Air National Guard wings, plus the provision of a
war reserve of 3,578 modern aircraft. As finally programmed, the
composition of the 95-wing objective included 4 heavy bombardment,
29 medium bombardment, 3 Ffighter escort, 3 heavy strategic reconnais-
sance, and 5 medlum strategic veconnaissance wings for the Straregic
Adx Command; 20 wings of fighter interceptors for the Air Delense
Command and theater air forces; and 4 light bombardment, 15 fighter= .
bomber, & tactical reconnalssaace, 3 heavy txoop carrier, and 12
medium troop carrier wings for the Tactical Alr Comand and theater
air forces. The imitial thrust toward attainment of the 95-wing
strength came from the mobilization of reserve units; by the end of
May 1951 all Alr Force Resexve wings--20 tzoop carrier and 5 light
bombardment-~had entered the f{ederal service, as had 22 Air National
Guard wings--17 fighter, 3 light bombardment, and 2 tactical recon-
naissance wings. Many of the air Reserve wings wexe incomnpletely
manned: only 13 of them could be retained as units and the other 12
had to be broken up for fillers and replacements. One of the 22 Air
National Quard wings ordered Into active service was comverted into
a light-~bombardment combat crew training school.+02 1In his specific
coment regarding the allocation of units under the 95-wing program,
Vandenberg was most dissatisfied with the air defense allocations.
"The fighters that we have now,' he said, "are spread very thinly
and there are many holes. In che 93-group program, the provision
for defense will still be, in wy opinion, .i.nader.lt;zate.“]-6 In order
to bulwark continental air de.ense, the 95-wing planning called tor
the rebuilding of 1L Air National Guard wings and thelr equipment
with jet fighter interceptors.l

In comparison with fiscal yeax 19530 when only 1,246 aircraft had
been authorized for its procurement, the Alx Force's expanded air-
crafe procurement funds of fiscal year 1951 permitted it to place
orders for 8,578 plames. Included were 44 B-36H's and 39 RB~36H's,
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. 532 B-47's and 52 RB-47's, 3,993 jet fighters, 130 RF-84F tactical
reconnaissance planes, 222 amphibian search and rescue SA-16A's,
231 KC-97 tankers, 656 cargo aircraft, 2,373 trainers, 182 heli-
copters, and L1l liaison aircraft.19> While the procurement program
was greatly expanded, the Air Force had not been able to lay down
a single new basic aircraft design since 1947 and the fiscal year
1951 procurements did not represent any substantial increases in the
state of the aeronautical art. The B-47 jet bombers, ordered in
substantial quantities &s successors to B-29's, could cruise at 500
miles an hour, but their limited combat range would force them to
operate from oversea bases.

The interceptor fighters that were procured in quantity--the
F-89, F-86D, and the F-94--were designed to counter a Soviet TU-4
capablllty that probably would not be a major threat after 1954,

The only long-range escort fighter that could be provided to the
Strategic Air Command was the F-84F which would have in-flight re-
fueling capabilities. Because of a pressing requirement for fightex-
bombers in the autumn of 1951, moreover, most of the Strategic Air
Command'i6£ighter~escort wings were reassigned to the Tactical Air
Command.

During Fiscal year 1951 the Joint Chiefs of Staff were no
longer Llimited by a dollar budgetary ceiling given to them in ad-
vance, but, as Finletter pointed out, '"as the Air Force went Ffrom
48 wings to 95, the mumber of Army divisions and of Navy warships
went up apace. The Division-by-Services method continued to

. rule. ™67 In June 1950, the Army possessed 10 divisions, but during
fiscal year 1951 it was authorized to expand to 18 divisions and
separate combat elements equivalent to 6 additional divisions. The
augmentation of the Army reflected war requirements in Korea, but on
9 September 1950 President Truman announced that the Army would send
four divisions to Europe to bolster the two divisions that were
already assigned te the Noirth Atlantic Treaty Organization.l68 In
fiscal year 1951, the Navy increased 1lts operating force of large
carriers from 7 to 12 and its force of light and escort carriers
from 8 to 15. This immediate increase returned reserve [leet units
to active service, but, in recognition thalt converted World War IIL
carriers could not well accommodate the heavier aircraft that the
Navy was developing, Congress authorized the construction of a
57,000~¢on aircraft carvier which would serve &s a prototype for
future development. The Marine Corps alsc increaged to a strength
of two and one-third divisions and two air wings.

% % * £

In discussing the Department of Defense build-up, Secretary
Finletter was convinced that '"the time is past when we can any
longer go on with the idea that if one service gets something the
other services must get, roughly speaking, & like amount. w170 The
Air Force could accept the 95-wing program only because it included
. a broadening of the nation's industrial base to support a future
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all-out mobilization. "We believe," Finletter explained, "that we
cammot afford now to build up a standing military establishment
waich will be able to fight the war through. We believe that any
such military establishment would run into fantastic sums of money
which would be a drain on the economy which the country should not
be asked to bear."7l Although Finletter and Vandenberg both
believed that the Air Force's strength should be increased to some-
thing on the order of 138 to 140 wings, they agreed to accept a force
objective of 95 wings during fiscal year 1952, and the National
Defense budget submitted to Congress early in 1951 called for an
expenditure of $60.7 billion, to be subdivided at $20.8 biliion Zfor
the Army, $15.1 billion for the Navy, and $19.8 billiom for the Air
Force, plus additional amounts for military construction. /2 While
Finletter and Vandenberg were willing to agree with administration
policy, they were subjected to heavy pressure from forces outside
the Air Force to come out in favor of large imcreases in air capa-
bilities.

Alarmed by President Truman's intention of committing six
American divisions to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
favoring a build-up of the Air Force for the defense of Europe
rather than the employment of ground forees, Senator Kenneth S.
Wherry introduced a resolution calling upon the Senate's Armed
Services and Foreign Relations Committees to report whether the
Senate ought not to adopt a policy on the movement of ground troops
to Europe. Joint hearings conducted by the two committees during
February 1951 turned into an examination of the nation's strategy
and particularly the contributioms that alr power could make to the
defense of NATO. In common with the other members of the Joint
Chiefs, Vandenbexrg supported che administration's plan to augment
the WATO surface forces. "If we do have a strong strategic air arm,'
he explained, "we would be able to knock out the industrial potential
of an enemy country. The effect of that would take some time. In
other words, down on the front lines, where there have been stock-
piles of ammunition, food, gasoline, transportation, in the short
distance that we are viewing in Western Europe I am of the opinion
that without a delaying force it would be possible to move to the
coast in spite of the fact that we did or were able to kmock out an
industrial potential. . . . The greatest effect, in my opinion, from
that strategilc effort would be if we had a force in place that was
adequate to insure that they used up their stockpile of equipment
and held them so that Western Europe could be saved f£rom being over-
run. "

In an interview in January 1951, Seversky was in favor of
giving all possible assistance to permit European nations to rearm,
but he wished to insure that European rearmament would be orderly.
"Russia will not sit passively by and tolerate our building a
European army that eventually will be able to challenge it,' he said.
"Russia will nip that undertaking in the bud, unless we f{ind means
of deterring Russia while the recomstruction of European strength is
going on. Only American long range air power which has the vitality
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. to denude Russia of its sinews of waxr, operating directly from the
United States and partially from Great Britain, from bases in-
accessible to Russian armies, can deter Russia from interfering
with the rearmament of Europe." Seversky noted: '"Qur present
Strategic Aix Force is well conceived, well mamned and well led, hut
it is only a tcken force. The Strategic Air Force will not be able
to destroy the Russian industrial complex until it destroys the
Russian Air Force and wins command of the air."l74 Writing in April,
General Spaatz called upon the United States to provide the minimum
divisions required to gilve Western Europe the courage to build up
its strength, but he decried the acceptance of the 'wall of flesh
strategy' which he said was '"the prevailing philosophy in Washington
today." Spaatz stated thai the Soviet Union had built up a ten-to-
one superiority in jet fighters over the United States. ''While we
pursue the wall of flesh philosophy," he said, "we are losing the
first and crucial battle in any possible war with Russia-~the battle
for command of the air.'75

Many Republican senators opposed the commitment of American
ground forces to the defense of Europe, but on 3 April 1951 Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. led a bipartisan effort that defeated a joint
resolution that would have forbidden Truman from sending more than
four divisions to Europe. Another resolution calling upon Truman to
send no ground troops until the Joint Chiefs certified that "suffi-
cient air strength will be available to control the air over western

. Europe to the degree necessary to assure the safety and effectiveness
of U.8., ground troops' was also defeated. On 4 April, the Senate
passed a resolution approving the commitment of the four additional
divisions to Europe provided the Joint Chiefs of Staff certified
that this was gn_essential step in strengthening the security of the
United States,1/6 Writing to Lodge on 6 April, Professor Leach
agreed that the additional divisions ought to be sent to Europe, but
he asked Lodge to consider that the placing of so wmany troops and
their dependents in "a fighi-to-the-death combat zone'' would be "a
very serious matter unless a counterpoise to Soviet air power in
this area is provided."l/7 1n a speech in the Senate on 30 April
(which he credited Leach with inspiring), Senator Lodge called
attention to the faet that published reports set the strength of the
Soviet tactical air foxrce at between 16,000 and 20,000 planes, of
which some 9,000 were available for an attack in western Europe.
Based on his appraisal that air defense and strategic alr forces
ought to be increased in size and that the NATO air forces ought to
have a 2-to-1 numerical superiority over Soviet tactical air forces,
Lodge stated his conviction that the United States Air Force ought,
ag soon as possible, to be increased from 95 to a wminimum of 150
groups., ‘'‘Some say,'" Lodge remarked, "that to be certain of our
superiority and not leave our destiny to the fortunes of battle, we
should have 175 groups. Certainly 150 groups will get us started
off the present dead center of disastrous military inadequacy.’l1/8

According to Leach, Finletter and Vandenberg were embarassed to

. learn of his correspondence with Senator Lodge. Finletter had taken
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a strong position within the Air Force against "end runs" to .
Congress, and both he and Vandenberg considered that they should not
communicate with Lodge unless he requested it. According to Leach,
they also feared that a build-up of tactical air power in Europe
might result in a reduction of the proper emphasis on the Strategic
Air Command; they doubted that productiocn would be adegquate to
sustain the larger Air Force; and they feared that the cost of
building tactical air bases in Europe would require an excessive
expansion of Air Force infrastructure. Appearing before the
Senate Subcommittee on Military Appropriations om 13 July, Senator
Lodge made an extensive statewent favoring an Air Force of 150 combat
wings. At this time, Finletter agreed that the proper way to al-
locate defense funds was to figure out the tasks to be performed and
make recommendations to carry them out. Both Finletter and Vandenberg
also pointed out the limited capabilitles of a 95-wing Air Force,
but Finletter proposed that any action to expand further than this
ought to await a Department of Defense review which would take place
in the autwmn. Other than for answering specific questions, neithex
Air Force official committed himself to Lodge's proposals. But
Finletrter remarked: "The existing power of the Russians is such that
it would probably be impossible to hold them if it were not for one
factor, and that is at the moment the United States has a great
superiority in atomlc weapons and in the ability to deliver them."
And Vandenmberg noted that "within the limits of the money given to
us we should endeavor to free the Aix Force as much as possible from .
the requirement for overseas bases in the hands of other powexs.”
Vandenberg also explained his rule for measuring the proper size of
the Air Force: 'There is only one valid measure of the adequacy of
our own strength in the air, and that is the air strength of a
potential ememy. If he decreases his air strength-in readiness, our
requirements may be reduced. But as he increases his ready air forces
ours must be correspondingly increased if we are to guard against
the swiftest kind of military disaster. Whatever our plan_or policy,
we have nio choice but to maintain superiority in the air.™
Taking his case for expanded air power to the Awerican people,
Senator Lodge published an article entitled "Let's Face It--We're
in a Jam" in the Saturday Evening Post om 28 July 1951.181

The "great debate over the dispatch of American ground divi-
sions to Europe produced many reasons for the expansion of Amexican
air power, but both the Truman administration and Congress remained
comuitted to the balanced forces included in the original fiscal
year 1952 budget. When the appropriation act and supplemental
appropriations for fiscal year were totalled, Congress appropriated
$59.4 billion of the $60.7 billion that was requested, and it would
subsequently provide another $1 billion to meet additional costs
arising from combat operations in Korea. Granted a total obli-
gational authority of $21.6 billion, the Army increased its force
level from 18 to 20 combat divlsions. With §$15.6 billion in new
obligational authority, the Navy continued the construction of its
large aircraft carrier (which was now named the USS Forrestal) and .
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. began to build its sister ship, which Secretary of the WNavy bDan A.
Kimball indicated would be the second of the fleet of 12 modern
carriers which the Navy would require. 1In August 1951, the Navy
awarded a contract for the construction of a prototype nuclear sub-
marine to be named the Nautilus. The Marine Corps organized and
commenced training the Third Marine Division and the Third Maxine
Aircraft Wing.l Given a total of $22.2 billion 1n new obligaticnal
authority, the Air Force completed the activation of ifs 95 wings in
June 1952 and during the year it placed orders for 6,944 aireraft.
The bulk of these planes were already familiar types, but for the
first time in several years the Air Force imstituted procurement of
new types of improved aircraft. Procurement ocders were issued for
3 B-52A"s and 17 RB-52B's, the latter to be able to serve as inter-
continental jet bombers when their reconnaissance '"pods' were re-
placed with bomb racks. In response to the Tactical Alr Command 's
requirement for a night-intruder and night tactical reconnaissance
aircraft to replace obsolescent B-26 types, the Air Force issued
purchase orders for 110 B-57's and 67 RB~57's, these planes to be an
American version of the British Canberra jet. Designed to replace
RB-45 aircraft, the Air Force ordered a test quantity of 5 RB-664
jet aircraft from Douglas. The principal jet fighters om oxder were
F-84's, F-86's, F-89's, and F-94's, but the Air Force issued an order
for 2 YF-100A's and a production gquantity of 23 F-100A's, these air-
craft being improved F-86's which would be known as the Super-Sabre.
Marking realization of the decision made in 1950 to abandon the use

. of powerless gliders in future airborne operations, the Air Force
ordered 244 Chase C-123's, planes which would be known as assault
transports and were to be capable of landings and take-offs from
short and rough strips.184

*x x * %

During his tenure of office Secretary Marshall had sought to
meet immediate military requirements and to broaden the nation's
mobilization base. When Robert A. Lovett became Secretary of
Defense, he called upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff to make decisions
as to the force levels beginning in fiscal year 1953 that the United
States would require for the next several years. 'We must try to do
first things first," stated Lovett, "and not everything all at
once."185 When they surveyed national requirements and capabilities
during October 1951, the Joint Chiefs of S5taff were evidently im-
pressed by the growth of Soviet air capabilities as compared with
those of the United States. The notion that the United States could
easily and cheaply achieve qualitative superiority over a techmically
inept enemy was dispelled by the appearance and performance of MIG-15
aircraft in the air over Korea,l86 Vandenberg pointed out that the
Soviet Union had engaged in a forced-draft development and expansion
of its air power, with the result that the Red Air Force was not
only quantitatively larger than the U.S. Air_Force but was also

. rapidly ccnverting to modern jet equipment.187 Speaking 'mot in
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prophecy but from facts,' General Twining stated that the commander .
of the Soviet long-range air .orce had several hundred TU-4's at his
disposel and that a new Soviet bomber of original design had been
observed over Moscow in 1951. According to best estimates, the
Soviet atomic stockpile would soomn reach a level which could
critically cvipple the war-maliing capabilities of the United States.
In 1950-51 the Soviets also rzpidly expanded their radar-intercept
and antiaircraft artillery deienses of their homeland. In addition
to these augmentations, the Scviets also increased the strength of
their already powerful tacticel air armies. As a result of a prodi-
gious postwar effort plus aircraft remaining from World War II, the
Soviet Union had about 20,000 aircraft in or§anized air units and
an equal number in various foras of reserve. 88 Unless the size of
the U.8. Air Force and its rate of develppment were increased,
Vandenberg predicted that the "narrowing margin' of air superiority
which it held "will shrink to nothing in another 6 yeaxs, and control
of the air, with all that it implies, will then be within the grasp
of the Soviet Union."

After what General Bradley described as "a very long study" the
Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that the Air Foxce was ''assuming
more than its share of the calculated risk" and agreed that the
United States must increase ita combat air power. %0 More specifi-
cally, the Joint Chiefs recomrznded that the Air Force should
maintain a force level at which, in the event of a general war, it
could accomplish the following essential D-day tasks: (1) To defend,
by both offensive and defensive air operations, critical areas in .
the western hemisphere, with particular emphasis on defense against
atomic air attack. (2) To conduct a strategic air offensive designed
to destroy the vital elements of enemy war-making capacity. (3) To
assist in the defense of the NATIO area and in the defense of
critical areas in the Far East, including the maintenance and de-
fense of essential base areas and lines of communication. (4) To
provide such aid to the nation's allies as would be essential to
the execution of their responsibilities. The Joint Chiefs xecog-
nized that the missions of air defense and strategic air warfare
vese essential D-day tasks, and Vandemberg stated the corollaxy
rule "that the No. 1 priority task of the Strategic Air Command,
in event of war, is to attack the enemy's atomic delivery capability
st the outset of hostilitles. We place such high priority on this
tacl beczuse we know that our continental air defense system, how-
ever good, could not stop all the bombers that might be sent against
us. Hence our long range atomic counterattack against enemy air
forces must of necessity provide the principal means of our air
defense of American cities and centexs of production. 't

"In spite of the fact that air power alome can never be de-
cisive in total war," said General Bradley, 'the air battle must be
wor. if a war is to be won."192 Reflecting the importance of air
power and the principle of putting first things first, the Joint
Chiefs unanimously recommended that the Army be stabilized at a
force level of 20 divisions, the Navy at a force of 409 major coumbat .
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o ships with 3 Marine divisions and 3 Marine air wings, and that the
Air Force be expanded to 143 wings, including 126 combat and 17
troop carrier wings. Although 1954 hed previously been mentioned as
the year of maximum danger, the Joint Chieis now officially accepted
that date as being the threshold year in which the Soviet Union would
attain the capability to inflict eritical and possibly fatal damage
to the war-making capabilities of the United States. They also ex-
pected that the build-up of North Atlantic defemses after 1954 would
be such that the Kremlin's chances of overrunning Europe would be-
gin to decrease. The Joint Chiefs did not assume that a war would
begin in 1954, but they believed that the year would be "a very
dangerous period." Based on projectioms of America's industrial
capabilities, they stated that the increase of the Air Foxce to 143
wings could be accomplished by 1 July 1954, and from a military
point of view they recommended that the 1l43-wing program ought to be
accomplished by that date.193 After completing these force-level
recommendations early in October 1951, the Joint Chiefs submitted
them to Secretary Lovett. After the recommendations had been studied
by an ad hoc committee chaired by Professor James R. Killian of the
Massachusetts Imstitute of Techmnology, Lovett approved them and
successfully defended the program before the Nationmal Security Council.
President Truman approved the military build-up at a meeting in the
White House on 28 December 1951, but he directed Lovett to stretch
out the program in order that the armed forces budget including
military azsistance for fiscal year 1953 would be less than $60

L billion,l?

Since the Air Force had stated requirements for an expansion to
155 wings (138 combat and 15 troop carrier), the acceptance by the
Joint Chiefs of only 143 wings committed the Air Force to a program
which Finletter described as having no "fat" im it. Except for "a
very small number of wings' that would be left in the Faxr East at
the completion of the Korean war, Finletter stated thet the 143-wing
program contained '"mo wings capable of fighting anywhere else ocutside
of the air defense of the United States, the strategic air opevations
against any aggressor, and the tactical air operation in Europe. .95
As it was finally established, the internal composition of the 143~
wing objective placed emphasis upon the strategic air force and the
air defense force, which Vandenberg stressed as being "complementary
parts of the air weapon system and . . . each . . . essential to the
air defense of the United States." The Strategic Air Command's
share of the l43-wing strength included 7 heavy bombardment, 30
medium bombardment, 10 strategic fighter, 4 heavy strategic recon-
naissance, and 6 medium strategic reconnaissance wings. Representing
a substantial increase, 29 fighter-interceptor wings were programmed,
most of them to be assigned to the Air Defense Command. Designed
"to operate where the Army operates," the tactical air units of the
143-wing program were computed in terms of training requirements in
the United States, a heavy commitment to the NATO area, and a minimzl
establishment in the Far East. Tactical air units would include 2

. tactical bomber, 5 light bombarxdment, 6 day fighter, 22
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fighter-bomber, 5 tactical reconmaissance, &4 heavy troop carrier, .
and 13 medium troop carrier wings.l

Secretary Finletter hailed the 143-wing authorization as 'a
decision of great moment' which broke the division-by-services
defense funds allocation pattern, but Truman's decision to hold
military spending below $60 billion stretched the earliest date of
readiness of the modernized 4ir Force out to 30 June 1955.197 Even
with the stretch-out of the readiness date, the accomplishment of
the 143-wing program could be achieved only by the most stringent
manning standards and economies of allocations of first-line aircraft
including the elimination of any combat resexve, the cancellation of
a planned modernization of the 1l Air National Guard winge, and the
equipping of no more than half of the Air Reserve wings with first-
line aircraft.l98 The decision to eliminate the hoary old require-
ments for a combat réserve of aircraft and aircrews was not lightly
made. '"We are doing it," Finletter explained, "because we are trying
to concentrate the dollar on the striking power on D-day. It is an
enormous saving., . . . It is possible that we have made a mistake,
but I do mot think so. I think the important thing is to concentrate
on striking power on D-day, even though the forces may be attrited
dovnward sharply thereafter."'9? General Twining noted that the
deficiency in war reserves would be felt in five ways: 'First, oux
capacity to continue long-range atomic attack would be shaxply re-

duced after the crucial initial phase. . . . Second, our capacity
to make good the attrition of our air units in Europe would remain
slight for some time after the outset of hostilities. Third, our .

capacity to make good the attrition among Allied air units using
American equipment would be extremely limited. . . . Fourth, our
capacity to augment our air strength in the Far East in the event of
a general war would be severely limited. Fifth, in the light of
these realities the force contemplated . . . is down to the 'bare
bones. "

In view of the prominence accorded to the Air Force in the
defense budget for fiscal year 1953, Air Force leaders fully pre-
sented their concepts of air power to Congress early in 1032.
Finletter related air power to deterrence. ‘'What we are trying to
do," he said, 'is to create and maintain a military force sufficiently
strong--with relationship to a possible ememy's capability--to be
able to persuade him not to attack us--and then back of this pro-
tective shield of strength to work to achieve peace. There is no
doubt . . . that this generation and this civilization cannot stand
another world war. Nothing must be held back in texms of money ox
national effort which would prevent us doing the very best we
posaibly can to prevent the happening of such a catastrophe."2
In view of wide interest in the subject, Vandenberg again explained
the meaning of air superiority. "The most inefficient way to operate
one's air force against another force," he said, "is to try to
destroy it in the air. . . . The main defense of the United States
lies in the strategic air arm's ability to destroy the bases. That
is the only efficient way to knock a possible air force out of the .
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. air and get air superiority. In the meantime, however, you must
utilize also as much as possible planes to cause them attrition in
their attack; to blunt their attack against us." Referring to the
situation over Noxth Korea, where neither side had destroyed the
other's air bases, Vandenberg showed that local air superiority
fluctuated between the Communists and the United Nations air forces
according to which side put forward the most effort at a particular
time. Under these eircumstances, Vandenherg continued: "Air
superiority is a fleeting thing . . . until either the factories
that produce the aircraft or the oil and/or the airfields and the
airplanes are eliminated. _Anyone with a small force can get local
air superiority at times. "202" pater on, General Bradley was asked
to comment on Vandenberg's explanation of air superiority. "In my
opinion,' Bradley said, "air superiority should be talked about only
in relation to certain areas. You gain it over one area, and lose
it over another one. Apparently, he was talking about over-all
superiority of aireraft.” . -

Despite a very thorough presentation of mational defense re-
quirements, the Department of Defense had trouble getting the total
amount of the fiscal year 1953 budget approved by Congress. As
recommended by its Committee on Appropriations, the House made a
$4.2 billion cut in requested appropriatioms, including a $L.6
billion cut in funds requested for the Air Force. 'Some way must be
found," stated the House committee, 'to shock the people in the

. Department of Defense from top to bottom imto the full realization
that the Congress and the American people will mot tolerate flagrant
waste in money and manpower.' Strong arguments offered by Finletter,
Vandenberg, and Bradley resulted in the Senate Committee on
Appropriations and subsequently the Senate restoring most of the
requested Alr Force funds. Approved during July 1952, the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act for 1953 and the Supplemental
Appropriation Act for 1953 covering military construction wade $46.9
billion of new obligational authority available to the Department of
Defense, including 513.2 billion for the Armﬁ, §12,6 billion for the
Navy, and $20.6 billion for the Air Force, 20

Under the ground rules adopted within the Department of Defense,
the Army and Navy maintained their existing force levels but con-
tinued force modernization during the year following 1 July 1952.
For the Navy this force modernization included the continued con-
struction of the second large aircraft carrier (now named the
Saratoga) and the initiation of a second nuclear submarine. 05
Attaining its 95-wing strength in June 1952, the Air Force began to
build toward the l43-wing objective, the controlling factors in the
augmentation being the availability of personnel, equipment, and
facilities, especially in oversea areas where airfield construction
did not go as rapidly as anticipated. Given an authorization to
reach a total manpower stremgth of 1,019,000 at the end of fiscal
year 1953, the Air Force possessed 106 activated wings on 30 June
1953,206 “ag it placed orders for aircraft procurement from fiscal

o year 1953 funds, the Air Force was increasingly affected by growing
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inflation--which accounted for a 15 to 20 percent increase in .
dollar costs over 1950 levels--and by the high cost of complex
modern aircraft.207 In view of the completion of the requirement
for large conventional strategic bombers, the Air Force ordered no
additional B-36's, but it placed 500 B-47E's, 65 RB-47's, and 43
RB-52B's on order for the Strategic Air Command. The 50 RB-52B's
ordered with fiscal 1952 and 1953 funds would later be redesignated
as B-52B's. For service in tactical air units, the Air Force
ordered 26 B-66B's and 73 RB-66B's, 191 B3-57B's, and 80 RF-84F's.
Orders were also issued for 2,510 jet fighters, 262 KC-97G tankers,
418 cargo aircraft, 1,158 trainers, 193 helicopters, and 20 liaison
aircraft.208

% e * ¥

Following the beginning of hostilities in Koxea, Secretary
Finletter and other Air Force leaders continued to give first-
priority importanmce to the development of the Strategic Air Command,
but, even though military appropriations were much larger, Finletter
ruefully remarked that with the public and within the Departiment
of Defense 'the fashion moved away from strategic air! in favor of
tactical air and air defense.209 "Given the fact of life that total
Air Force appropriations would continue to be a finite quantity
calculated in terms of the economic product of the United States,
the subtle downgrading of the Strategic Air Command was evident .
both in the proportional force composition of the 143-wing program
and in the elaborate interest in tactical air and air defense mani-
fest in studies conducted within the Department of Defense during
1951-53.

Following the same research pattern that was being used to
study national air defense requirements, the Secretaries of Army,
Navy, and Air Force requested the California Institute of Technology
early in 1951 to study some of the problems of ground and air
tactical air warfare especially as they would relate to the defense
of Western Europe and to report suggestions as to how the military
establishment might improve its weapoms, techniques, and tactics.

In order to accomplish Project Vista, Dr. Lee A. DuBridge, the
California Institute's president who served as chairman of the
project, and William A. Fowler, who served as the project's
scientific director, built a scientific and technical staff of 113
members, of whom 39 were from the Institute's faculty. Several
retired military officers, including Lieutenant Generals Wedemeyer
and Quesada, participated in the nine-month study before it was
completed and forwarded to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force on 4 February 1952,210

"Any battle of Western Europe,' stated the Vista report, 'will
ultimately be won or lost on the ground." Believing that it would
be possible to defend Westexn Europe successfully prior to 1954,
Vista recommended an augmentation of Army capabilities there and
the adoption of ground tactics designed to force attacking enemy .
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forces into concentrations that would be rewarding to massive air
strikes with atomic or conventional explosives. Despite this
emphasis on the ground mission, Vista recognized that "the successful
defense of Western Europe may hinge mainly on the extent to which
United States and Allied tactical air power is effectively employed.”
Taking consideration of the increasing size of the aAmerican atomic
stockpile, Vista recommended & substantial increase in tactical
nuclear weapons and the building of NATO tactical air units to a
strength of approximately 10,000 aircraft, to include 1,500 air-
superiovity fighters, 3,500 all-weather interceptors, 3,000 fightex-
bombers, 1,500 attack aircraft, and 500 tactical bombers. Vista

alse recommended that the United States ought to have two airborne
Army units of corps strength by 1954--one to be stationed in the
United States and the other in Europe--and that 400 C-124 and 850
C-123 tramsport aircaift should be procured to transport and support
this airborne force.

In its description of the air power mission in Europe, Vista
contemplated that the battle for air superiority would be of
"overwhelming importance" during the period immediately following
the outbreak of war--a pericd which might "last only a few days and
will probably not exceed a few months.” In a special study on air
superiority included in the Vista veport, Albert C. Reed advanced
the proposition: “Air superiority has two parts, freedom and denial,
both of which must be accomplished. . . . It is important to note
that we are attempting to deny the USSR the use of the air; but
rather, we are trying to prevent the damage that their operations
might do to our war effort. Imn turn, we are not asking for freedom
to fly, but rather for freedom to inflict damage upon the USSR. "
Reed proposed that the criteria for air superiority were the
principles of concentration, surprise, and versatility. He urged
that air superiority could be attained by a concentration of tactical
atomic aircraft against Soviet airfields at the outset of hostilities.
He further proposed that antiaircraft artillery would be chiefly
useful for defense of point objectives, that air-to-air fighting did
not promise to be very effective, that NATO air and ground forces
should emphasize passive air defense measures, and that bomber air-
craft should depend upon high speed, low altitude, weather, dark-
ness, and countermeasures rather than fighter escort and defensive
armament as protection against hostile interceptoxrs. He noted that
during World War II when strong fighter escort was employed the 8
percent loss rate which American daylight strategic bomber forces
otherwise sustained was cut roughly in half, but he argued that some
part of this reduction in losses was attributable to the heavy air
attacks mounted against German airfields pricr to Normandy and to a
shift of sizable numbers of German day fighters to the Russian and
Normandy fronts. 'There is strong reason to believe," he said,

"that the escort fighters might have been much more effective as
fighter-bombers used against German fighter bases."

Based largely on the analysis of air superiority requirements,
Vista recommended that the United States should assume responsibility
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for developing a NATO tactical air force-~including a tactical .
atomic air force--and that Great Britain should assume responsibility
for the operation of a WATO air defense force, the latter Lo operate
in the zone begimming 150 miles behind the front lines. Vista
proposed to recognize air transport and ailr recommaissance as
missions of essentially equal importance for planning purposes to
the ''classical® tactical air power missions of air superiority,
interdiction, and close air supvort. In the initial stage of the
war, the tactical air foxrce would be concentrated against Soviet
air facilities, with secondary importance to be given to attacks
against enemy forward supply depots, petroleum-oil-and-Tubricant
dumps, and high command headquarters. After the air batile had
reached a conclusion, Army support operations and interdiction
would be of major importance. 8Since the close integration of air
and ground weapon systems would be important, Vista recommended major
changes in air~ground doctrine. While it recommended that the
Joint operations center at the tactical air force-field army level
would be retained as an allocating agency, Vista proposed that de-
tailed control functioms should be exercised by tactical air
direction centers at the corps levels. It also proposed that at a
time directed by the supreme coumander, approximately one squadrom
from the tactical atomic air force should be allocated to the
"mission comtrol! of each field army commander in oxder to accomplish
ground support atomic delivery and reconnaissance missicns. This
"mission control" authority was to include detailed target selection,
attack timing, and "go" and '"no-go' commands. Although the major .
contention of the report was that a sufficient tactical air force
should be built to accomplish basic theater air missions, Vista
nevertheless recommended that the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe should be authorized to coordinate Strategic Air Command and
naval air operations in the NATO theater.Zl3 'We believe," Vista
conciuded, '"that the United States, in collaboration with its allies
in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, can prevent the military
conquest of Western Europe by the Soviet Union--and can do this in
1952 if necessary--if we try."2l4

According to an understanding between the Air Force and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Project Charles had been an
initial study of the nation's air defense requirements which were
to be further explored at a new electronics laboratory. The Aix
Force put up the money for the building of physical facilities near
Bedford, Massachusetts; the Army, Navy, and Air Force jointly agreed
on a charter for the laboratory; and the Massachusetts Institute
undertook day-to-day supervision of the Lincoln Laboratory. Much of
the work of the Lincoln Laboratory lay in the development of
electronic equipment and techniques, but in the summer of 1952 the
laboratory's steering committee invited a'study panel, called the
Sunmer Study Group, to take a look at air defemse problems which
might be encountered in the period 1960-7Q0. The Summer Study Group
included a number of scientists who haé been on the staff of Project
Vista. 1In its veport, which was presented simultaneously to the
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National Security Resources Board and the Departmenc of Defense

in late August 1952, the Summer Study Group loresaw no affective
defense againsc intercontinencal wissiles, but it believed that the
establishment of an air defense 'of a kind and scale not hithexrco
required” could result in che interception and destructlon of 85 to
95 percent of such hostile aircralt as might attempt to attack the
United States. Such a defense required three to six houws of early
warning of approaching jet aircraft, and the Summer Study Group
called for the establishment of a northward defense in depth. In-
cluded would be a distant early warning line--or DEW line--of radars
to be sited as far north as the 75th paraliel., Behind this line
would be the double perimeter warning and control network which was
already being established. At first the Summer Study Group estimated
that the DEW line would cost $370 million plus 3106 willion in
annual maintenance costs, but it later placed a $20 billion price

on a total project that would include computerized aix direction
centers. The group recommended an all-out program to maike the
expanded air defenses operational by the end of 1954,213 Dpuring

the summer of 1952, there was evidently some interchange of concepts
between the Swmmer Study Group and the currently-active Froject East
River, a civil-defense oriented study jointly sponsored by the
National Security Resources Board and the Alr Force. This study
project was administered by the Associated Universities, Incorporated,
and was headed by Lloyd V. Berkner, a maval reserve captain who

had been 2 member of the wartime Research and Development Board.
Issued on 1 October 1952, the Project East River report comcluded
that the critical factor in civil defense would be to get enough
advanced warning of an enemy air attack to permit civilian evacua-
tion measures. Specifically, an hour or more of early warging was
required if a civil defense program was to be effective. 4!

The net effect of Projects Vista and East River and of the
Summer Study Group was to focus a substantial amount of attention
upon the mational defense strategy and inferentially upon the role
to be played by the Strategic Air Command. The reports challenged
the Strategic Air Command only indirectly. 'We raise the question
whether," stated Vista, '"if the United States prepares to countexr
Soviet aggression sglely through the use of strategic air power,
we will not be weakening rather than strengthening the political
and psychologlcal positions of the free natioms. The Western
European nations surely fear that a strategic air attack on the
USSR would result in a retaliatory attack on their cities--and
would at the same time not stop the march of Soviet armies before
they over-ran all of Europe. . . . On the other hand, if we plan
also to use our air power (including strategic, tactical and naval
units) to destroy the march of Russian ermies, we can win the
confidence of the NATO nations, stimulate their cooperative eifforts
on the political and economic E£ronts, increase their strength and
thus discourage a Soviet artack. 217" Neither the Summer Study Group
nor Project East River had any occasion to be concerned with the
Strateglc Alr Command, but Berkner was critical of the strategic

303

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

'
1

striking force, '"The crux of our present danger," he stated, "is .
in our complete dependence upon the 'Strategic Striking Force' as
the principal element in our de.ense. This Haginot-~Line cype of
thinking can be ocut-maneuvered uy an intelligent enemy by any one
of a number of ways. Opposed to the Maginot-Line concept of
'pucting all our eggs in one basket,' is the balanced and flexible
force. Because a balanced force cannot be achieved at tolerable
cost through conventional means, we have ignored both the vital
need for such a force and the possldlity oi achieving it through
new and unconventional weasures, 213

As has been seen, the Deparimeni of Deiense and the Alir Force
had already implemented wany oi the concepts contained in the Vista
report several months before tue weport wds completed, lany of the
ideas presented in Vista would continue to show up from time to
cime, put che report did mot rccocyuire any actlon on the part of the
Department of Defense. The findings of the Sumsexr Study Gioup, on
the other hand, received hmrediate and intensive actention at the
highest levels. On 24 Septeuber 1952, Chairman Jack Gorrie og the
National Security Resources Boacsd recommended that the Hational
Security Council accept the requirement for the DEW line. Rather
than acting immediately as Gorrie desired, the Hational Security
Councll remanded the problem to the Department of Defense and the
Air Force for study. Asked for its opinion on the DEW line, the
RAND Corporation pointed out the air defense system visualized by
the Summer Study Group probably would cost far more than $Z0 billion
and that the costs of air defense would have to come out of some .
other part of the Air Force. In its study, the Air Staff did not
oppose the establishment of the DEW line but Lt questioned the cost
estimates for it and iunvited attention to the fect that radar equip-
ment waich would be needed for che particular employuwent was not
far enough developed to warrant a crash comnstructlon program. With
the approval of the Department of Deflense, the Air Force allocated
$20 million to accelerate research and development of radar early
warning equipment suited for employment in an arctic environment.
Lovett and Finlettewr opposed Gowxrie's repeated demands for a policy
statement authorizing the DEW line. In view of the continuing
disagreement, Lovett appointed a Citizens Advisory Committee early
in December. He asked the committee, which was headed by Dr.
Mervin J. Kelly, presidemt of the Bell Telephone Laboratories, to
make an independent evaluation of the possibilities of an iuwproved
warning system, of the relationship of the warning system to other
na jor continental defense measures, and of the over-all policies
and programs needed to achieve a more effective defense of North
fmerica against airbornme attacks. Without awaiting the additional
study, President Truman accepted the National Security Resources
Board recommendations on 31 December 1952 and thereby ruled that a
continental defense system capavle of withstanding any eventuality
should be ready for service by the end of 1955. Following this
declaration of presidential policy, Lovett informed all concerned
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. in the Deopartuent of Derense that the distant early warning line

would be built,2!¥
After caking ourfice on £0 January L953, the ney aduiniscracion

of President Owicht D. Disenhower wiched to walie a full appreciation
o: air delense requirvements. It accowdingly authorized the con-
tinuation oi the Kelly studr and nawed cwo ocher scudy commictees,
one under retired Lieutenant General larold Bull und agsother neadad
by Lieutenanc General Idwal idwards, sir Foree Neputy Chied ol 3taii
for Opevations., While these high-level studies were progressiang,
4:x Force thinkers gave cleose atiention to the caeoretical aspects
of alr defense. The chief question trounlins the 4ir Force was co
attain a proper relationship of money allocations between or.iense
and defense within the "resources envelope! available to the Air
Force., General Benjamin W. Chidlaw, commander of the Air Defense
Command, asserted chat "gzue air defeonse is not . . . confined
golely to the erection of a [ortress-type weapons systew around a
critical area. . . The tremendous countering power represcuted by
our strategic air arm is . . . a .aost powerful element of our
nacional defemsive structure and warrants continuing high priority
consideration.'" Based on this assessment, Chidlaw reasoned:
"Atowic and hydrogen bombs plus a wmeans of delivering them to a
target add up to an overriding need for insuring national survival
48 to the first step in any nation's military strategy. . . . This
o@ing 50, it seems to we that the number one tas’i-~chronologically--
of each service is to make certain that after the initial attaclk

. there remains the means and the reason to accownlish its assigned
missions. . . . We must, with accuracy and tineliness, make a tiue
estimate of the thweat facing us, then build sufficieant defense
to insure that our counterotlensive can be launched with crushiing
impact. 11220

Speaking frow retirement about his old air defense specialty,

Major General Saville cautioned that a proper defense of the nation
required a system designed to ensure the detection, identification,
interception and destruction ot attacking air vehicles well before
these vehicles reached a bomb-release line. 'We dare not," Saville
said, "concentrate our air defense on merely warning the population
to take shelter to save their lives from direct attaeck." As he had
done before, Saville continued to emphasize that air defense was in
the language of the poker player "an ante-raising operation." "Only
a fool would run into a hornet's nest of opposition,” he went on to
say, "with airecraft too slow or so poorly acmed that they would be
shot down before they reached their objective. . . . 8o the First
aad greatest dividend of air defemse is its ability to keep a wer
frow starting by making an attack a difficult and unattraccive
venture, "221” Unlike other Air Fowrce thinkers, who assumed that
there was a diminishing utility in expenditures Ffor air defense,
Major General Federic H. Smith, now the Air Defense Coumand's vice
commander, asserted: "There appears to be no levelins off of the
curve of cost versus capabllity which would require the expenditure
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of enormous sums of money Jor & small increase in kill. The curve .
seems to be a relatively straizht line, with air defemse capability
increasing proportionately as additiomal .aoney is used.' As an

absolute miniwmua, Smith urged chai sufficieat fuads should be
allocated to provide ''that defense mecessary to easure survival of
our retaliatory air amm, our industrial potential, and our people's
will to fight. . . . It will be “atal if we raciomallze ourselves
out of nrovidiag a defense whinh will assure survival of our offen-
sive Forces and the nation's will to Fight.™222

Afcer five wonths of ctudy In close association with Army,
Tavy, +izr Force and Weapons Sycvems Evaluation Group represencatives,
Dr. Relly's Citizens Advisory Comwittee completed a repoxt in iay
1953 that provosed an orderly development of an integrated air de~
fense system for the North Amevican continent. The report empha-
sized that the principal elemeat of the ailr defense ol the United
States, both as a deterrent to war and as a counter to Soviet long-
range air power, was the Alr Force stvategic air arm. It held that
an air defense system could best be created by steady technological
development supported by a stahble and sustained research and devel-
opment progrsm. It warned thac the technical resources for a near-
nerfect air defense were mot yei at hand. "So far as can now be
foreseen," the Kelly committee reported, "any such lavel of pro-
tecetion is unattainable and in any case is completely dwpractical,
econonically and technically.” Even though no system could provide

a complete air defense thac would destroy all attacking aireraft, .
the comaittee Ffound an urgent need for a systen "much betier than
that which is assured under present programs.” It specifically

recoauended that a distant eacrly warning line should be built.
Farly warning of the approach of hostile aircraft was deelared to
be the "first essential of an eflfective active air defense and of
a civll defense capable of aveiding a large loss of Llife.' The
estimated cost for the Ffull implemencatlon of the Kelly report
recommendations ranged from $20 to $25 billions over a period of
six years. .8 a result of the Kelly committee's recoumendations,
the DEW line would be built bhut not as a crash project. The
electronic Fence would also be sited along the 70ih pavallel, not
as far north as the expensive "ocation recommended by the Swmuner
Study Group.

L) ) \
oTa ola w "

Spurred on by the Soviet atouic explosion and the local war in
Xorea, the United States made progress in rebuilding a worldwide
air force, but as Secretary Finletter went out of oifice im January
1953 he was uneasy as to whether the United Staces would face up to
defense requirements which would exist in about 1955, when the
Soviets would possess an 'absolute air atomic capability."” To.
counter ©his chreat, he urged that 'ehe first and cardimal job of
military planning must bhe to create a strategic alr amm capable of
accepting a sneal and devagcacing actack Dy assault and sabotage .
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. and to have enough left over to zo back and utterly devastate
Russia. When he spoke of the strategic aiv arm, Finletter had ia
mind both the Strategic Llr Command and che acomic air unics of the
Tactical Aiv Coumand. Following this concept, he would soon ad-
vocate the consolldation of the whole atowmic alr potential wmder a
single coumand which he proposed to call the Stratezic-Tactical Air
Command (STAC), eand, in place of the old counter-iandusiry conceptc
for strategic air power, he urzed acceptance of a front-co-rear
attack concept that would wake all targets from the eunemy's firoat
lines, through his cowmunications and supply lines, his airfields
and storage, back te the sources of Iris production and govermaental
direction the objective of atowic air strikes. In lovember 1953,
Finletter tentatively sugzgested that Navy atowic aircrale wight be
included in the nation's strategic air arm, but by Hugust 1954 he
had decided that "the vhole responsibility for the Atomic-Air
mission should be placed on the Air Force's 3TAC.'" He reasoned that
aircraft carriers would be an increasingly vulnerable and expensive
weapon system in a time of plentiful hydrogen bombs. Finletter also
opposed the assignment of any "super-priority" to air defense, and
because it lacked ''powerful deterrent value' he recoumended that
air defense be put in a second griority immediacely after rhe
Strategic-Tactical Air Command. 224

In his valedictory thoughts Finletter attached priority im-
portance to strategic air and alr defense, but he charzed that 'the
truth of the matter is that ., . . both strategic air and air defense

. are being treated in the same fashion--namely they are both being
neglected in favor of lower priority forces.” While the require-
ments for ailr defense had been extensively studied, ao similar
attentlion had been focused on the future requiremenis of the
Stravegic Alr Command. 'My main point about the strategic air arm,"

he sald, '"is this: it is nmeglected." Looking to 1955, whea the
Soviets would have an absolute air atowic capability, the Stracegic
Air Comwand would need to be widely dispersed at wany operational
bases and it would requive a high-speed refueling capability
superior to the conventional KC-97 tankers. slthough the Air Force
had awarded a developaent contract for a B-58 supersonic-dash
"ustler' jet bomber in 1952, Finletter felt that che nation was
"failing to wove as rapidly as we should into the successors of

the B-52." There were indications that the Russians might be
"leapirogging' bomber developsent frow subsonic aircraft equivalent
to B~47's and B-52's to a {orce composed of bombers equivalent to
B-58's. IF this wexe true, the United States would lose lis quality
advantage over the Soviets in bomber aircraft.<25 In SUMMALY,
Finletter recommended that the auwmber one and number two natiomal
priovities for defemse funds should be assizned to strategzic air
and air defense. He proposed that the third priority should be
given to Army, Navy, and Air Force units needed vo provide a force-
in~being in NATO and in the "Gray 4reas,’ the latter being his
definicion for the Asiatic perimeter rumming from Turley to the

. 4leutians. He recommended that the last priority should be given co
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other general purpose forces i iich would not be needed for A-day
tasks but which would be ussful during the course of a general war
or a limited vwar.

5. Global Air Power and the jwrean Armistice

At the beginning of the Lerean conflict in June 1950, General
Vandenberg ordered that the A.r Force would do its best to meet the
requirements of the Far East iir Forces, but he insisted that the
Korean war be viewed as a part of a global problem rather than as
an isolated situation. From cie very begimning, the Korean war was
fought under the shadow of the global atomic air capabilities of
the Air Force, particularly those of the Strategic Air Command.,
Making their moves in the early weeks of the war before Military
Air Transport Service planes t.re fully committed to the trans-
Pacific airlift, two Strateglc Air Command medium bomber groups
joined amother already in England in July 1950. Early in August,
an atomic-capable 3-29 group t.ent to Guam and snother group
augmented by two aerial refueling squadrons deployed to Northeast
4ir Compand bases in Labrador and Newfoundland, At Vandenberg's
request, the Joint Chiefs of Ytaff authorized the temporary movement
of four B-29 groups to the Far ERast to augment firepower in Korea
in July and August 1950. In Soptember anmd October, SAC fighter
pilots delivered 180 F-84E aiccraft to American air units in
Gexmany.

According to Lieutenmant Caneral LeMay the dispatch of the four
Strategic Air Command B-29 groups to participate in the Korean con-
flict represented a severe reduction im general war deterrent
capabilities. Lelay explained that his supply supporct--particularly
aircraft engines--had been so severely limited by Air Force
decisions to invest in modern aircraft rather than supply stocks
had made the Strategic Air Coicsand "a one shot outfit, incapable
of sustained operations."228 gollowing the completion of the
strategic bombing campaign ag:inst North Korea, two of the SAC B-29
groups returned to the United States im October 1950, but the
sudden appearance of Communist MIG-15 jet fighters demanded the
hurried movement of a SAC F-84 jet fighter-escort wing and an
Eastern Air Defense Force F-3b fighter-interceptor wing to Korea
in November 1950. Once again, this emergency deployment xeduced
SAC's global combat capability, and it badly depleted the air de-
fense of the United States. Karly in December 1950, when the
Chinese Communists were attacking, General MacArthur requested the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to return the two SAC B-29 groups to the Far
East, but the Joint Chiefs proved unwilling to risk the groups on
forward airfields which might be hazarded by an all-out Communist
air attack.229 As the war conditions darkened, howevex, the
Strategic Air Command dispatchied a fighter-escort group to England
in December. On 15 January 1931, six new B~36's took off from
Limestone Air Force Base in Liiine, bombed taxrgets on a range on
Helgoland Island in the North Sea, and then landed at a post-strike
recovery base in England. 230
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. The flexing of these global air capabilities did not escape
the notice of the Soviet Union and the Chinese Coumunists. After
an extended tour in North Korea and a trip to Moscow, a Special
Aviation Inspection Group from Red China's General 3taff described
the reasons why the Chinese Communist Air Force was unable to gain
air superiority in the months between #March and September 1951.
""The U.S. has repeatedly declared that any attewpt by the Red Air
Force to bomb the U.S. troops,' stated the Inspection Group, "would
be retaliated with relentless bouwbing of the Worthesastern rrovinces
by the USAF. For this reason, the Red Chinese air force has not
dared to make such an attempt in the past and may not make it in
the future. The comnservative policy adopted by Red China ihas
apparently ensued from the high-handed policy ol threats of the
enemy,” In this same report, the Inspection Group was openly
critical of the Soviet decision to equip the Chinese Comwunist Air
Force with MIG-15 defensive i{ighters. It noted that this action
was doubtless the resuli of the mistaken Soviet policy of giving
first production priorities to fighter aircrait. '"With regard Lo
the air defense of the howmeland," the group stated, 'the stiratezy
of using intercepting fighters has become a thing of the past. The
homeland cannot be adegquately defended without long-xange attacking
air power.'23l The Red Chinese assumed that the Soviets outfitted
them with MIG-15's out of necesslity, but the decision might well
have been based upon Soviet desires to prevent the expansion of the
Korean conflict, Speaking frankly at a later date, Soviet Foreign

. Minister V. M. Molotov inferred that the Soviet Union had made
determined efforts to prevent the Koream conflagration from spread-
ing. ‘'When all facts are known,' Molotov said, 'vou will realize
that we acted as 2 restraining influence,'23

kS % % %

""The beginning of the Korean truce negotiations between United
Nations and Communist delegates at Kaesong in July 1951," General
Weyland observed, "ushered in a new phase of the war. . . . Both
the enemy and we had abandoned our identical political objectives
of unifying all of Korea by force, and both had given up the
military objectives of capture and control. The political and
military objectives of each slide became the same--the accomplish-
ment of an armistice on favorable terms.'233 When he assumed
command of the Far East Air Forces in June 1951, Weyland noted that
his command, employing a 'minimum force which, for the wost part,
has been equipped and manned below authorized levels' had already
"clearly indicated that air operations have been one of the most
decisive elements in stopping the enemy's offensives and reducing
his capacity to wage ground warfare.' Making another strategic
estimate on 12 July, Weyland pointed out in a message to Vandenbexg
that the Communists might well take advantage of the armistice
negotiations and actempt Lo seize control of the air. Ino this

309

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

event, he argued that Vandenberg should provide the Far East Alr .
Forces with "the capability to absorb initial Chinese Communist Air
Force attacks and immediately launch effective counter-attacks.!
"The Korean war, '’ Weyland concluded, "has demonstreted that air
superiority is essential and the key to the success of military
operations regardless of the wmumerical strengths of opposing
surface forces and that air power is the most efficient weapon for
the destruction of opposing ground forces, 1234

Back in Washington, the &ir Staff received Weyland's require-
ments for additional forces syumpathetically, but it had to continue
to spread ilimited Air Force capabillities across a zglobal spectrum.
The rapid build-up of Chinese Communist Air Force stremgth to 1,050
aircraft including 415 MIG-15's posed an admnitted threat to United
Nations alr superiority, but this force appeared to be intended
for defense rather than for oifense,235 On the other hand, the
build-up of NATO forces was going to be in a crucial stage early in
1952 since the forces would be getting large enough to threaten
the Soviet Union without being large enough to defend against a
Soviet attack. The only wey in which the Air Force could provide
Weyland with the four additional fighter wings he required would
be to take them from the Air Defense Command, the Strategic Aix
Comwand, or projected deployments to the U.S. Air Forces in Europe.
Weyland could not be given the additional B-26 light bombers that
he needed to build his two light bombardment groups to war strength
without robbing the night tactical reconnaissance wing and the light
bombardment wiang that were being readied for deployment to Burope. .
After studying the competing requirements, the Air Staff wade its
decisions. In order to augment NATO, the Tactical Air Command was
directed to have the 49th Aix Division with its atomic-capable B-45
light bomber and F-84 fighter-bomber wings in place in Great Britaim
by April 1952. On 17 July, Twining infoxmed Weyland that Japan's
air defense would be augmented by the movement there of one F-84
wing that had been preparing to go to Europe. This was all that
the air Force could do to meet Weyland's requirements. ''The vital
object under the present conditions,' Twining wrote Weyland, "is
to maintain air superiority over Korea.'230

Unable to secure additional air foxrces that he needed and
faced with the prospect of continuing to wage an air war during the
ground stalemate, Weyland could see only two potential employments
for United Nations air power: it could eithexr be committed to close
support strikes along the froat lines where the enemy had dug in
and was relatively invulnerable or it could be concentrated against
interdiction targets in the enemy's rear areas. Weyland favored R
the latter employment and he obtained agreement from General Matthew
B. Ridgway, the Commander-in-Chief United Nations Command, who was
apprehensive that the Communists might take advantage of the re-
spite in ground fighting during the truce megotiations to build up
front lime stocks of supplies to be used in launching and sustaining
a renewed ground offensive. Lieutenanc General James A. Van Fleet
agreed to the intevdiction campaign, provided his Eighth Army would .
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. receive 96 close support air sorties each day. At their head-
quarcers in Korea, the Fifth Air Force and the Eighth Army collabo-
rated in planning a comprehensive air interdiction caumpaign against
North Korea's railways. Now commanded by Lieutenant General Frank
F. Evewest, the Fifth Air Force undertook to neutralize the greacest
portion of the rail lines supporting the Communist ground force,
but Everest requested the Naval Forces Far East to employ its
carrier aircraft against sections of Korea's east coast railways
and the FEAF Bowmber Command to waintain a continuing interdiction
of Iour key railway bridges. Begun suddenly on 18 August 1951, the
United Nations Command comprehensive raliway interdiction campaign
evidently took the Reds completely by surprise and was initlally
very successful. Fighter-bombers destroyed railway track much
Taster than the Reds could repair it, and night-flying B-26 in-
truders took a respectable toll of the wotor truck convoys that
Jamned the roads in a_desperate effort to supply front-line
Comaunist divisions.4~

During the suwmmer oi 195L, the Comuwunists had been busily
expanding their Manchurian airfield complex around Antung, and the
Comaunist alr [orces were apparently galvanized into aection by the
initial success of the United Nations railway interdiction campaign.
Displaying flying skill that left no doubt in Weyland's mind that
they were Russians,238 MIG flight leaders led their formations in
determined assaults against F-86 Sabre barrier patrols south of the
Yalu. Enjoying superior numbers, other MIG Formations evaded the

. Sabres and penetrated well southward into Korea to pounce on rail-
cutting fighter-bombers. On 15 September, Weyland warned Vandemberg
that the Communist air forces were gettimg out of control. M"If the
present trend continues," he said, "there is a definite possibility
that the enemy will be able to establish bases in Korea and threaten
our supremacy over the front lines."” Near the end of September,
Fifth Air Force reconnaissance pilots disceovered that the Comminists
had begun to build three major jet airfields within North Korea.
Supported by F-86 barrier patrols and escorted by F-84's, FEAF
Bomber Command B-29's began a series of daylight strikes against
these girfields on 22 October. Up until this time, Bomber Command
had lost only six B-29's im combat over Korea, but over the
Communist zirfields in late October the Reds destroyed five B-29's
and inflicted major damages on eight others. Escorting at 20,000-
foot altiftudes, the straight-wing F-84 Thunderjets could not
maneuver to fend off attacking MIG's without losimng f£light control.
And the MIG's sppeared_ in too great numbers to be handled by the
few available Sabres.

"Almost overnight," Vandenberg stated after making a fast trip
to the Far East, "Communist Chinz has become one of the major air
powers of the world." 1In terms of the damage that they could do
with iron bombs, the old B-29's had taken prohibitive losses. But
the pessimistic predictions that the old B-29's would not be able
to operate eany longer did not reckon with the operational versatility

. of the FEAF Bomber Command. The Command already possessed a small
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shoran bombing capability, and it scon converted zll of its air- .
craft to operate only at night ~ith this electronics guidance.
Safe from Commmist intercepti n, the night-flying B-29's success-
fully neutralized the Communir . airfields during November. Earlier
in the summer Vandenberg had i3 (used to convert one ox The Fifth
Air Force's Ifighter-bomber win . . to F-36 [ighter intewceptors on
the mrounds thet che fir De v 2 Cowsand ougat mot to he wealenad
and that the Llv Force did nat ave enough supply Support Lo
maintain cwo F-06 wings in act..e combat in Forea. wa 2Z Uctobng,
however, Vandeaberz divecteo t. 2 alr Defense Uowsand o scnd /5
F-36's to worea, and on 1 osce er the Fifth Afr rorce's second
T-o6 wing weat inco action. Lo mid-Dacember, the Countmists
abruntly abandoned theilr awir-soperiority caapaizn. The Unlted
Jdations Comeand received repor:s chac che Chinese Rads were wmoving
their emperienced alr division. frow dntung and weplacing thew widh
new atr divisions. Thae Reds u-d appareatly decided to rxotate new
"classes' ol 1.IG »ilots througn limited alr operacions over Horen
Koroa in order to give thea cviining in active gix coubat, 240

A¥ter two wonths of success, the United dations Uownand cou-
prehensive railway intevdiccicn eawpdiga became less successiul.
The Reds emplaced a growing an.unt of autowatic weapons along their
rail lines and exzacted an incressing race of .losses and damages on
attaciiing aircraft. Forced co ily at aight and co give thelr
attention to the enewy airficlds, the B-29's were unable to keep
theilr bridze cargets interdicted. The conversion oL the F-80
fighter-bonber wing into an F-ud iInterceptor wing reduced attacs .
capability. On the ground Comwunist rail repair crews iupressed
local wovkers and began to be sble to repair dawaged rail tracas
virtuaily as fastc as tne fizght:or-boubers could cut it. On in-
structions from Washington, th: United Hations truce negotiators
agrecd to a propositioun wvhereb, the existing battleline would be-
come the Line of demarcation iq any armistice agreemenc signed
writhin thirty days after 27 devember. Not wishing to lose lives
caling territory which would L.. given up, Ridgway directed the
Eighth 4wy on 15 November to cease local offensives and begin <n
aciive declense. Coniident thac they had little to fear on the
zround, the Reds withdrew troo s to rearward posit.one where they
could be supplied more easily, while along the inaccive pround
front they were able to Z%gulate their supply requirements by vary-
ing their expenditures.z

By the end of December 1921 the Fifth Air Force recognized
that the comprehensive railway interdictilon program was reaching a
point of diminishing returns, snd on 5 January 1952 Brigadier
General Jawes Ferguson, Vice Commander of the Fifth Air Foxce,
requested authority to attack .orth Korea's extensive hydroelectic
power generating plants--facil.ties which had gone virtually um-
dawaged and which were providiag power to factories in both
manchuria and Worth Korea. O(n & January, however, Ridgway had in-
Formed the Joint Chiefs thac b>» did not want to discontinue or
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. reduce the air interdiction actlvity, since in such an event the
Reds would be able to accumlate sufficient rront-line supply stocss
to launch and sustain a wajor olfensive. During this same wonth,
Brigadier General Jacob E. Smart came te Tokyo as Deputy ior
Operations of the Far East 4ir Forces and soon accepted a concept
tnat alr power ought to be ewployed in a wanner tha: would waintain
effective and positive pressure upon the Communists Lo compel them
to agree c¢o desirable arwistice terms. Given the task of detei-
minining how an air pressure campaign should be conducted, Colonel
Richard L. Randolph and Lieutenant Cclcnel Ben I. Mayo proposed
that the Far East 4ir Forces should give first priocity to malin-
taining air superiority and should then use its remaining effort to
accouplish the maximuw amount of selected destruciion, thus walidiog
the Korean conflict as costly as possiole to the enemy in terms ol
equipuwent, supplies, and personnel.? Weylaand liked tnis concept oi
waging air pressure through selective destruction, As loug as
Uaited Nations air power had beea limited co strikes against the
usual tactical targets in Horth Korea, the Reds had been willing to
stall the truce negotiations, but, chrough selective attack againstc
Communist economic and military propexrty in dorth Korea, the Far
East Air Forces would possess an opportunity to make the cffsct of
a local air campaign felt as far away as the seats o. power in
tioscowy and Peking, Whether such a vigorous airs campaign could be
auchorized, however, would depend upon the state of che armiscice
negotaaticns, the inclinations of General Ridgway, and an aug-

. wentation of the Far East Air Forces' capawilities, which had
suffered unreplaced losses during the ten months of comprehensive
railway interdiction. 242

1o s s ala
: L] [ ) -

Baginning in the early sumner oxr 1952, the United States
possessed the worldwide azir force that was needed to back-up more
forceful measures in Korea. Serving as forward deployment stations
for Strategic Air Command medium bombers, Nouasseur and Sidi Slimane
Air Bases in Morocco had become operational in July 1951, while
Thule Alr Base, in northwestern Greenland only about 200 miles frow
the North role, was considered operational in November 1952, 243
Following a schedule which allowed it to expand znd modernize while
simulianeocusly maintaining combat readiness, the Strategic Air
Comezad would possess 5 heavy bomber, 18 wedium bowber, 3 heavy
reconnaissance, 4 mediuvu reconnaissance, and 3 strategic fighter
wings at the end of 1952, The three neavy reconnalssance and four
of the heavy bomber wings were equipped with intercontinental
B-36's, and, although they were not yet operatiomal, two of the
medium bowber wings were converting to B-47 jet bowbers.Z44
Although the NATO air forces had not reached levels specified as
necessary by General Dwight D. Eisenhower as Supreme Allied
Commander Europe, the arrival of the atomic-capable 49th Alr

. Division in England on 5 June 1952 added realism to the SHAPE
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mission. "We now had," said major General Dean C. Strother, .
Commandeir of the 4th Ailied Tactical Air Force in Central Europe,
"the beginnings of a real tactical offensive capability. ZEmployed
with SAC's growing potential im one indivisible air effort, sense
could now be made of the tactical situation.'43 The successful
detonation of a thermonuclear test device in "Operation Ivy' on 1
November 1952 promised am almost incalculable inerease in strategic
bombing power. 'We need no longer to argue,’ pointed out Bernaxd
Brodie, "Whether the conduct of war is an art or a science~~-in the
future it will be neither. The art 25 science will come only in
finding out . . . what not co hit."2

In Korea on 28 April 1952, United Natlons truce negotiators
offered a package proposal for the resolution of all disputed
questions on the agenda, and, when the Communists refused the
solutlons, the truce negotiations were at a complete impasse. On
this same day in Washington, kresident Truman announced the appoint-
ment of General Mark W. Clark as Coumander-in-Chief, United Nations
Coumand/Far East Command, In place of General Ridgway who became
Supreme Allied Commander Europe, When he reached Tokyo on 12 lay
1952, Clark already believed that 'only through {orceful actiom
could the Communists be made to agree to an armistice the United
States considered honorable.! With approval from Clark and Ffrom
the Joint Chiefs, the Far East Air Forces and the Naval Forces Far
East launched an air pressure campaign which successfully neutral-
ized North Korea's hydroelectric genmerating plants in a four-day
action beginning on 23 June. Beginning in July 1952, the United .
Nations air pressure operations were closely velated to the state
of the truce negotiations at Fenmunjom and, when these were
suspended, to diplometic soundings of Sino-Soviet relatioms. With
Weyland serving as "coordinating agent, Far East 4ir Forces and
Naval Forces Far East aircraft made a massive 1,254-sortie day-long
attack against military targets in the North Korean capital city
of Pyongyang on 1l July. For several months after this, Far East
Air Forces planes attacked a number of industrial plants which had
either been overlooked or had vecuperated since the strategic air
attacks of 1950. 1In & change of tactics, Fifth Air Force B-26's
flew incendiary-laden night-bouwber streams against Coumunist towns
and villages which served as storage or transshipment points on the
Bed main supply routes. Colinciding with Sino-Soviet talks in
Moscow in late August and early September, United Wations air units
prosecuted a series of air attacks against targets near the
Manchurian and Siberian bordexs and on 29 August teamed up for
another massive assault against military targets in Pyongyang.
When the conclusion of the Moscow talks brought no apparent change
in Commmist attitudes at Panuumjom, the United Nations delegates
suspended further negotiations on 8 October. Seeking to Increase
military pressure as the truce-tallis recessed, Clark directed the
United Nations Command to intensify air operations, to begin
limited ground offensives, and to undertake simulated airborne
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. and amphibious operations against the east coast of North Korea.
Begun on 15 October the intensified United Nations operations
failed to provoke a reaction from the Communists. The Eighth Army's
limited objective attacks against Triangle Hill and Sniper Ridge,
moreovetr, totiched off a bloody see~saw battle which saw these
terrain objectives change hands several times. As a result of these
experiences, Clark judged that an amphibious operatlon against
North Korea's eastern coast "would have been most difficult.'" '"We
should not unless absolutely necessary," he told Lieutenant General
Van Fleet, "initiate another action which may be a repetition of
the bloody battle for Triangle Hill and Sniper Ridge. %/

"I concur in the concept," Clark informed the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, "that maximum pressure, within the capability of my means
and which can be justified by results, should be applied and main-~
tained against the Communists. The capability for_such pressure
without unacceptable cost, lies in the air arm.” As Commander
of the Army Field Forces, Clark had insisted that an Army field
commander should have coperational control of the tactical air ele-
nents which were provided for the execution cf a ground campaign.
Looking toward such an organlzation on 1 July 19532, Lieutenant
General Van Fleet proposed that three squadrons of Marine fighter-
bombers should be placed under the operatiomal control of the Eighth
Arwy and that these squadrons would be further controlled by the
three corps commanders, each of whom would thus have an attached
squadron to provide close aix support.249 Despite his eariier

. arguments, Clark turned down Van Fleet's proposal. "With a
specific job to do," he would explain, "I had to maintain an air-
ground team working as efficiently as possible. 250 After making
a mature study, Clark made his views on air-ground operations in
Korea known on 11 August 1952, He concluded that "the theatex
comnander, rather than any single sexrvice, bears over-all respon-
sibility for successfully prosecuting the Korean war. Each com-
ponent contributes its own specialized capabilities to the attain-
ment of the theater commander's over-all mission and in so doing
assists the other compouents; however, no single service exists
solely or primarily for the support of another.! Generally en~
dorsing existing Army-Air Force doctrine, Clark did not wish to see
any far-reaching or drastic changes wade, based solely on the often
unusual conditions prevalling in Korxea, 5

Although Weylané and Alr Force evaluation boards had long
argued that United Nations Command air power could not be effec-
tively employed as a unitary strength in the absence ol a propexr
joint headquarters staff in the United Nations Command/Far East
Command, Gepnerals MacArthur and Ridgway had preferred to depend
upon a staff that was predominantly Army. The UNC/FEC headquarters
staff also doubled in duty as the theatexr Army headquariers.
General Clark held a different opinion that his staff ''should be a
joint tri-service operation, rather than an Amay project,' and on
20 August 1952 he znnounced that he intended to organize a joint
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staff and to establish the ronj-lacking Headquarters, Army Forces .
Far East. According to plan, che srmy Forces Far East was acti-
vated on 1 October 1952, and the reorganized Headquarters, UNC/FEC
began to function on 1 January 1953, "4 truly integrated staff of
the three services, in which uen were picked Ffor their ability
rather than the color of their uniforms,'" Clark later observed,
"is the answer to combined opericions.”52 As the theater air
commander, Weyland also estabdliched a new ueans of integracing the
capabilitles of the Fifth Air Jorece and the FEAF Bomber Command.
Including representatives of the Far East Air Foreces, the Fifth
Alr Force, and the Bowber Commond, the FEAF Formal Target Committee
began to meet biweekly in July 1952 to study target opportunities
and to recommend operational emzloyments. after Weyland approved
them, the Formal Target Committee's recommendztions were distributed
within the Far East Air Torces as directives and to the Naval
Forces Far East for informatiom. Weyland would have liked to have
had a Navy representative on the Formal Target Committee but he
felt that he had no authority to order it. Very late in the war, a
Navy air officer was nevertheless invited to attend the Committee's
meetings. Except for its lack of authority over Naval air opera-
tioms, the FEAF Formal Target Committee became the basic theater
agency for target selection and the medium through with basic air
tasks oultlined by Clark and Weyland were translated into planned
alr campaigns.

In terms of numerical capabilitles, the Commnist air forces
in the Far East posed a continuing obstacle to the success of the .
United Natlons air pressure strategy and also a threat to the
safety of the United Nations Command. In June 1952 these forces
reached their apparently authorized strength. The Communist Chinese
possessed some 1,330 aircrafit, including 1,000 jet fighters, and
some 1,115 of the Chinese planes were based in kManchuria. The
Soviet air units possessed approximately 5,300 aircraft, and the
reconstituted North Korvean air Jorce had about 270 planes. This
Communist air order of battle not only dwarfed the United Nations
air forces, but the Reds conducted a vigorous modernization program,.
By Wovember 1952 the Red Chinese obtained 100 latest-model I1-28
light jet bombers and based them in Manchuria. An extensive radar
netyork fed information to a2 Red aircraft control center at Antung.
In defense of fixed installations within North Kores, the Reds
employed some /86 antiaircraft artillery guns and 1,672 automatic
weapons and 500 mobile searchlights during the winter of 1952-53.254
Several Factors nevertheless continued to work in favoxr of the
United Hations Command. The Fifteenth Air Force maintained an
atomic~capable medium bomber squadron and tamker decachment on
continuous alert at Andersen Aix Base on BGuam, and, in December
1952 following the arrival of the hostile I1-28's in Manchuria,
one of the Fifth Air Force's west proficient fighter-bomber
squadirons was pulled bacik to Japan to be eguipped and trained for
the delivery of tactical atomic weapons.25? Early in 1953, more-
over, the Fifth Air Force was aole to reequip two ol its .
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fighter-bomber wings with F-86F fighter-bombers (which could
double as fighter-interceptors if needed), thus doubling its air
fighting potential,Z36 1In spite of their numerical superiority,
the Red air Forces continued to operate under restrictions, and
although MIG £light leaders--many of whom were believed to be
Russians--were irequently proficient, the majority of MIG pilots
were poorly skilled in air combat. Only in the night skies over
northwestern Korea during the winter months of 1952-53 did the Reds
seriously challenge the operation of Far East Alr Forces planes--
once again the old B-29's. In November 1952, two Soviet night
fighter squadrons operated over northwestern Korea, and the FEAF
Bomber Command lost five B-29's between 18 November 1952 and 30
January 1953. Vigorous mission study and analysis enabled Bomber
Command to keep operating. The Fifth Air Force alsoc provided F-94C
and F3D-2 all weather fighters to fly cooperative barrier and over-
head cover for the B-29's. Had the Reds seen fit to employ
electronic-equipped all-weather fighters they probably could have
terminated B-29 operations, but, as it was, Bomber Command's
countermeasures were effective and no more medium bouwbers were lost
to hostile night defenses after 30 January 1953, 257

Waen the truce negotiations were indefinitely recessed in
Korea on 8 October 1952, the arena or armistice discussion shifted
to the United Nations General Assembly and to diplomatic discourse.
In the autumn of 1952 Ambassador Chester Bowles warned India's
foreign office that an extension of hostilities would be inevitable
.unless some satisfactory cease-fire was soon reached. The only
substantial point that blocked the cease-fire was the Commnist
position that all prisoners of war should be forecibly repatriated
at the armistice, which would mean that many Koreans and Chinese
who wished freedom would be returned to bondage.258 In his suc-
cessful campaign for the presidency in the autumn of 1952, Genexal
Eisenhower expressed his determination to seek an honorable end to
the war in Korea. 1In his state of the union message on 2 February
1953, he indicated that the United States was ready to act more
forcefully, and he specifically amnounced that American naval forces
would no longer shield Red China from attacks which might be
launched by Chinese Natiomalist forces from Taiwan. During a visit
to New Delhi in May 1953, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
told Prime Minister Jawaharlal HNehru that the United States wanted
an honorable peace in Korea, but that the United States had
decided to attack Communist bases in Manchurla 1f an agreement on
a truce was not soon reached. Dulles hoped that this warning would
reach Peking and it doubtless did.?23

Benefiting from new force capabilities, Lieutenant Genexal
Glenn 0. Barcus, who comwanded the Fifth Air Foxce in the last year
of the Korean hostilities, made efforts to provoke reluctant HMIG's
into air battles. Towaxrd this end, Genexral Clark offered a reward
of $50,000 and political asylum on 26 April to any Communist pilot
who would deliver his MIG to an airfield in South Korea. FPossibly
to avoid defections, the Soviets seem to have withdrawn their
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pilots from combat, and the Chinese and Korean airmen who swarmed
out of Manchuria proved pitifully incompetent. In May and June
1953, the Sabres shot down 133 HIG's at a cost of only one F-86.260
Finding special targets in Worth Korea became more difficult as the
air pressure cperations continusd, but as standard fare Bomber
Command attacked and destroyed 30 to 40 Red supply centers each
month. In April 1953, moreover, air targets planners discovered
that impounded irrigation water was the key to North Korea's sub-
stantial rice production. On 13 and 16 May, United Nations fighter-
bombers released swirling floodwaters as they cut irrigation dams
at Toksan and Chasan. !"The bresching of the Toksan dam,' Clark
informed the Joint Chiefs, "has been as effective as weeks of rail
interdiction.'" The Communist forces also were subjected to attack,
since Red personnel encampments and logistical dumps back of the
front lines proved to be small but collectively profitable targets
for air attack, 26l

At the same time that he was willing to entertain stronger
actions to attain an honorable truce, Eisenhower also took steps to
renew truce mnegotiations. TFollowing the new administration policy,
the Joint Chiefs instructed Clark on 19 February to propose an
immediate exchange of all sick and wounded prisoners of war. While
the Reds were considering this proposal, the whole Communist bloc
was shaken by the death of Joseph Stalin, and, at Stalin's bier,
Soviet Prewier Georgi Malenkov spoke of the need for peaceful co-
existence between communist and capitalist nations. On 28 Marxch
the Communists agreed to the repatriation of sick and wounded
prisoners, but when the Panmunjom talks began again on 26 April the
Reds were still determined to haggle, particularly over the length
ol time that prisoners would be held in custody by a neutral mnations
repatriation commission. On 4 June, following presentation of
final United Nations terms and the execution of the irrigation dam
attacks, the Reds capitulated and accepted the proposal that
prisoners who did not willingly accept repatriation within 120 days
would be released as civilians. All outstanding truce issued were
now resolved, but the Communists continued to stall for time. They
were going to mount last-gasp ground offensives in wmid-June and
mid~July, probably in order to lend credence to a claim that the
truce was signed while the Reds were winning and to dampen the
ardor of South Korea's President Syngman Rhee, who still wanted to
get the unification of Korea by military force. Employed all-out,
United Nations air power contwibuted in full measure to the ex-
ceedingly high casualties inflicted on the attacking Red ground
armlies, After trading casualties for a few miles of worthless
terrain, the Reds signed the armistice agreement on 27 July 1953,
thus ending active heostilities in Korea. 62

* * W *
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In view of the lmportance of the Korean conflict to American
military thought, it would have been helpful if the Communists had
seen fit to disclose the factors which led to their capitulatlion.
Members of President Eisenhower's administration took a global view
of the matter. Secretary of State Dulles stated that hostilities
ended in Korea 'because the aggressor, already thrown back to and
behind his place of beginning, was faced with the possibility that
the fighting might, to his own great geril, soon spread beyond the
1imits and methods he had selected.'?03 BSecretary of Defense
Charles E. Wilson held much the same view: "I will alwsys think,"
he said, "we got an armistice because they thought if they did not
really do something, after all of the talking for a couple of years,
something was going to happen. In other words, the war was either
going to toughen and we were going to dive in and win it, or there
was going to be an armistice. 204 Writing in 1955, Colomel Ephraim
M. Hampton, the Air War College's Deputy for Zvaluation, demon-
strated that the global activities of American air powexr had had
profound effects upon almost every aspect of the war in Korea. It
would be almost impossible to pinpoint,'' he wrote, ''the precise
degree to which our global air base system, with ite substantial
elements of our national air power in position in the NATO area
and the Far East and with its facilities for swifit and massive
redeployment of our air power, had on the course of events in
Korza. Certainly the Soviets had to weigh these factors, and
certainly they must have been the compelling comsideration in their
decision as to just how far and in what wags they dared support
their junior partner in the Korean war, 1120

Other American wilitary men attached greater significance to
the local circumstances in Korea. Clark suggested that the
Communists yielded '"only because the military pressure on them was
so great that they had to yield. . . . In the end we got the cease-
{ire only because the enemy had been hurt so badly on the field of
battle. 266 Speaking in January 1954, Brigadier General Dom Z.
Zimmerman, Deputy for Intelligence of the Fax East Air Forces,
said: "We established a pattern of destruction by air which was un-
acceprable to the ememy. The degree of destruction suffered by
North Korea, in relatiom to its resources, was greater than that
which the Japanese islands suffered in World Wexr II. These pres-
sures brought the enemy to terms." 7 Tersely summing up his views
in February 1954, Weyland stated: 'We ave pretty sure now tnat the
Comumuaists wanted peace, not because ol a two-gear stalemate on the
ground, but to get aixr power off their hack,"208  After a con-
versation with Molotov at Geneva in the spring of 1954, Under
Secretary of State Walter Bedell Smith suggested that the Soviets
eventually gave up in Korea because the hostilities there were
forcing them to "send more materiel into China than they wanted to
send" and because 'there was too great a drain on the Soviet
economy.'" ‘'The terrain in Korea,' Smith added, "was against them
and it was the one place in 4sia where we were able to fight at an
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advantage because we controllec the sea and wost of the air. They .
wanted to stop there and tney .1l probably want it to starc else-
where a little later on. "40Y

In the autwum of 1950 Lie.cenanc General Strateueyer wacned
that the Koresu coailict prese.ced so wamy unusual aspeccs as co
make it a vesy poor mwodel lor »lanaing fulbure operacional require-
wents. Issued under Weyland's suthority on 20 farch 1954, cne FooF
Rezort on the KRorean War repcac.d Stratemeyer's earlias conclusion
thac lessons dwaym fvow Korea Liad ol mecessicy to co.oreiend wany
unusual lactors.2/0  In his pecsonal wwlitings, Weyland agreed than
the Hovean air war had been very complex, but he nevertheless con-
sidered that it had been "a lauoracory study of limited wilitary
actlon in support of a very dillicult political situation" aad that
it provided the Air Force witch 'an opportunity to develop concepts
of employment beyond the World Vlar II concepts of tactical and
strategic operations."

"One thing that should be cleac to everyone by now,' Weyland
stated as he recorded the major lessons ol Rorea, "is that air
power is indivisible. It can put at risk all important eleuwents
of a national structure. Atteupts to classify it by types of air-
craft, types of operations, or types of targets have led to coa-
fusion and misunderstandings. for that reason I have tried to
think of it in texrms of objectives, threats, and opgortunities.

The results desired, balanced against threats and opvortunites,
determine the weight, timing, and phasing of air attacks.!272 "In
the FEAF Report Weyland attribuied most interservice problems af- .
fecting the employment of air power in Korea to the loang-contimuiing
lack of a properly established oint headquarters at the United
Nations Command/Far East Command level,273 0On 9 April 1951, how-
ever, Weyland had been wore critical of the lack ot an over-all
theater control for available uir power, and he had recomuended

that the FEinal FEAF war weport would carry the lesson that "all
aireraft operating in a theater, except those periforming Naval
missions, be placed unexr the co.mand of the air comeander."274
While carrier-based air forces represented an important theater air
force potential, Navy commaaders in the Far East were slow to commit
themselves postively to the collateral missions which they believed
might hinder their ability to maintain control of the seas. Thus
the agreement for air coordination in defense of the Far East
Theater signed on 26 March 1951 gave the Far East Air Forces air
defense commander operational control over all shore-based Havy

and larine fighter aivcraft in an air defense emergency, but it
provided that carrier-based fighter aircraft were an integral part
of the fleet and could not norwally be pre-committed to any
emergency operational control of the alr defense comnander. wMarine
land-based aircraft were successfully integrated into the Fifth Alr
Foxrce-Eighth Army air-ground system, but Seventh Fleet aircrart
could not be positively committed to ground support as long as the
Naval Foxrces Far East had a wission in the Taiwan Straits. When
relieved of this mission, the S&venth Fleet established a mnaval .
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. member in the Joint Operations Center in Korea in June 1953 and
thereafter particigated integrally in the support of the ground
forces in Korea.Z2/

The same concern that organizationgl diffusion might lead to
a loss in air power's inherent flexibility caused Alr Force thinkers
to question the division of the Air Force into strategic and
tactical air arms and bo weexawine the mission of tactical air
forces. As engrossed in the Joint Training Directive for Air-Ground
Opexrationsg, issued Jointly by the Tactical .iir Command and the irmy
Field Torces in September 1950, the mission of tactical air powex
was related to the strategy and maneuver of ground forces, Late in
1950, however, a study prepared by the Office of Asgistant for
Evaluation of the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Development
suggested that tactical air power need mot be related directly to
the maneuver of friendly ground troops. Tacticel air power might
be employed directly against enewmy forces in the field without any
friendly ground forces being present. "In this new concept,! stated
the study, "tactical air power will be entering into direct combat
with enemy ground forces--not only supporting cur zround forces in
their fight against the enemy ground forces. . . . Clearly, it is
not acceptable to relegate tactical air to only a supporting role.
It is no longer sufficient even to declare that tactical air and
ground forces cooperate equally. Rathexr, tactical air must now be
conceived as having a role in the battle against enemy ground
forces at times completely on its own,'"2/86 The Air Force officially

. accepted the concept on 29 June 1953 when it issued a revised reg-
ulation. governing the organization of the Tactical Air Coumand.

This regulation defined tactical air operations '"as the application
of'all air power, under the command or operational conirol of a
theater or area commander, against an enemy's wilitary pocential
and capabilities in being, ncrwally only within the theater area of
responsibility. Restricted only by liwitations of equipwment and
capabilities of designated units, tactical air operations may en- Tj‘ ..
compass an; task necessary in the [utherance of the theater T
mission,"2/7 In explaining the change in tactical air doctrine, ‘.
Brigadier CGeneral Ferguson noted that tactical air power "was coa-
sidered a supporting arm umtil recently when new weapons were in-
troduced which in themselves produce decisive resulits, . . . The
formidable nature of this new source of firepower, in fact, re-
verses the orthodox relationships of air and ground forces.
Specifically, it is quite reasonable to say that we should look for
a modification in our tactics and in our concepts of war . . .which
would point toward the exploitation of tactical air atouic accacks
ty highly wobile ground forces. 278

Many Army officers who served in Korea insisted that the
ground forces ought co possess their own organic close-support
aviation, but the several joint evaluation boards that wet in the
Far East Command during and at the end of the Korean hostilities
generally endorsed the organizational concepts of extant Army-Air
Porce doctrine. A Joint Eighth Army-Fifth Air Force air-ground
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operations board which reported on 26 March 1951 found that "the .
Joint Training Directive for Air-Ground Operations ., . . is sound
and adeguate and is applicable to the Korean theater of opera-
tions. 279 iIn his study on air-ground operations issued in .ugust
1952, General Clark held that any comparison between the Army-Air
Force and Marine systems of close air suppost was faulty because
the two systems were designed for completely diiferent types of
functions and had different allocations of forces,200 A con-
ference of Fifth Air Force, Eiuhth Army, Seventh Fleet, and lst
Marine Aircraft Wing representatives which met in August 1933 for
the war's end review of air-ground cperatlons stated; 'Little
attempt has been made . . . to reiterate previously published
doctrines and techniques which have been found fundamentally sound
and workable. 281l "I don't think we ought to be in tactical air
support.. I don't know anybody at che top of the Ammy who is
pressing for it," stated Under Secretary of the Army Earl D.
Johmson in OCctober 1953.2

While the Department of the Army did not seek to undertake its
own close air support, it nevertheless vastly expanded the Army's
organic aviation. According to a joint readjustment agreement of
20 ¥ay 1949, Army aviation was categorized as fixed-wing aircraft
not exceeding 2,500 pounds in weight and rotary-wing aircraft
(helicopters) weighing no wmore than 4,000 pounds. Such organic
aircraft were to be used to expedite and improve ground combat
procedures in forward areas of the battlefield. In additiom to
these planes, the Air Force would continue to provide liaisom .
squadrons to support Army units. Based upon combat experience in
Korea, both the frmy and the Ailr Force effected mew plans and
ordered helicopters in larger numbers. Fost Army helicopters were
comnitted as oxrganic aviation, but the Awxmy also planned to estab-
1ish helicopter transport companies, each able to liit an infaatry
rifle company. Responsible for air-assault airlift, the Air Foxce
planned to oxganize assault transport wings, each to include one
conventional troop carrier zroun and one votary-wing airecraft
group; when not employed in ailr assault work, the helicopter group
would accomplish front-line airs tramsport fumctions. Barly in 1951
the Army wanted to secure larger aircraft and helicoptews, but the
Air Force believed that such planes would infringe upon the Air
Force's air transport mission. Seeking to settle this controversy,
Secretaries Frank Pace of the .rmy and Finletter oi the Air Force
signed an agreement on 2 October L1951 that owitted velarences to
the weight of Arvwmy aircraft and stated that the Army would possess
organic aircraft required "as an integral part of its components
for the purpose of expediting and improving ground combpat and
logistical procedures within tire combat zome.' The combat zone was
undexrstood to be an area from G0 to 75 miles deep behind the
battle line.283 ‘

In view of the Pace-Finletter agrecment as well as a demon-
strated need for increased army mobility in Korea, General Ridgway
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. recommended in November 1951 that the Department of the Army should
procure enough cargo helicopters to allocate 10 helicopter
battalions, each with three companies, to a typical rield army.

The Department of the Army was Favorable to Ridgway's proposal, hut
it approved a lesser allotment order by whicn four bhelicopter
battalions, each with three companles, would be assigned to each
field army. The Air Force, however, was skeptical of such an
allotment of Army helicopters since it would obviously duplicate

the helicopter services that could be provided by the rotary-wing
groups of assault transport wings. General John E. Hull, Deputy
Chief of Staft of the Aray, pointed out on the other hand that the
Lrmy had never made any requirement Eor support by Air Force rotary-
wing aircratt within the combat zome against which the Air Foree

was ‘ustified in programming units.28% This jurisdictional con-
troversy remained deadlocked uwntil 4 Hovewber 1952 when, after in-
tervention by Secretary Lovetit, & second wemorandum of understanding
was _ointly approved by the Army and Air Force. This understanding
tixed the maxluum weight of Army fixed-wing aircraft at 5,000 pounds
but prescribed no weight limit for helicopters. It specifically
recognized that Army aviation would have the function of transport-
ing Army supplies, equipment, persomnel, and swall units within the
combat zone, an area precisely defined as extending 50 to 100 miles
deep behind the front lines. The Air Force remained responsible

for airlifting Army supplies, equipment, personnel, and units be-
tween points outside the comdat zone to poiats within the compat

. zone and also for the air wovauwent of Army troops, supplies, and
equipment in the assault and subsequent phases of airborne oper-
ations.

At the same time that the Korean hostilities provided new
lessons looking toward a future employuent of theater air forces,
they also reemphasized old air power lessons. The applicability of
some of these old lessons, however, tended to be obscuved by the
peculiar circumstances prevailing in Korea.. The Strategic Air
Command well demonstrated the tlexibility and versatility of its
force by employing medium bowber wings as a tactleal bomber force,
by committing one of its escort fighter wings for a tiuse to an air-
ground attack role, and by providing rotationmal fighter wings for
the air defense ot Japan, but the local peculiarities of the limited
war did not permit a full exploitation of the strategic bombing
function, Bacause of the artiticial boundaries of the conflict
most of the production facilities that the Communists used to
support their war effort could not be atcacized. In the early months
of the war the few war-supporting indusiries of Worth Korea were
easily destroyed and after this very few targets could be found
that would warrent a medium bowmber rormation large enough in size
to provide the old B-29's with mutual self protection. Early in
the war wmany Air Force officers chafed at the employwent of s0-
called "strategic” bowbers in tactical air roles and vexed thems
selves with discussione as to whether or not "strategic' targets

. even existed in Korea. Lieutenant General Stratemeyer had occasion
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to remark that strategic bombers could be freely diverted to
ground-support purposes because the B-29's were available and be- -
cause the ground situation was threatening, but he warned that it
should not be assumed that such diversions superseded the real
purpose of strategic aircraft. This same admonition held true
throughout the war.2

"There is little doubt in my mind,"” wrote General Weyland,
"that the outcome of the conflict would have been vastly difrerent
had enemy domination of the air reversed the positions of the
Communists and the United Nations Command."287 At least one Navy
officer concluded that the Korean war "clearly demonstrated that
land battles can continue to be waged successfully in the face of
complete air comtrol,"?88 put few authorities questioned the Air
Force assertion that '"the first and most important lesson' of the
Korean conflict was that '"control of the ailr is a prerequisite for
any large-scale military operation."289 Free from the danger of
hostile air attack, outnumbered United Nations ground forces were
able to maneuver at will during daylight hours, while the Communists
were compelled to move and to fight at night. Although the
Communist armies proved able to exist in a batile zone covered by
canventlonally-armed United Hatioms air powey, these forces were
unable to use their superioc strength to accomplish their military
cbjectives. 1In the autumn of 1950, Lieutenant General Stratemeyer
feared that the relative ease with which the Far East Air Forces
gained air superiority might lead to an erroneous conclusion that
such a feat could be duplicated at will in a future conflict, In
the course of the war, a small band of Sabre pilots successfully
shielded the United Nations Command against much larger numbers of
Communist aircraft. In the course of their barrier patrols, the
Sabres met and destroyed 810 enemy aircraft (including 792 MIG's)
at a cost of a combat loss of 78 of their own number. But the fact
that this smaller Sabre force was able to maintain air superiority
had to talke into consideration a recognition that the Communists
were unable to use their superior air capabilities effectively.290
YAt any time since possibly the middle of 1951," stated Colonel
James B. Tipton, an experienced Fifth Air Force wing commander, "I
have seen no cogent reason why the Red Ajr Force Commander did not
wipe out the UhEted Natilons Aixr TForces opposing him. "291  Some part
of the insbility of the Commmists o employ their superior numbers
in all-out air battles was attwibutable to a lack of skilled air-
crews, but the controlling civcumstance of air superiority in Korea
was better summed up by Colonel Hampton, when he concluded: "The
Cormunists feazred to use their local ailr forces decisively because
the United States had warned that any extension of the Korean war
might bring down upon the aggressor the awesome force of the U, S,
Global gir-atomic power.“29§

"The second lesson,"” Brigadier Gemeral Ferguson said In 3
discussion of the employment of tactical air power ia Korea, ''was
the wost profitable attacks were those made deep in enemy territoxry
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. where supplies, materiel, and perscnnel are falirly well concen-
tracted. As supplies and wmen are moved closer to the line of
contact, dispersal greatly reduces the effectiveness of air attacks,
Consequently, where it is operationally feasible, tactical air
should place the major emphasis for its interdiction program against
those Ilucrative and concentraced targets which necessarily lie
deeper in enemy territory.'293 Few of the United Nations air
actions in Korea drew more criticism than the comprehensive railway
interdiction attacks prosecuted between August 1951 and May 1952,
the air campaign which was popularly described as "Operation
Strangle." General Lemuel C. Shepherd, Commandant of the Marine
Corps, stated that Operation Strangle was ''recognized as a fizzle,"
and Vice Admiral J. J. Clark, the Seventh Fleet's commander, ob-
served: "The interdiction program was a failure. It did not
interdict., 294 In retrospect, Weyland admitted that "Strangle" was
a poorly conceived name because it gave critics who did not under-~
stand the real objective of the railway interdiction effort a
vehicle for proclaiming its failure, but he insisted that the
railway interdiction campaign "was an unqualified success in
achieving its stated purpose, which was to deny the enemy the
capability to launch and sustain an offensive. 295 "No one can be
foolish enough," stated Colonel Titson, "to claim 100 percent ef-
fectiveness for any interdiction effort; to freeze all wmovement
within complex areas of thousands of square miles is impossible.?
He nevertheless observed: "We can conclude that the unique features

. of the Korean operation have not changed the concept of air opera-
tions in the interdictionm task. "2

With rezard cto close support by the Air Force of Army troops,
stated Genmeral Maxwell D. Taylor, "I would first say chat dis-
satisfaction would no: apply to the attitude shown by the Air
Force in Korea. I was never more loyally supported by anyone, even
by my owa peogleJ than by the Fifth Air Force when I commanded the
Eighth Army."297 Recognizing that the outmumbered United Wations
ground forces in Xorea never possessed a proper amount of organic
artillery, Weyland noted that "FEAF and Fifth Air Force leaned over
backward to provide wore than adequate close aiv support."29 But
the final report of the Far East Air Forces nevertheless warned;
"Because FEAF provided URC ground forces lavish close aiv support
in Korea is no weason Lo assune this condition will exist in future
wars.” In a future conflict the fighter-bomber forces would be
hard put to attaln air superiority, and the attainment of such aix
superiority would be wmore vital to the success of the mission of
all forces than close support would be, 299 Speaking of his ex-
perience in Korea, Brigadier General Ferzuson outlined the
potential worth of close air support under various battle com-
ditions. '"In my opinion," he wrote, "close air support is of
Little use unless the ascocilated army is . . . on the offensive,
When the army is holding along a riverline, or waiting for a
supply build-up, or for strategic or political decisions to be
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taken, close air support does little wore than keep the state ol .
the art alive. . . . It should and eusi be used under such
conditions as we faced in Apxril and May 1951 when great hoirdes

of Communist Chinese poured in against soft points in our liues.
But, given relatively static conditions along a line of resistance,
the most effective employment of tactical air is to range Fforward
and seal off the projected battle zone, while maintaining conirol
of the air and conducting long-range interdicticn. . . . When the
day does come for the all-out attack by our troops, every airplane
of every category would participate in breaking the initial line
of resistance and getting the offensive underway. Frowm then oun
close support, close-in interdiction, and alrfield sweeps all
combine to keep the eneusyv off balance and to make the offensive

an ultimate success."
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CHAPTER 7

THE AIR FORCE WRITES ITS DOCTRINE, 1947-1955

1. Early Efforts to Identify Air Force Doctrine

"Mihere in the Air Force," asked Major General Lauris Norstad,
the Assistant Chief of Alr Staff for Plans in 1946, "will there be
assembled more of what it takes to study, discuss, devise, develop,
test and formulate than at the Air University? Here, in an atmos-
phere dedicated to imstruction, thinking, study, and discussion,
there will of necessity be a constant evaluation of any current
combat and an immediate application of its lessons to existing
tactical doctrines. 'Shall we change; is our doctrine sound?'
will be daily questions in the minds of hundreds of imstructors,
spurred on by the sharp analysis and questions of thousands of
highly-experienced students, Why not give these men the job of
evaluating combat and formulating tactical doectrine for the entire
Air Force?. . . They can probably do a better job, resolve a greater
amount of sound thinking into useable doctrine than any group of
men anywhere. And they will do it whether or not they are charged
with it."1

As a result of Norstad's recommendations and of the favorable
reputation enjoyed by the old Air Corps Tactical School, the Air
University was charged with a mission statement in June 1946 which
noted that it: "Reviews, revises, and prepares publication of AAF
basic doctrine. . . . Develops basic doctrines and concepts for the
employment of air power. . . . Maintains continuing research into
the strategic, tactical, and defensive concepts of air power, both
manned and unmanned aircraft and gulded missiles. . . . Maintains
close liaison with the Headquarters of the Btrategic Air Command,
the Tactical Air Command and the Air Defense Command with regard to
matters of policy and doctrine.”? During 1946 the Air University
established the Air War College at Maxwell Field, the Air Command
and Staff School at Craig Field, Selma, Alabama, and the Air Tactical
School at Tyndall Field, Panama City, Florida. Believing that the
Air University ought to furnish officers with facts, skills, and
technical information and also to guide the future thinking of the
Air Force, the Air University's Faculty Board stated that the new
educational institution would not be bound to accept official
policies without question but only to present official policies for
study. Regardless of existing policies, students could be told of
the Air University's beliefs. The Faculty Boaxrd stated that all
curricula would accept a basic school doctrine, namely: "That the
ultimate objective of air power is to force the capitulation of an
enemy nation by air action applied directly agaimst the vital points
of its mational structure. This may not at any given time be primary
in importance, but it is the ultimate objective."
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The Air University's broad responsibility for the development of .
concepts and doctrines and for tactical testing rested upon an initial
planning assumption that the institutionm would be assigned typical
combat air units that could be employed for test purposes. As has
been seen, General Spaatz found it impossible to assign such units
to the Air University and ordered that the Air University would
depend upon other commands for the conduct of ractical tests and
developmental work. Spaatz also stated that the "doctrines taught
at the Air University will be those current in the various commands,
approved as necessary" by Air Force h.eadquarters.4 Seeking to bridge
the conflict in orders, Major Ceneral David M. Schlatter, the Air
University's Deputy Commander, announced that in the accomplishment
of research, evaluation, and dectrinal functions the Air University
would Mact in the capacity of a monltoring agency or steering com-
mittee utilizing the expert knowledge available in all of the com-
mands of the Air Force.'> Recognizing that its mission was one of
evaluation rather than research, the Air University redesignated
its Research Division as the Evaluation Division on 29 August 1947.%

Except for announcing the basic doctrine that would govern its
instructors, the Air University made little progress in preparing
statements of basic Air Force doctrine. In Washington on 13 May
1946, Brigadier General Francis H., Griswold, Deputy Chief of Air
Staff for Operations, urged that the Air Force ought to begin to
formulate its doctrine. "There is a requirement for a field manual,"
Griswold wrote, '"which will establish the place of air power in the
armed forces and define our policies, doctrines, strategy and tactics .
« + « . The theory or strategy of air power, particularly strategic
bombing, has never been adequately put on paper. . . . A strong and
logical framework must be developed from which can be provided
appropriate manuals for the several service schools, material for
the provisional education of officers of all ranks in all of the
armed forces, and policies to gulde our public relations and
dealings with Gongress.'" While War Department Field Manual 100-20,
Command and Employment of Air Power, had been "a declaration of
independence of air power,' Griswold urged that it was already
Vgbsolete and entirely inadequate." As written in 1943 this manual
had emphasized the coequality of air power and ground power. 'Land
power and air power," Griswold thought, "are not always inter-
dependent forces. There are times when air power at least may be an
independent force." At the time of Griswold's recommendation, how-
ever, Major General Muir 8. Fairchild, the Air University Commander,
was reluctant to commit his persomnel to a doctrinal problem until
the new institution was firmly established. Major General C. C.
Chauncey, Chief of the Air Staff, additionally feared that any
revision of Field Manual 100-20 might stir up a political contro-
versy which might hinder the cause of armed service unification.”
Unlike the Air Force, the Navy moved boldly to provide a basic
doctrine to its forces. Im the closing months of World War Il it
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. assembled a full-time panel of officers whose duties had involved
combat command or important staff work and directed them to prepare
a series of "U.S. Fleet" publications. The key USF-1, '"Principles
and Instructions of Naval Warfare," went through a number of drafts
within the panel, was circulated for comments by naval commanders,
and was published on 1 May 1947 with the notation that it represented
Yrhe bgst service opinion and best knowledge that obtains in
1946."

With armed services unification assured by the National Security
Act of 1947, Brigadier General Thomas S. Power, now Deputy Assistant
Chief of Air Staff for Operations, directed the Air University to
undertake its doctrinal responsibility without further delay. "There
is a requirement for an Air Force publication of field manual scope,"
he wrote, "that will establish the doctrine and command of air power
in the Armed Forces and define our policies and strategies. . . .

It is visualized that this manual will be the top level Air Force
document from which will be derived all other Air Force publications
relative to air power and joint operations." Power directed the Air
University to revise Field Manual 100-20 and to provide recommenda-
tions for the type of Air Force publication that would be employed
to disseminate doctrine.? Without awaiting action on this problem,
the Air Force in August 1947 summoned representatives of the Air
University, the Air Defense Command, the Tactical Air Command, and
the Strategic Air Command to form two panels to provide guidance

. for an Air Torce position in regard to air defense procedures,
doctrine, and organization. Headed by Colonel Richard H. Carmichael,
Chief of the Air Power Employment Section of the Air University's
Evaluation Division, the Air Defense Policy Panel held meetings
during the winter of 1947-48 and made its final written report to
the Air Force Chief of Staff on 2 February 1948. The report con-
cluded: "The security of the nation from air attack rests primarily
upon our strategic air offensive capabilities, but air defense is
necessary and can achieve a degree of effectiveness which may mean
the difference between victory and defeat." It recommended that a
unified continental theater of operations, comprising Army, Navy,
and Air Force forces operating under a unified command structure
with a single commander, would provide the most effective and
economical organization which could ensure the security of the United
States against air attack.10

When the Air University was directed to revise Field Manual
10020 and to recommend a system of doctrinal publications, Major
General Schlatter took account of the fact that the Air University's
Evaluation Division had only 18 officers and that not all of them
could be assigned to a manuals project. He therefore directed that
the Evaluation Division would monitor and evaluate projects which
would be carried out in the Air University's schools and colleges.

He specifically directed the Air War College to revise the field
manual and to recommend a system of doctrinal publications. * During
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his tenure as founding commandant of the Air War College, Major
General Orvil Anderson frequently employed student seminars to study
and report on major air problems, and he would use this procedure

to handle the doctrinal projects.

On 16 September 1947 two Air War College seminars addressed
themselves to the assigned problems, and the seminar headed by
Colonel W. M. Garland sought to make recommendations on a system of
Air Force publications. In its report on 19 December, Colonel
Garland's seminar recommended that the Air Force ought to develop a
single integrated publications system under the central control of
a Publications Board in the office of the Vice Chief of Staff. The
seminar suggested that the old Army system of disseminating doctrine
in field manuals and technical manuals had been too rigid and had
never provided a comprehensive coverage. The Navy's USF series
appeared more acceptable as a model for the Air Force. The seminar
therefore proposed that the Air Force ought to use a series of Air
Employment Instructions which would promulgate concepts of the roles
and objectives of air power in national security, the principles
and doctrines of command and employment of the Air Force in peace
and war, and the strategy, tactics, and techniques of Air Force
operations. Published under the authority of the Chief of Staff,
these air employment instructions would "constitute essential
guides" and would "reflect the most logical current thought in the
employment of air power," but they would not seek '"to suppress
initiative or to establish a set formula for air warfare." The air
employment instructions should be divided into three general
categories. Category I would comprise a basic book on air power.
Category II would outline in general terms the application of funda-
mental principles and basic doctrines of employment to specific
operational fields of Air Force endeavor--for example, strategic air
operations., Category IIL would deal with the operations, tactics,
and techniques of type units of the Alr Force, such as the tactics
and techniques of fighter escort. Immediate responsibility for
stating requirements for air employment instructions and for ensur-
ing that they were properly revised would rest with the Air Force
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations. The seminar recommended that
the a2ir employment instructions should be issued in looseleaf
binders so that they might be easily revised.l2

The Air University accepted the requirement for the air employment
instructions series of doctrinsl publications, but it was not willing
to limit the series to purely operaticnal matters since it believed
that the Air Force would need to express doctrine in administrative,
logisties, communications, intelligence, and related special staff
fields. On 5 February 1948, the Air University accordingly recom-
mended that the air employment instructions should include three
somewhat different categories from those proposed by the Air War
College, Category I would contimue to be the basic volume entitled
MAir Power." Category II would be called "The Commander's Guide,"
and its single volume of seven books would include statements on Air
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. Force operations in general, in strategic applications, in joint
endeavors, in air defense, in air transport, im air reconnaissance,
and in special activities. Category III would be "The Group and
Squadron Commander's Handbook," and its single volume of six books
would concern the tactical group and squadron and the tacties and
techniques of bombardment, fighters, reconnaissance, air tramsport,
and special air units. The Air University noted that "the interested
agency on the highest level should be responsible for the doctrine
promulgated in a given field."

Both the Air War College and the Air University emphasized that
the number and type of publications within the Air Force ought to
be greatly reduced. The Air Staff also endorsed this objective on
5 March, when it directed the Air University to proceed with the
preparation of the recommended air employment and administrative
instructions, which quite likely would be issued as a series of Air
Force manuals rather than as a separate publications series,l
Although the Air Staff appeared to have approved the Air University's
plamning, an Air Force Publications Board which assembled in Washington
early in 1948 refused to accept it., The Air Force regulation issued
on the subject of publications on 26 April described ten types of
publications, including manuals. Manuals would include the types
of material which had been called field and technical mamuals,
training standards, guides, handbooks, pamphlets, textboocks, and
workbooks. Any Air Force command would be authorized to issue
local command manuals on subjects peculiar to the command. Air

. Force manuals would normally be prepared by responsible functional
Air Staff agencies, but, in certain instances, Headquarters USAF
would delegate the preparation of the texts of manualg to a sub-
ordinate command. In this case the manuscript of the manual would
be reviewed and approved by the Air Staff. The Air Adjutant General
was charged to edit and authenticate all Air Force manuals.l5

While Garland's seminar was surveying the Air Force publications
system, another Air War College seminar headed by Colonel C. P.
Lessig was assigned the task of revising Field Manual 100-20,
Because of Garland's recommendations, Lessig's seminar undertook to
draft the "Air Power" volume of the air employment instructions
series, and it completed this project in February 1948, 16 Meanwhile
another seminar, headed by Colonel R. A. Grussendorf and including
Colonels Noel F. Parrish, Arnc Leuhman, E. L. Sykes, and G. P.
Disosway, was given the problem of determining how the Air University
opught to proceed in order to produce "The Commander's Guide." 1In a
study completed con 16 March, this seminar suggested that the Air
Force had been "organized and operated as z result of ideas existing
in the minds of a very few men" which had "mever been well stated"
and had ''mever been brought together and organized into a complete
and logical form" nor '"explained in suitable terms bearing the
sanction of official approval."” It recommended that a permanent
group of qualified Air Force officers and military or civilian
writers, working under direct authority of the Vice Chief of Staff,
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should be assigned the task of writing and of continuously revising .
the text of the air employment instructions. It also recommended
that the collection of source material for this permanent group
should be as comprehensive as possible, that the sources should
encompass the best thoughts of all available experts on air power
employment, and that personal interviews should be used to the
maximum, Since few air leade?s had written clearly on the funda-
mentals of air warfare, the seminar suggested that any complete and
official statement of the meaning of air power could "be derived
from only one source, the minds of leading military airmen.'" While
they were brief and incomplete, the statements of Air Force leaders
during the Finletter and Compton investigations were judged to
represent Air Force principles and purposes better than anything to
be found in official publications. Air power doctrine would thus
come largely from living men but this was understandable, for the
seminar concluded with a flourish: "The principles of Air Warfare
stem from Mitchell, Arnold, and Knerr more notably than from
Frederick or Napoleon, and Air Force thinking needs no 01d Testament
text for justification."l7

Having received authorization to proceed with the preparation of
the air employment and administrative instructions, Air University
officers assumed that the Air Force Publications Board would accept
the planning which had originally been done in the Air War College.
On 5 April 1948, the Air University accordingly established a board
of officers from the Evaluation Division and the Air Command and .
Staff School to draft "The Commander's Guide' and on 16 April it
directed the Air Tactical School to prepare "The Group and Sgquadron
Commander's Handbook. '8 Expressing a desire that the publications
should have a high quality of styling, illustrations, content, and
format, the Air University asked the Air Force to make available to
it personmel "with literary or artistic experience and talent."l
While on 3 visit to Fort Monroe and Washington to survey Aw.my and
Navy publications activities early in May, Colomel Carmichael, who
would shortly become chief of the Air University Evaluation Division,
was startled to learn that the Air Force regulation on publications
had "rejected the Air War College plan completely.!" He pointed out
that the new Air Force regulation placed responsibility for doctrinal
manuals with Air Staff agencies and thus conflicted with the assign-
ment of doctrinal responsibilities to the Air University. Under the
new regulation no single Air Force agency was empowered to pass
judgment on the content of manuals or to review the whole field to
ensure that manuals provided a comprehensive coverage. At no point
in the new system was there a stated requirement for professiomnal
editors, writers, or illustrators. "The quality of USAF publicatiomns,
particularly manuals w ich will become the media for the enunciation
of USAF employment anc training doctrine,'" Carmichael noted, "is not
assured of being super- .r or even excellent."

Although the Air Force regulation of 26 April made Air Staff
agencies responsible for manuals on doctrine, the Air Force
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. nevertheless stated on 25 June 1948 that the Air University planning
represented ''an advance in simplification and condenmsation of Air
Force manuals." It therefore directed the Air University to continue
with the preparation of the Category I, II, and ILI instructions and
also suggested subjects for a number of specialized administrative
manuals which the Air Force would require.21 At this juncture,
Colonel Carmichael again asserted the requirement for a single Air
Force agency, either under the Vice Chief of Staff or able to speak
with his authority, to provide a central direction for the planning,
preparation, and revision of Air Force manuals. "It is completely
unrealistic,” he thought, "to believe that Headquarters staff :
agencies will 'normally prepare' all manuals." He thought that the
three principal deficiencies in the Air Force publications system--
divided responsibility at the top, lack of a master plan, and
insufficient professional assistance-~sprang from a ''lack of
appreciation for the prodigious amount of thought and labor required
to produce a good manual." "A manual," he said, "must first express
sound doctrine, This requires careful research and evaluation of
everything that has been written or spoken about the subject. Once
the ideas have been assembled they must be arranged in a logical and
orderly manner. Then the writing phase of the process begins, the
most laborious part of the task, When ideas are expressed in such
a way that the reader can readily grasp their meaning, the manual
is readable as well as intelligible There is more to readability
than merely making the meaning clear to the reader, it is_measured

. alsoc by the use of illustrative materials within the text, .

A well written and illustrated manual is the result of the 1deas and
work of many people. This fact must first be recognized before
any effective mamual system can be established." Carmichael also
urged that "manual writing cammot be effectively and efficiently
accomplished as a part time, 'in addition to other duties' measure"
and urged that the Air Undiversity ought to establish a production
unit "which will take the writing load off of the instructors in
the schools and place it upon ualified civilians under the direction
of competent officer personnel."22

Anticipating that it would become "the 'Bible' of the Air Force
and the keystone from which all other Air Force doctrinal publica-
tions will stem," the Air University expedited the preparation of
the Category I volume now titled “Air Power and the U,S, Air Force,"
The initial draft prepared by the Air War College seminar in
February 1948 was reviewed and revised by the Evaluation Division
in March and April and was circulated through the Air University's
schools and staff during May. Believing that the principal purpose
of a manmual was to teach, the Air University sought to ensure that °
the air power mamual was “written in sufficient detail and with
such clarity so as to be intelligible and attractive to the average
junior officer." Although it did not comsider its draft to be a
final product, the Air University submitted "Air Power and the U.S.
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Air Force™ to the Air Force Director of Training and Requirements .
on 2 July 1948, with a request that the Air Staff review its "scope,
tenor, and general form."

When the Air Staff had completed its review of "Ailr Power and
the U.S8., Air Force," Major General Frank F. Everest, Assistant
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operatioms, informed the Air University
on 21 September 1948 that the manual did not fulfill the purposes
for which it was intended. The Air Staff found the draft manual to
be discursive and defensive rather than positive, to be written in
a narrative form rather than concisely worded for reference purposes,
to be lengthy and cumbersome, to contain much inessential detail
such as references to World War II experiences, to include con-
troversial statements which did not contribute to an enunciation of
doctrine, and to have other bits and pieces of information which
were much too obvious for a high level publication, The Air Staff
actually disagreed with the reasoning of the manual only in a few
particulars. It criticized as being unnecessarily controversial
the manual's statement: "Because air forces can be used in so many
ways in the attack and because of the difficulties of protecting
against such air attacks, the requirements for air defense measures
are so great as to approach the umacceptable." It believed that the
description of an air mobilization phase at a war's beginning
weakened the Air Force's emphasis on an air force in being. The
strong assertion in the manual that “strategic bombing operations
are normally conducted independently of ground and naval forces"
was said to be contrary to the more moderate Air Force position .
that Army and Navy forces were essential for the defense of oversea
air bases required for a strategic air campaign. "In the prepara-
tion of this high level doctrinal publication,' the Alr Staff
advised, "it is necessary that it be as timeless and far thinking
as possible. . . . This publication on air employment is of such
importance, covering high level doctrine and the principles of
aerial warfare, that it should not be burdened with detailed
instructional and procedural methods which are constantly changing.
On the other hand, this type publication should cover general over-
plans for doctrine and strategy which would stimulate flexibility of
thought and action at all levels of command.'?Z

In the spring of 1948 the Air University assigned responsibility
for preparing the Category II "Commander's Guide" to the Air Com-
mand and Staff School at Craig Field and for drafting the Category
IITI "Commander's Handbook" to the Air Tactical School at Tyndall
Field, and each of these institutions assigned the responsibilities
for drafting the various books in the volumes to specific instructors
under their control. These instructors were unable to begin any
serious attempts to write before the summer vacation period, and
even then they could do little more than to prepare some highly
tentative drafts on their assigned contributions. On 22 December,
the Air Force Director of Training and Requlrements nevertheless
asked that the drafts of the Category II and III manuals should be
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delivered to him in order that they might provide guidance to the
Air Staff in negotiations which were getting underway with the Navy.
Although the Air University was reluctant to allow imperfect work
to go to Washington, it complied with the Air Force request with
misgivings but with some expectation that it might also begin to
get some comments on the work.2? After surveying the manuscripts,
however, the Training and Requirements Division returned then with
the notation that it had not considered them ready to be submitted
to the Air Staff.

During the spring and summer of 1949, the Air University Evalua-
tion Division worked upon revisions of the Category IT and 111
volumes, giving priority to the Gategory II "Commander's Guide"
which it intended to publish first. In the autumn of 1949 the Air
University forwarded printed copies of the five books of the 'Com-
mander 's Guide' to the Air Staff and to the major Air Force commands
with a request that they be reviewed for content, style, format,
and suitability for Air Force usage. As had been the case with the
"Aiy Power" volume, Air Staff comments on the "Commander 's Guide'
were highly critical, One reviewer stated: "I don't believe a
Commander would read it more than once--he might even stop after
the first page.' Other comments indicated that the volume con-
rained information that was out of date, was too elementary to meet
the purpose for which it was intended, was incomplete in scope, and
generally did not measure up to standards required of am Air Force
publication. The Air Staff directed on 25 July 1950 that the volume
should be rewritten and it further suggested that the Air University
seek assistance from the Air Force's operating commands. 'Only
then," stated Colonel Dorr E. Newton of the Directorate of Require-
ments, "will be get the latest tactical doctrine, tactics, and
techniques incorporated."27

"] guess I personally am responsible for having sent out some
poor tentative manuals,' admitted Major Ceneral John DeForest Barker,
who had become the Air University's Deputy Commander in August 1949.
%1 decided to let them go out ‘'as is' for comment, and then rewrite
them in manual form, rather than to write them in manual form, send
them out for comment, and then again rewrite them according to the
comments. I think we saved time by this method, but we certainly
didn't improve our standing in the community.”zg Barker was free
to admit that the Air University's manuals had been couched in
"Adjutant General's language" which was "stilted, expressionless,
and to a considerable extent meaningless.' "They are the kind of
a book which a man reads because he has to," he said, "not because
he wants to. I would like very much to have them written in such
a style that people emnjoy reading them and hence will get more out
of them."29 Highly motivated to complete the doctrinal manuals
project, Barker proved able to exercise some economies within the
Air University and to secure spaces for four military and three
civilian editors for assignment to an Air University Publications
Office. In June 1950, the Publications Office took over the
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responsibility for completing the MAir Power,* "Commander's Guide," .
and "Commander's Handbook' manuals. The work of revising these
books appeared to be going well, perhaps %ecayse of the fact that
the Air University had secured many indications of the sort of
material that was not believed to be appropriate in a doctrinal
publication. On 26 September 1950, however, Barker received word
that a project was underway in Washington to prepare and publish
joint armed forces doctrinal publications. Since the joint-force
doctrines might well supersede the air employment instructions,
Barker reasoned that the Air University must suspend its doctrinal
work pending the maturity of the higher level discussions on
doctrine.

2. Air Force Activities in the Field of Joint Doectrine

At the end of World War II senior Air Force officers hoped and
expected that the Army and Navy Staff College--which would become
the National War College--would be able to provide joint-force
doctrine in much the same manmer in which it was expected that the
new Air University would prepare air doctrine. Under a directive
from the Joint Chiefs, a Joint Operations Review Board of
approximately 50 Army and Navy officers was convened at the Army
and Navy Staff College early in 1946 to study the joint operations
of World War II and to revise joint doctrine as necessary,

Passing in the meanvhile under the guidance of the National Waxr
College, the Joint Operations Review Board submitted a draft manual .
entitled "Joint Overseas Operations" to the Joint Chiefs on 15

August 1946, which the Joint Chiefs promptly transmitted to the

Army and Navy for comment,33 Although General Spaatz acknowledged
the need for a new publication to replace prewar Army-Navy agreements,
he was unwilling to accept the draft of the "Joint Overseas Opera-
tions" manual. The proposed text envisaged some unity of command
with an integrated tri~service joint staff, but it failed to develop
this doctrine in any precise detail. The text did not consider the
possibility that a hostile nation might be defeated by air attack,
and it was chiefly concerned with amphibious landings of ground
troops at an oversea objective.3

Thinking it mandatory that the Armed Services have an agreement
on future oversea operations but being unwilling to accept the
jointly prepared manual, Major General O. P. Weyland, Assistant
Chief of Air Staff for Plams, proposed on 29 August 1946 that the
Army Air Forces should propose to extend the same type of coopera-
tive arrangements accepted in War Department Field Manual 31-35,
Air-Ground Operations, to the field of amphibious operations.
Following this line of reasoning, the Assistant Chief of Air Staff
for Operations prepared a paper entitled "Joint Procedures for
Tactical Control of Aircraft in Joint Amphibious Operations," which
the Army Air Forces promptly submitted to the Joint Chiefs as its
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. concept of the command and control of air power in joint operations.
This paper stated: "The Joint Task Force is mormally divided into

air, ground, and naval components, each under its own commander.
All components of the team are under the Joint Task Force commander
who is responsible for the joint effort." 1In brief, the Air Force
paper sought to secure a unity of air action by expanding the joint
operations center already being used as the instrument of Army-Aix
Force cooperation to include a Navy operations section as well as
the Army air-ground operations section and the Air Force combat
operations sectiomn.

The Army informally concurred with the Air Force position, but
the Navy preferred to look upon amphibious operations as a two phase
endeavor in which a fleet commander would command forces afloat and
would pass command to the landing force commander when troops were
set ashore. The Navy had already published its views in USF-6,
Amphibious Warfare Instructions, and it looked upon the Air Force
paper as containing "information which is contrary in many points
to standard Navy doctrine and to experience gained in World War
11.''36  The Navy opposition made it evident that the paper could not
be approved by the Joint Chiefs, but Major General Earle E, Partridge,
Director of Training and Requirements of the Air Force, nevertheless
believed that it could be issued as a revision of Field Manual 31-5,
Landing Operations on Hostile Shores. Seeking comments and recom-
mendations, Partridge submitted the Air Force position to the Air
University and the Tactical Air Command., The Tactical Air Command

. responded with a vigorous demand that the Air Force would not
Yoompromise or appease,’ and it suggested that the wording on com-
mand structure should be stated even more strongly. 'The Air Force
should advocate and persist as a basic principle that there should
be a unified command for an amphibious operation; that there will
be appointed an overall commander who commands the operation from
the time of inception until completion; that the overall commander
will not concurrently command one of the major subordinate forces
involved; that the overall commander will have a joint staff con-
sisting of Air, Ground and Naval persommel; that the amphibious
force will be composed of a Naval Force responsible for all mnaval
activities as such, a Ground Force respounsible for the conduct of
all ground action, and an Air Force responsible for the conduct of
all air action." The Air University concurred in the Tactical Air
Command's recommendations. It assumed that the proposed statement
on command would “certainly be violently opposed by the Navy," but
it thought that the manual might be issued as Army-Air Force doctrine.
On 28 October 1948, however, the Army agreed that "a manual of this
type would be desirable as an interim statement of doctrine," but
it believed that such a manual ought to be processed through the
Joint Chiefs and was ug?illing to consider its issuance as an Army-
Air Force publication.

Still seeking to secure a means for the development of joint
doctrines and procedures that would replace unilateral service
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publications, the Joint Chiefs of Staff established an Ad Hoc Com-
mittee for Joint Policies and Procedures in the autumn of 1948 and
assigned it the task of preparing a revision of the 1935 edition of
the "Joint Action of the Army and Navy" publication. The deputies
for operations of the Navy and Air Force and the deputy for adminis-
tration of the Army served as the members of the Ad Hoc Committee.
Since one of the sections in the proposed publication was to concern
tactical air support, the Committee requested the Tactical Air Com~
mand and the Army Field Forces to prepare a joint statement on the
matter. To the surprise of the Tactical Air Command, which saw no
reason why the organizational lessons tested during World War II

and incorporated in Field Manual 31-35 should be so soon out of date,
the Army Field Forces indicated that the manual was already obsolete
and should be revised. With this and other matters in dispute, the
Army member of the Committee proposed that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
should establish at least four joint centers--airborne, tactical air
support, air defense, and amphibious--which would be charged with
the development of joint doctrines, tactics and techniques, joint
training, and joint testing of equipment. Some Marine officers
interpreted this proposal as an Army attempt to deprive the Mavine
Corps of its responsibilities in the amphibious*field. The Air
Force did not like the proposal since it believed that it would be
as Inappropriate for ground officers to evaluate alr tactics, tech-
niques, and equipment as for air officers to attempt to do the same
for similar ground activities. In the end, the Navy and Air Force
members voted against the joint center proposal because it involved
the transfer of legally established primary service responsibilities
to new agencies,

Although the Air Force did not agree with the Army's joint center
proposal, Lieutenant General Norstad, the Air Force Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operatioms, agreed with the proposal of Major General
Robert M. Lee, commander of the Tactical Air Command, that a board
of the Air Force's most experienced tactical air commanders ought
to review current doctrine, tactics, procedures, and equipment; to
draw conclusions as to their suitability in the light of new
developments; and to make appropriate recommendations. General
Fairchild established the USAF Board of Review for Tactical Air
Operations on 10 June 1949 with a membership including Lieutenant
General Quesada, Major Generals Richard E. Nugent, Schlatter, and
Weyland, and Brigadier General David W. Hutchison. Appearing before
the Review Board on 14 July, General Collins argued that Field
Manuals 100-20 and 31-35 should be rewritten. Field Manual 100-20,
for example, stated that missions against hostile forces at the
front lines were "most difficult to control, are most expensive,
and are in gemeral least effective." Collins did not believe that
this statement was necessarily true. He urged that Field Manual
31-35 should be revised in order to define tactical air support of
ground forces as being 'the application of tactical air power in the
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. furtherance of a ground campaign as required by the ground force
commander to achieve his mission." He also proposed that a Joint
Tactical Air Support Center be established in the Fort Bragg-Pope
Air Force Base area. After holding six formal sessions, each of
several days' duration, the Board reported in October 1949. Its
major recommendation was the Air Force concept of tactical air power
was in need of positive reaffirmation and ought to embrace three
major concepts: (1) tactical air operations in concert with a major
surface campaign designed to exploit the strategic air offensive by
engaging in combat the military forces of an enemy nation:; (2)
tactical air operations in concert with a limited surface campaign
to defend or to expand certain important base areas; and (3) tactical
air operations in concert with the strategic air offensive within
the capabilities of tactical air power to attrite the enemy air
force, to destroy the mobile transportation facilities of the enemy
nation, and to isolate deployed enemy forces from their source of
sustenance, The Board of Review agreed that Field Manuals 100-20
and 31-35 required revision, but it asserted that the Air Force must
be its own judge of tactics, techniques, and equipment.

As early as 1 July 1948, General Spaatz informally indicated
that the broad mission of the Tactical Air Command required it to
develop and test tactical doctrines and techniques.#l In the head-
quarters reorganization of January 1949, the Tactical Air Command
accordingly established a Deputy for Plans, headed at first by
Colonel William W. Momyer and later by Colonel Henry Vieccellio, and

. included within it a Directorate of Doctrine, which was charged to
represent the Tactical Air Command on joint agencies, boards, and
committees that might be constituted to examine and evaluate doctrine,
tactics, techniques, and procedures related to tactical air opera-
tions,%2 Beginning in February 1949, the Tactical Air Command's
Deputy for Flans worked closely with representatives of the Army
Field Forces in the preparation of a joint paper for the Ad Hoc
Committee for Joint Policies and procedures which delineated the
areas of agreement and disagreement on the tactical air support of
ground forces.#3 The planned reorganization of the Tactical Air
Command also authorized the establishment of a Headquarters,
Tactical Air Force (Provisional). Effective on 16 July 1949, the
Tactical Air Force (Provisional) was established at Pope Air Force
Base where it would work closely with Headquarters, V Corps, at
nearby Fort Bragg, in planning and conducting joint maneuvers and
exercises.

In the spring of 1949 the Tactical Air Command and the Army
Field Forces had been unable to agree on a joint paper for sub-
mission to the Ad Hoe Committee sitting in Washington, but another
project locking toward the preparation of a joint training directive
for the Tactical Air Force-V Corps went more smoothly when it was
begun in early August 1949. Working from an agreed outline of pro=-
posed chapters, Tactical Air Command representatives prepared drafts
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which went to the Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces. With ()
concurrence from the Army Field Forces, the draft chapters were
sent to the Tactical Air Force-V Corps for field tests.i45 Army
cfficers were enthusiastic about the Tactical Air Force=-V Corps
arrangement and General Collins speaking with a degree of hyperbole,
described it as an organization which was able "o work full time
not only in training but also in the development of tactical doctrine
of air-borne and close support operations, as well as in the develop-
ment and testing of proper equipment."”

Before the end of March 1950, drafts of most of the chapters of
a joint training directive had been forwarded to the Tactical Air
Force-V Corps for comsideration and test. According to the plan, the
organization and equipment specified in the draft training directive
were to be tested in the course of regular joint maneuvers and field
exercises, and, based on these field tests, the Tactical Air Command
expected to prepare a publication which could replace Field Manual
31-35.47 The begimming of the Korean war, however, forced the can-
cellation of most planned field exercises and maneuvers and also
increased the need for revisions in joint air-ground doctrine.
Because of the urgency of the matter, Brigadier General Homer L.
Sanders, Vice Commander of the Tactical Air Command, and Brigadier
General William S. Lawton, Chief of Staff of the Army Field Forces,
went ahead with the publication of the Joint Training Directive for
Air-Ground Operations on 1 September 1950. 1In a preface, they des-
cribed the directive's purpose as being to establish "the urgently
needed amplification and revision of the principles, means, and .
procedures" set forth in Field Manual 31-35. They noted that much
of the organization and technique specified in the directive had
not been adequately field tested, but they conceived that the
directive's provisions would be incorporated in a joint departmental
level publication after adequate field testing.#8 In Washington,
Lieutenant General Idwal H. Edwards, Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations, expressed pleasure that the Tactical Air Command and
Army Field Forces had prepared "an excellent working doctrine for
units of the field armies and tactical air force.," "In my opinion,"
Edwards wrote on 2 November 1950, "this is the best available docu-
ment on air-ground operations and it is one which will provide pro-
per guidance and training in a vital phase of joint operatioms,"4?

The expansion of the Tactical Air Command in the late summer of
1950, together with the establishment of the Ninth Air Force
(Tactical) at Pope Air Force Base on 1 August 1950, represented an
Air Foxce effort to provide a proper parallel organization with the
Army at a working level. According to Major Genmeral W. R. Wolfinbarger,
who assumed command of the Ninth Air Force, this "lack of parallel
organization for both the Air Force and Army at a common working
level has been a serious handicap in the promulgation of Joint Doc-
trine and in the supervision of Joint Operations to insure adherence
to Joint Doctrine." But Wolfinbarger did not think that the new
organizational pattern established the Tactical Air Command in a
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. coordinate status with the Army Field Forces. The Army Field Forces
was the primary Army agency for the supervision of operations and
training within the zone of interior, and as a consequence it was
able to present the Joint Training Directive to service schools and
armies as approved joint doctrine that would be taught and practiced.
On the other hand, the Tactical Air Command could only present the
Joint Training Directive as joint doctrine approved by the command
with an expression of "hope that other activities will accept it as
such until it can be properly coordinated and made official.™

According to all reports the association between the Tactical
Air Force (Provisiomal) and the V Corps as field agencies of the
Tactical Air Command and Army Field Forces was generally harmonious,
and General Collins apparently hoped that the establishments in the
Pope Air Force Base-Fort Bragg area might grow into a joint center.
Obviously moving toward this end in the autumm of 1950, the Army
established the Army Airborne Center and the Army Air Support Center
at Fort Bragg. These centers were parts of the Office of Chief of
Army Field Forces, and each was headed by an Army major general,
Going along with the plan a part of the way, Major General Wolfinbarger,
who was now temporarily commanding the Tactical Air Command, established
a Tactical Air Command Airborne Liaison Office at the Army Airborne
Center on 14 November. But when the Army Field Forces additiomnally
requested on 13 December that three other Tactical Air Command
liaison officers should be assigned to the Army Air Support Center,

. Wolfinbargexr declined to comply. He recalled that the Headquarters,
Tactical Air Command, had been located at Langley Air Force Base in
order that its personnel would enjoy close daily liaison with the
people in the Headquarters, Army Field Forces, at nearby Fort Monroe.
He pointed out that the location of the Army centers at Fort Bragg
had already lessened the desirable daily contact between staffmen.
"I feel," he concluded, "that the assignment of liaisom officers to
the Army Air Support Center would decentralize and undermine to am
unacceptable degree Tactical Air Command's respomsibility for
establishing and revising the doctrine, tactics, and techniques of
tactical aviation which, obviously, must be accomplished at Army
Field Forces-Tactical Air Command level.'Sl

In view of the differences in service viewpoints which had to
be reconciled, the Ad Hoc Committee for Joint Policies and Pro-
cedures of the Joint Chiefs of Staff made slow progress in its
efforts to define principles and procedures for the joint action of
the armed forces. One of the main points of contention continued
to be the Army's position that major areas of interservice responsi-
bility ought to be made the province of joint centers constituted
under the principle of unified command and operated under the
immediate jurisdiction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Named by the
Joint Chiefs, the commander of a joint center would have a joint
staff, and one of the Chiefs of Staff would be designated as the
executive agent for each joint center. The Navy and the Air Force
did not agree that such joint centers should be established.”?2 By
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the spring of 1951 the Ad Hoc Committee found some successful com-
promises, and on 26 April the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the
first two chapters of a "Joint Action Armed Forces" paper. Eatitled
"Principles Governing the Functions of the Armed Forces' and
"Functions of the Individual Services," these chapters discussed
the principles, responsibilities, and functions of the Armed
Services which had been set forth in the Key West agreesment and
which had been issued in 1948 as "Functions of the Armed Forces and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff." During the summer of 1951, the Joint
Chiefs also reached agreement on the last two chapters concerning
"Principles Governing Joint Operations of the Armed Foxces" and
"Principles and Doctrines Governing Joint Aspects of Special Opera-
tions of the Armed Forces.'" In September 1951 the Joint Action
Armed Forxces paper was published as Army Field Manwal 110-5, Navy
JAAF, and Air Force Manual 1-1.93

An Air Force eritique of the Joint Action Armed Forces would
point out that the three separate service identifications of the
same document appeared to violate the principle of "maximum
practicable integration of policies and procedures" which was the
announced goal of the publication. The same critique found the JAAF
to be filled with "semantics compromises' which left '"gray areas"
of meanings, the interpretations of which in times of crisis ''could
prove costly in delay and indecisiveness in military action.'S%
Among its other provisions, the JAAF authorized the establishment
of six joint service boards, each to be under the direction of the
Service that had a primary interest in the particular field of
endeavor. Thege joint boards were to develop joint doctrines and
procedures; to evaluate joint tactics and techniques, the adequacy
of equipment, and the adequacy of joint training; and to review
publications covering the conduct of joint training. When the
boards were established early in August 1951, the Air Force Chief
of Staff was made responsible for the Joint Air Defense Board at
Ent Air Force Base, Colorado, and for the Joint Tactical Air Support
Board and the Joint Air Transportation Board, both at Pope Air Force
Bagse. The Chief of Staff of the Army was responsible for the Joint
Airborne Troop Board at Fort Bragg; the Commandant of the Marine
Corps for the Joint Landing Force Board at Quantico, Virginia; and
the Chief of Naval Operations for the Jaint Amphibious Board at
Little Creek, Virginia. Each of the boards responsible to the Air
Force would be headed by an Air Force major general who would be
directly responsible to the Air Force Chief of Staff but who would
forward all reports on alr defense, air support, or air transport
matters through the commanders of the Air Defense Command or the
Tactical Air Command as the case might be.33 The responsible
Service was charged to provide logistical support to each of its
boards, and the directors or chairmen of the boards were instructed
to draft basic charters and to prepare their requirements for
representatives from the three Armed Services.?® The joint boards
were empowered to draft joint doctrine within their spheres of
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. authority that after approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff would
supersede service doctrines. As they began work, however, each of
the service representatives on the joint boards found that they
required formal statements of the individual positions and doctrines
of their services.

3. The Air University as a Doctrinal Center

"Since I have been here,' wrote Major General Barker, who had

become Deputy Commander of the Air University in August 1949,
"we've been in a constant struggle to get out to our people a valid
and clear-cut statement of operational doctrine. It's needed badly;
not only in our schools but in the various joint boards on which the
Air Force is represented, and throughout the entire Air Force,"
Barker was convinced that the Air University was the best qualified
agency in the Air Force to prepare and publish doctrinal manuals.
"To begin with," he argued, '"we have more qualified senior officers
than any one place in the Air Force except the Pentagon. Their
everyday work involves the preparation of matter appropriate to
operational manuals. Of greatest importance is that they can and
do devote many long hours to this preparation, to the complete
exclusion of all other matters. This cannot be done in the Pentagon.
Secondly, our people are unbiased as far as loyalty to strategic,
tactical, air defense, ete., are concerned. They are able to view
operational doctrine from the viewpoint of the whole Air Force--no
. compartmentation, This, to my mind, is of the utmost importance if

we are going to develop proper air power employment."57

While attending an Air Force Educational Conference chaired
by General Fairchild in February 1950, Major General Barker advanced
a proposal that the Commander of the Alr University ought to be
authorized to approve and publish operational Alr Force manuals
under an authority from the Chief of Staff, He explained that the
Air University would coordinate the subject matter of all proposed
manuals with appropriate Air Force commands and would refer points
of difference to the Air Staff for decision. He demonstrated thet
the Air Materiel Command already possessed a similar authority
to approve and publish technical orders and manuwals. General Fair-
child felt that Barker's proposal had some merit, but he neverthe~
less ruled that the doctrinal manuals would have to be approved by
the Air Staff, with the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations acting
as the approving officer for all operatiomal manuals.

In the summer of 1950 the immediate impact of the Korean war and
the subsequent expansion of the Air Force had important effects
upon the Air University's organization for the production of doctrinal
manuals. The Air Force at once suspended all of the Air University's
schools but indicated that many of the instructors would continue
to be available to the Ailr Univexsity. Some of the instructors
might be used to complete the 'Commander's Guide.'S9 Within a few
weeks the Air Force decided that the Air War College ought to conduct
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accelerated classes and that the Air Command and Staff College .
would be moved from Craig to Maxwell where it would also conduct
short school sessions. The Air Tactical School at Tyndall, however,
would be inactivated, and on 24 July Barker proposed that the sur-
plus instructors from this school ought to be brought to Maxwell
and assigned to the Air University Evaluation Division. Under former
planning, the Air University had intended that manuals should be
drafted in its several schools, but Barker now wished to concentrate
the function in the Evaluation Division, which should be establisghed
as a separate entity in the Air War College. This proposal did not
please the Air War College inasmuch as the evaluation function was
not believed to be germane to the college's educational fumctionm,
but an Air University study committee pointed out that the War
College's mission already required it "to promote sound concepts of
the broad aspects of air power in order to assure the most effective
development and employment of the air arm." Effective on 9 October
1950, the Evaluation Division was accordingly transferred from the
Academic Staff to the Air War College where it was redesignated as
the Evaluation Staff.%0 As has been noted, however, the Air Force
directed on 26 September that the production of doctrinal manuals
should be held up pending the completion of the JAAF publication.61
Even though the Air University had not completed a basic doctrinal
manual on air power before it was directed to suspend work on the
project, it had begun to have a number of ideas as to what the doc-
trine ought to be. In the summer of 1950, Vandenberg had stated:
"Tactical and strategic air power is part of the same ball of wax." .
Finletter had said: "Tactical air and strategic air are merely
handles which have been developed to identify different functions,
each of which is indispensable and each of which fits intc the over-
all integrated structure of air power." While attending the weapons
orientation course at Sandia, New Mexico, however, Barker was dis-
tressed to hear an Air Force instructor present a concept that the
Tactical Air Command had functions distinet from those of the rest
of the Air Force. Barker observed that the Air Force had revolted
at the idea of assigning aviation in small packages to corps and
armies, but he wondered if the Air Force might not be violating
this same principle "by tying up, within rhe Air Force, pieces of
aviation, each designed for a particular job." In the autumm of
1950 Barker collaborated with Colonel Dale 0. Smith in the publica-
tion of an article entitled "Air Power Indivisible," and on 21
December Barker asked Lieutenant General Edwards, Air Force Deputy
Chief of Staff tor Operatioms, to approve a memorandum on Air Force
doctrine which emphasized the fact that all elements of the Air Force
had to be prepared to perform any operational function of the Air
Force., The paper asserted: YA clear-cut differentiation between
strategic missions and tactical missions is neither desirable mnor
possible.” By demonstrating that alr power was indivisible Barker
hoped to "break down the feeling on the part of the Army that unless

!
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. we have huge forces set up under the label 'Tactical Air Force'

they are not getting tactical support.'62

Much to the surprise of Barker and also of General Kenmey, the
Alr University commander, Lieutenant General Edwards was umwilling
to approve the proposed Air University statement of air doctrine.
Edwards concurred "wholeheartedly" with the principle of the
flexibility of air power and of the lack of clear differentiation
between strategic and tactical air missions, but he insisted that
the Strategic Air Command ought not to be diverted from its primary
missions to perform tasks of lesser importance. "In view of the
capability of the long-range bomber,'" Edwards wrote, "I feel that
from an orgamizational point of view the authority for the higher
direction of the war should retain direct control over some units
which they can employ in a sustained drive against the war-making
capacity of an cnemy nation or which they can divert, if necessary,
to the more direct support of any theater in overwhelming need."”
In order to safeguard the integrity of the Strategic Air Command,
the Air Staff drafted an insertion to be placed in the Air University
statement of air doctrine, the key portion of the insertion reading:

Although the labels "Strategic" and "Tactical have been
applied to two of our major commands, those titles were
arbitrarily chosen and are not intended to connote strict
compartmentation of functions. The Strategic Air Command
as 1t exists today merely represents the one segment of air
. power reserved to the specific control of the authority for the
higher direction of the war; it is an organization which can
be used either independently or in conjunction with one or
more theater commands to achieve the result desired. It
not only represents a potent offensive weapon capable of
obtaining a decisive result through the progressive destruc-
tion of an enemy's warmaking capacity, but represents as well
a mobile reserve of air power that can be turned by the
authority for the higher direction of the war to the immediate
support of any theater overwhelmingly in need of help. In
this light its organizational integrity, of course, must be
preserved; however, whether allocated to the Strategic Air
Command as we know it or to some other Air Force unit, heavy
and medium bombardment aireraft like all other combat air-
craft are flexible. Their flexibility is a vital part of air
power.

Accepting the Air staff changes, General Kemney on 3 February 1951
forwarded copies of the "Air University Doctrine on the Employment
of Air Force Combat Units" to the commandants of the Air University's
schools and to Air Force imstructors at non-Air Force schools, with
the added notation that the doctrine had been approved by Air Force
headquarters, 53
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When he received the "Air University Doctrine" at Norfolk where .
he was Deputy Commandant of the Armed Forces Staff College, Brigadier
General R. C. Candee said that it was ""like a shot of fresh air and
sunshine after all the heresy and 'hooey'! that has hung like a pall
over the subject."04 In Washington in December 1950, a staff study
on air-ground operations prepared within the Air Force Office of
Deputy Chief of Staff for Development had already noted that the
Joint Training Directive for Air-Ground Operatioms continued to
relate tactical air operations to the mameuver of ground forces and
thereby to limit tactical air power to a narrow supporting role.€3
In the autumn of 1950 the Chief of Army Field Forces directed the
commandants of all Army schools to use the Joint Training Directive
as the basis for all iImstruction on the subject, but on 19 January
1951 Major Gemeral Barker took advantage of the fact that all Air
Force imstructors in Army schools were assigned to the Air University's
3894th School Squadron (Non-Air Force Schools) and directed them to
continue to base their lectures on the Air Force doctrine contained
in Field Manual 31-35. "The manual, Joint Training Directive for
Air-Ground Operations," Barker directed, Ycanmot be accepted at this
time by the Air Force inasmuch as there are areas in which basic
concepts and terminology depart from those expressed in FM 31-35,"66
This directive placed the Air University in opposition to the
Tactical Air Command, and, on 2 February, Major General Barcus,
Deputy Commander of the Tactical Air Command, requested the Air
Force to approve the Joint Training Directive as "working doctrine"
and asked the Alr University to offer constguctive criticisms looking .
toward the revision of the joint directive. 7/ Resolution of the con-
troversy apparently gave the Air Staff some difficulty since it had
previously approved the "Air University Doctrine," but on 9 March
1951 the Air Force directed that the Joint Training Directive would
be used in order to provide uniformity in all air-ground training
and instruction throughout the Air Force. The Air University was
instructed to provide "'comstructive comments and recommendations''
which would be useful in the revision of this still-tentative doc~
trinal directive.

The work that they had just completed on the "Air University
Doctrine' had convinced Kemney and Barker that the Air Force ought
to place emphasis on the '"tactical employment of air force' rather
than "the employment of tactical air force,'®9 and the controversy
cver the Joint Training Directive required the Air University to
intensify its thinking on the subject, Basically the Alr University's
concept for the command and employment of air power was that air
forces were grouped loglically by objectives in various echelons of
command, Some air forces were under the immediate direction of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in order that they might carry ocut objectives
lying beyond the immediate interests of any one theater commander or
which supported more than one theater. BSome air forces were assigned
to a theater commander in order to conduct air cperations required
by the theater mission. Some air forces were assigned to the air
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. defense of the continental United States. all wars could be con-
sidered to consist of campaigns--some defensive in purpese and some
offensive but each satisfying the national war objectives in whole
or in part. Theater commanders conducted local campaigns necessary
to achieve objectives assigned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Air
Forces committed to a theater should be prepared (1) to conduct air
campaigns in order to satisfy theater requirements for security
against the ememy air force or for security against any unacceptable
build-up or deployment of enemy ground forces; (2) to participate in
such sea and ground campaigns as were conducted by the theater; and
(3) to participate according to opportunity in air or sea campaigns
charged to forces from outside the theater. Army and Navy forces
were also committed to a theater to conduct ground and sea campaigns
and tc participate in the air campaigns. Any doctrine for command
and control of the Air Force~-especially the theater air force--had
to recognize that the lower the echelon of assignment the more
limited would be the objective, hence the more limited the flexibility
and usefulness of the air unit to accomplish multiple obligatioms.
Decentralization in the command and control of air power could cause

hazards within a theater. '"Objection to this decentralization,”
Barker urged, '"should not be considered just a fetish of the Air
Force.™

After stating the Air University's concept of the relationship
of theater air forces--it preferred the term "theater air forces"
. to "tactical air forces™ because the latter term had incurred
adverse connotatlons--to the whole Air Force, Barker made specific
objections to the Joint Training Directive. 'Basically, our objec-
tion to the doctrimal implications of the joint training directive,"
he explained, "is that it over-simplifies the problem of theater air
forces. It leaves the impression that support of ground campaigns
is the only reason for being of theater air forces. It implies that
the gaining of air superiority is general support to the ground
campaign without revealing the thought that the enemy air force is
a matter of theater concern regardless of surface campaigns being
conducted or contemplated." Making specific reference to a number
of allusions in the Joint Training Directive to the supporting
attributes of the tactical air force, Barker observed: 'We feel that
the narrowness of the doctrinal implications of the subject directive
make it unacceptable for use as uniform air-ground doctrine." He
requested that the Air University be authorized to present its con-
cepts of air power in resident and non-resident instruction and to
use the Joint Training Directive for presenting the operational
methods of conducting close tactical air support.

The Tactical Air Command, which apparently feared that the Air
University emphasis upon the lack of difference between 'strategic'
and "tactical' missions might lead to a decision that the only
tactical air mission was the close support of ground troops, was
initially quite skeptical about accepting the Air University's pro-
posal to use the terms ''theater aviation' or 'theater air forces"
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to indicate those air forces that were assigned either permanently .
or temporarily to a theater commander to assist him in carrying out

his mission. The Air Force also had some doubts about the new term.

At the Air University on 1 June 1951, Barker explained the theater

air force concept to Secretary Finletter. Three weeks later, after

making a trip to Korea, Finletter wrote Barker that what he had seen

in the combat theater convinced him that the Air University's con-

cept ought to be properly defined and understood within the Air

Force.’

While the doctrinal differences between the Air University and
the Tactical Alr Command were under discussion, the Tactical Air
Command and the Army Field Forces had also begun to take steps to
ensure that the temtative doctrine in the Joint Training Directive
would be field tested and revised as appropriate. Meeting initially
on 29 March, a 'Steering Committee' of representatives from the
Tactical Air Command and the Army Field Forces undertook studies
looking toward the directive's revision. Before very long, however,
the representatives of the Army Field Forces began to advance the prop-
osition that a theater commander must be authorized to allocate some
portion of tactical air power to the support of ground troops and
that this air power should not be withdrawn from such support except
with the approval of the ground commander. The two sides of the
Steering Committee now began to write unilateral positions for sub-
mission to the Joint Tactical Air Support Board. Seeking to perfect
a manual that would meet Air Force requirements, representatives of .
the Tactical Air Command and the Air University met together early
in September 1951 and prepared a paper entitled "Tactical Air Opera-
tions." This paper was approved by Lieutenant General Cannon and
forwarded to the Air Staff on 10 September. Om 19 October, another
conference at Air Force headquarters recommended that the Tactical
Air Command should continue to adhere to the details of the Joint
Iraining Directive in its relationships with the Army Field Forces
but that the Air University should prepare an Air Force manual on
theater air operations which would fully develop the Air Force view
of tactical air doctrine,’%

¥ £ * %

Contrary to some expectations the concentration of the Air
University's schools and colleges at Maxwell Air Force Base during
the spring of 1951 resulted in the development of closer coordination
of effort and of thinking, and for several years the Air University
would serve as the Air Force's doctrinal center. At the Air
University command level, General Kenney had already given strong
support to doctrinal studies and the tradition was continued by
Lieutenant General Idwal H. Edwards, who became Air University
commander on L August 1951, and by Lieutenant Ceneral Laurence 8.
Kuter, who took the position on 1 March 1953. Major General Barker
continued as Air University deputy commander until his retirement
in August 1953. In October 1951 Major Gemeral Roscoe C. Wilson .
became commandant of the Air War College, and Brigadier General
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. Lloyd P. Hopwood brought a pervasive interest in doctrine into the
Air Command and Staff College when he became its commandant on 18
June 1953. Marking the beginning of the augmentation of the Air
War College Evaluation Staff, Colonel William W, Momyer was mamed
as its director om 16 June 1951.75 Something of the new esprit of
the Air University was manifest in a statement by Colonel James V.
Chapman, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations of
the Air University om 22 Jupne 1951. "I believe,'" Chapman recommended,
"that the Air University should strive to become the brains of
Headquarters, USAF, It is the one place in the Air Force system in
which unbiased, reflective thinking can be accomplished. The
atmosphere which prevails in Headquarters USAF is not conducive to
productivity which is based on realistic, honest evaluations and
appraisals."/

Even though the long-awaited JAAF publication had not been issued,
Major General Barker's appraisal of Air Force doctrinal requirements
in the late spring of 1951 led him to believe that the Air University
could not delay any longer in beginning to exercise its doctrinal
mission. New thinking in the Air War College Evaluation Staff gave
a fresh approach to the problem: the Evaluation Staff began to pre-
pare a basic doctrine brief and a series of other briefs on such
subjects as tactical air operations which it proposed would be
issued as Air University doctrime. On 14 July, Barker forwarded a
proposed Air Force manual on basic doctrine to Washington, which he
asked the Air Force Council to approve and distribute at the earliest

. possible date.”’7 In personal negotiations during July, Colonel
Momyer worked out a procedure for the preparation of doectrinal manuals
which secemed likely to speed the work. In meetings with Tactical Air
Command representatives, Momyer prepared an itemization of basic
factors affecting theater air operations and got TAC's concurrence
with them. In Washington, where he was serving as Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations, Lieutenant General Edwards promised that he
would get a prompt decision on any specific points of difference
that might arise between the Air University and a major air command.
Based upon indications of Air Force approval, the Air University on
31 August cancelled its plans to produce Air University doctrine and
established an Air Force manuals project which called for the prepara-
tion of a basic Air Force manual and a series of manuals on such
subjects as theater air_operations, strategic air operations, and
counter-air operations.7

Early in September 1951, the Air Force Council gave formal con-
sideration to the Air University's plan for producing basic doctrine
manuals and "expressed concern that we have no organization or group
in the Air Force making a continuing effort toward development of
concept or doctrine."” 'While individuals or staff agencies develop
pieces of the problem," the Air Force Council noted, "no single
agency has the over-all job as its primary duty." The Council
helieved that older Air Force officers had an understanding of Air
Force doctrine and concepts, but it pointed out that the great
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majority of the Air Force officer corps did not possess the "'base .
line' of doctrine and concept upon which to bulld judgment commensurate
with the importance of the jobs to which they must be assigned."
Since 25,000 additional rated Air Force officers had come to active
duty in the year preceding September 1951, the Air Force Council
believed that it was particularly important that doctrine and con-
cept should be clearly emunciated and widely distributed without
delay.’9

When he informed Lieutenant General Edwards, now the Air University's
new commander, of the decisions of the Air Force Council, General
Twining observed that the Air University was already charged with
"developing doctrine in the fields of strategy and employment of air
power,' but that he believed that the Air Force Council felt a need
for something "of a more comprehensive, fundamental mature, and basic
to such treatment of strategy and employment.' Twining remembered
that the Air War College had previously proposed that it ought to be
allowed to continua a small, highly-selective group of students
through two additional years of resident post-graduate study and that
the primcipal objective of this group would be "the formulation,
establishment, review, compilation, and distributlon of dynamic doctrine
and concept."go

Although General Twining dJdid not elaborate upon the matter, the
Air Force Council apparently saw some difference between the old realm
of "doctrine'" and something mewer which would be "dynamic doctrine"
or "concept." Since its establishment, the Air War College had been
responsible for "promoting sound concepts on the broad aspects of air .
power in order to assure the most effective development and employment
of the air arm." Air War College students, however, had often been
confused by an almost synonymous usage of the words "concept,"
"doctrine," "strategy," and "policy." Because of this confusion, an
Air War College seminar group in January 1948 had established its
own definitions: '"Military concept" was defined as "a mental image
of the application of military science to future wars;" the word
Mstrategy" was considered to be Ythe science and art of employing the
strength of a nation to secure its objectives, or the science and art
of military command, exercised to meet the enemy in combat under
advantageous conditions;" "

and “policy" was believed to be " a
gsettled course adopted and followed by a government, Institution,
body, or individual."l Air War College students subsequently
accepted the definition of "doctrine" appearing in the Dictionary
of United States Military Terms for Joint Usage, published by the
Joint Chiefs in June 1948. This dictionary defined "doctrine' as:
"A compilation of principles and policies, applicable to a subject,
which have been developed through experience or by theory, that
represent the best available thought, and indicate and guide but do
not bind in practice. Its purpose is to provide that understanding
within a force which generates mutual confidence between the commander
and his subordinates in order that timely and effective action will
be taken by all concerned in the absence of instruction."®
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Considering these same semantic problems in September and October

1951, however, another Air War College seminar observed: ‘'There
appears to be a fine line of demarcation between concepts and doctrines
on the one hand, and doctrines and principles on the other hand. It

is difficult to differentiate between concepts which existed In the
minds of some far-sighted individuals in the Air Force and the

doctrine which was accepted as official by the War Department . . . .
In the field of ideas there is evidently a degree of gemeral acceptance
ranging from the first nebulous ideas of an individual, up successively
through concepts, doctrines, and principles., The point at which an
idea becomes a concept, a concept a doctrine, and & doctrine a
principle, is not always clear. Thus at any one time our Air Foxce
doctrine may be said to be partly concept, partly doctrine, and

partly principle.”

Something of all of these thoughts went into the Air Var College
study of the actions necessary to secure the results desired by the
Air Force Council, which was approved by Lieutenant General Edwards
and sent to Washington omn 26 September 1951. Edwards recommended
that a post-graduate study group would be established in the Air Var
College "to provide a single Air Force agency whose principal objec-
tive is to formulate, establish, review, compile and distribute con-
cept and doctrine and to develop officers highly qualified in the
study of National Defense needs.' The study of concept would '"include
future USAF positions in and respomsibilities for national security
and the determination of future USAF objectives.' Edwards stated:
"Operational doctrine . . . must derive from one common Alir Force
concept. . . . The work of producing and maintaining current Air
Force operational doctrine must be kept in harmony with the concept
developed and appropriately both tasks should be assigned to the
same agency." IHe noted that the Air University's failure to produce
and distribute operatiomal doctrine in the form of manuals was "due
to a failure to assign the responsibility of producing and distribut-~
ing manuals to this one agency of the Air Force.! "We do not look
upon this as a task,” he continued, '"which is to be performed solely
here at the Air University. Rather, our idea is that the Air War
College, charged with the study of concept, will be designated by
the Chief of Staff, USAF, as the Air Force agency responsible for
production of doctrinal manuals; that the work will be carried out
in close partnership with appropriate commands; and that controversial
issues will be submitted to Headquarters USAF for decisions.," Edwards
requested that up to 25 officers of breoad experience should be
assigned to the Air War College Post-Graduate Study Group. Its
success would hinge on two factors: '"First, officers of the highest
caliber must be detailed to this work with assurance that they will
remain for the entire tour. Second, this group must not be used as
a Tcatch-all' to which are sent the day to day problems which should
be solved by regularly established staffs. "84

Acting on earlier recommendations, the Air Force om 3 August
1951 issued a new regulation that charged the Air Unilversity to
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"function as an Air Force doctrinal, educational, and research .
center." Recognizing that the new Air Research and Development Com-
mand was becoming effective, the Air Force relieved the Air
University on 4 September of its old responsibility for initiating
and reviewing studies and tests in the field of tactics and for the
tactical testing of organization and equipment., Marking a partial
acceptance of the plan for the Post-Graduate Study Group, the Aix
Force on 18 October charged the Air University to: "a. Conduct two-
year post-graduate study to develop Alr Force officers exceptionally
well qualified to treat with and solve the military aspects of
national security problems. b. Foster and encourage the development
of doctrine and concept within the Air Force. c¢. Formulate, review,
compile and recommend military air doctrine, to include: (1) USAF
responsibilities for national security; (2) Puture USAF objectives,
including weapon systems; {3) Special studies bearing on the above
as directed by Headquarters USAF." While the Air Force broadened
the scope of the Air University's authority to study and recommend,
it wae unwilling to charge the Air University with any sole
responsibility to produce and promulgate Air Force concepts and
doctrines. As a result of discussions of the Air University's
recommendations within the Air Force Council, Twining infoxrmed
Edwards that ""the Council noted that the development of doctrine and
concept is a dynamic process involving all Air Force commands and
activities."85" When he became commandant of the Air War College
in October 1951 Major General Wilson attempted to sell "the idea of
a graduate study program to generate new thinking in the fields of .
concept and doctrine." 1In response to a letter asking for clarifi-
cation of the exact intent of the Air Forxce Council in regard to the
Post~Graduate Study Group, however, Twining informed Edwards on 18
December 1951: '"The primary emphasis for the study group is one of
training, i.e., development of a high degree of skill in sound
problem solution. A portion of the vehicle for achieving the
desired level of training shall be the development and maintenance
of a sound philosophy--or concept--of air power and military air
force. Solutions to specific problems confronting the Air Staff
will be assigned to this group only in rare circumstances."

Even though the Air Force Council expressed its desire that Air
Force doctrine should be promptly produced and disseminated, the
Air Staff--which alleged that "'these manuals are of extreme importance
and must receive every consideration'--moved very slowly. On 2
October 1951, the Air Staff approved the projected titles in a familg
of operational manuals which the Air University proposed to prepare, 7
but on 25 October it returned the Air University's draft of the basie
Air Force manual without approval. 'Some of the statements in the
draft,” explained Major General Robert W. Burns, Acting Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations, "although self-evident truths in
substarnice, are stated in a form which makes them generalizations and
in a sequence which is lacking in continuity.'" In order to get on
with the job, Burns directed that a committee of two officers from
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. the Air Staff and three from the Air University would assemble at
Maxwell Air Force Base early in 1952 and redraft the text.88 1In the
months that the draft manual had been under consideration in the Air
Staff, the Air University had meanwhile prepared and printed in
October a somewhat rearranged version of it as Air University Manuale
1, USAF Basic Doctrime. In order to get comments for the considera-
tion of the review committee, Barker now circulated this manual to
major Air Force commands and to key Air Force officers.89 "I believe,"
wrote Major General James A. Samford, Air Force Director of Intelligence,
to Barker, "your 'theater air force' instead of 'tactical air force'
is one of the biggest strides yet made."0 Lieutenant General H. A.
Craig, the Air Force Inspector Gemeral, thought that the pamphlet
had "much merit and emumciates quite clearly basic doctrine for the
use of U.S. Air Force personnel and is needed." Crailg nevertheless
questioned the Air University's statement of the national objectlves,
especially one which stated that the United States would 'prevent
any unacceptably dangerous increase in strength by a probable enemy."
Craig pointed out that this objective, if it were true, would justify
preventive war.91 The Tactical Air Command's USAF Air-Ground Opera-
tions School found AUM=-1 to be "a Doctrinaire statement rather than
Doctrine." The faculty of this new school suggested: "Each of the
three major combat commands presently operate under specific cosmand
doctrines, which guide all activities leading to Operational Readiness
to fulfill their respective missions. These respective doctrines,
which have evolved principally from battle experience, are comparable
. to basic relipious tenets in each command. It is not believed any
command would surrender its basic doctrinme willingly, or shift from
a major to a suboxrdinate role, unless it is consulted beforchand and
is prepared to accept &s an emergency measure such overriding doctrine. ™92
When it assembled on 8 February 1952, the Air Staff-Air University
committee included Colonels William B. Keese and Robert Orr from the
Air Force Directorate of Plans and Colonels Momyer, Dale O. Smith,
and Douglas Williams from the Air University. This committee took
cognizance of all of the recommendations made by the Air Staff and
by the major commands and completed a draft manual on 7 March which
Edwards described as *'the best of all previous efforts over the past
five years.'" Edwards mnevertheless believed that the draft did not
meet manual requirements: it was too long, included too much dis-
cussion rather than concise statements of doctrine, and included
current decisions on organization and roles of the military services
which Edwards did not consider to be basic doctrine. Accordingly,
Edwards, Barker, and Wilson personally rewrote the draft manual, and,
on 25 June 1952, Edwards submitted it to the Air Force. "I feel that
nothing will be gained," he recommended, 'by giving this current pro-
posal any generzl distribution to obtain further remarks and recom-
mendations. Any further refinement should be limited to the Air Staff
and the final review of the Air Council.'93
While the preparation of the basic air doctrinal manual was pro-
ceeding at higher levels, the Air War College Evaluation Staff began
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work on the plan to produce four menuals deriving from the basic manual .
(theater air operations, air defense operations, air transport opera-
tions, and strategic air operations) and five wanuals expanding the
theater air operations manual (counter air operations, close air

support operatioms, air interdiction operations, theater airlift
operations, and theater air recomnaissance operations). At the

request of the Senior Air Force representative on the Joint Amphibious
Board, who found himself unable to obtain guidance concerning Air

Force positions with respect to joint emphibious operations, the Air
University agreed early in 1952 to prepare an additlonal manual on

the subject of air operations in conjunction with amphibious opera-
tions.?* The series of manuals was a much less ambitious undextaking
than the old air employment instructions had been, but the Air University
now planned that the Evaluation Staff would produce these operational
manuals by working in coordination with the responsible Air Force com-
mands. After nearly a year's work on the operational manuals, Colorel
Momyer teported some of the difficulties which the Evaluation Staff

had encountered:

We have found from this past vear of research that the
writing of manuals is perhaps one of the most difficult tasks
in the field of military writing. It is creative and yet it
must be exact, These requirements dictate thorough research
and imagination on the part of the author in translating the
research into a manuscript that is easily understood and yet
is complete in context. Unfortunately, there are very few .
individuals who possess this particular talent. . . . For
the most part our greatest difficulty has been a lack of
precedent in this field of writing. . . . The manuals we are
attempting to produce have little similarity to the stereo-
typed and somewhat stultified type manual produced by the
Army. In this attempt to strike out on our own, we have
encountered many obstacles that were tcertainly anticipated,
and others that could not be foreseen. Of course, we have
encountered the additional prejudice in respect to what con-
stitutes doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures,

Thus, we have been seeking for a level of writing that has
no definition and is not always apparent when one thinks it
has been obtained. . . . Our experience to date reveals
general acceptance of the fundamentals presented but non-
concurrence in the manner in which those fundamentals have
been expressed; not only non-concurrence in the expression
but in some measure the degree of detail subscribed to those
expressions and fundamentals. The only method by which we
can strike a balance as to detail and scope is by trial and
error. I recognize this to be a long and laborious task

but all short cuts to date have failed, . . . We find our-
selves comstantly in a dilemma as to whether too much detail
has been presented or whether we have become so terse that
the meaning is clouded and darkness descends upon the reader.9> .
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In addition to the problem of delimiting the characteristics of the
operational manuals, the Evaluation Staff had difficulties getting
assistance from the Air Force operating commands and in procuring
the assignment of officers needed to maintain its strength. As a
working procedure, the Evaluation Staff undertook to prepare a draft
of a manual, to submit it to the operational command for review, and
then to form a committee including representatives from the operating
command to revise the draft. The Strategic Air Command participated
enthusiastically in the review of the manual on strategic air opera-
tions and sent officers to the Air University to work with a review
committee. The Air Defense Command was willing to work in this same
fashion. The Military Air Transport Service found so little wrong
with the draft of the global air transport manual that it did not
want a review committee; in fact, MATS so readily concurred with the
proposed draft that Momyer was not satisfied that it had been given
"the detailed review necessary for expressing sound doctrinal matters."
In view of the number of manuals projected in the theater air warfare
field, Momyer regretted that the Tactical Air Command "has not been
able to participate to the extent that I believe is necessary, '"26
In his annual Air War College report filed om 1 July 1952, Major
General Wilson pointed out that the Evaluation Staff had not only
suffered from a lack of technically qualified personnel but from a
shortage in its authorized strength. Authorized 20 officers-~18 of
whom were to be qualified in doctrinal areas--the Evaluation Staff
had only 12 officers assigned in the doctrinal area in November 1952.
As a result of this demonstration of deficiency, the Air Force
brought the Evaluation Staff up to its assigned strength and desired
experience capabilities early in 1953.97 Unfortunately, however,
the Tactical Air Command still found it difficult to participate
with the Air University in doctrinal endeavors. 'As you probably
know," Lieutenant General Cannon wrote Edwards on 29 December 1952,
"my personal atcritude toward the Air University is that it should
confine its efforts to teaching, and leave such matters as the develop-
ment of tactics and doctrine, and the preparation of Air Force manuals
to appropriate field commands and Headquarters USAF .98

Both because of the unusual amount of contemporary interest in
the field of tactical air warfare and because of lingering contro-
versies with the Tactical Air Command, the Air University encountered
exceprional difficulty in preparing and teaching a doctrine of theater
air operations The Air University's contention that the term
"theater air furces' should replace "tactical air forces" continued
to draw oppos.*ion. Barker insisted that the use of the term
"tactical air coperations' resulted in erroneous student learning out-
comes since it focused attention on the tactical air force-field army
level. In an extension of the mezning of the term "theater air
forces,' moreover, Momyer considered that '"theater air forces could
include Air Force tactical air units as well as Marine and Navy air
units which might be assigned to a theater: Momyer saw the "'theater
air forces" as a more inclusive term, and he believed that the
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commander of the theater air forces ought to have a centralized com- .
mand authority over all air units assigned to a theater, The Air
University also emphasized thit a numbered tactical air force
associated with a field army not only provided close combat air
support to that particular fiecld army but also participated in the
counter air force and large scale alr interdiction operations under
orders from the theater air focce commander.99 Early in June 1952,
Barker's explanation of the motter resulted in the withdrawal of an
Air Force recommendation that the Air University return_to the use
of "tactical air force" instead of "theater air force."V0 7n a
conversation with Barker in February 1953, however, Lieutenant
General Kuter, who was then Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for
Personnel, once again brought up the subject of theater air opera-
tions, which the Air University conceived would be conducted under
the central command of an ares or a theater commander. FKuter was
concerned lest the term "area commander" might be construed to mean
an infantry division, corps, or army commander, and he argued in
favor of continuing the use of "'strategic," "tactieal,” and "air
defense" terminology. Barker was willing to delete references to
the "area commander" but he insisted: "The use of the words 'strategic'
and 'tactical' hereinafter referred to as 'them words' has tended to
compartment our operations." ''The basic difficulty," he continued,
"is the impossibility of finely defining 'them words.' We try to
stress the need for unity of effort, singleness of purpose of all air
forces, and find it difficult to do so if we divide ogerations into
classes which are designated by undefinable words."10

The Tactical Air Command did not like the term "theater air force"
and was skeptical of the Air University's emphasis upon the unity of
air power, but Canmon and Barker nevertheless achieved a meeting of
minds on some other basic concepts. As written in July 1948, the
Air University's draft of the air employment instructions manual
entitled YAir Power and the U.5. Air Force," had defined "air
superiority"” as “that degree of capability of one force over another
which permits the conduct of air operations by the former at a given
time and place without prohibitive interference by the opposing air
force. Air superiority is local and possibly temporary.'102 Early
in 1952, however, Cannon and Barker drafted a paper which pointed
out that “local air superiority" could no longer be accepted as a
concept in an era in which the high speeds and long ranges of modern
aircraft permitted an enemy to shift air forces quickly and over con-
siderable distances to any target without necessarily changing bases.
In view of modern air capabilities, Cannon and Barker agreed:
"Offensive operations designed to defeat the enemy air force and
insure an adequate degree of sacurity from hostile attack should mnot
be limited to restricted areas, nor can they be planned or carried
out profitably in an uncoordinmated fashion by commanders having
limited jurisdiction such as those at numbered air force-field army
level."163
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. Although the Dictionary of United States Military Terms for Joint
Usage specified that the Joint Operations Center manmed by the
numbered tactical air force and field army was a joint establishment,
Major Genmeral Barker vigorously resisted a Department of Army
position taken in December 1952 that the Joint Operations Center
"would retain over-all control of azireraft for air superiority, deep
interdiction, and air defense." He had already made the case that
the tactical air forece received a part of its mission from the
theater air force commander, and he now questioned whether the joint
operations center was a joint establishment. Brigadier CGeneral
Reuben C. Hood, who was Commandant, Air Command and Staff School,
at the time, pointed out, for example, that the Joint Operatioms
Center had no responsibility for planning ground operations and was
actually an Air Force operations center with Army personnel present
in what amounted to a liaison capacity. ''The view," said Hood,

"that close support missions are jointly planned and ordered is not
believed consistent with practice. Army participation in planning
consists of designating targets and times plus providing information.
The decision to order a strike is an Air Force rather than a joint
decision, and the planning of the strike to include strength,
armament, route, and method of attack is by the Air Force combat
operations section."

By the end of 1952 the Evaluation Staff had substantially com-
pleted the four principal operational manuals that were designed to
elaborate the basic air doctrine manual, but, after nearly six

. months in coordination, the Air Staff was still reviewing the drafc
of the basic manual that Lieutenant General Edwards had sent to
Washington on 25 June. Seeking to pry the manual loose, Edwards on
1 Janvary 1933 reported that the lack of a basic doctrine manual was
a major deficiency hampering the Air University's accomplishment of
its mission. This report of deficiency apparently got results for
the Air Force Director of Plans was directed to turn out the manual
as a matter of priority, and an ad hoc committee within the Plans
Directorate composed of Colonels Harvey T. Alness, William B. Keese,
and S. L, Fisher was named to revise the manual for final considera-
tion by the Alr Force Council, When stationed at the Air University
a few years earlier, Alness had worked on drafts of this same docu~
ment, and he now described his committee's work as being one of
assenbling parts of previous draft efforts into a new format. The
committee nevertheless included a new section discussing air forces
and the principles of war--subject matter which had been included
in the Air University's earliest draft of the Category I "Air Power"
manual but which had been subsequently omitted in later drafts
because of a feeling that these principles were not a part of basic
air doctrine. On 9 March, Alness presented the new draft to the
Air Force Council, which, except for a few minor changes, accepted
the manual practically as it was written. Acting in General Vandenberg's
absence, Twining approved the draft on 13 March, but he directed that
comments would be collected on the manual for six months to a yeax
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and that it would be revised if the comments so warranted., Upon .
returning to Washington, Vandenberg also approved the manual, As
published on 1 April 1953, Air Force Manual 1-2, United States Air
Force Basic Doctrine, carried Vandenberg's comment: "Basic air
doctrine evolves from experience gained in war and from analysis of
the continuing impact of new weapon systems on warfare. The dynamic
and constant changes in new weapons makes periodic substantive
review of this doctrine necessary."

"I am disappointed with ii," Major Gemeral Barker stated on 23
March after he had received and studied an advance copy of Air Force
Manual 1-2, Barker comsidered that the Air University draft manual
submitted on 25 June 1951 had presented "more clearly and more dis-
tinctly the why and wherefores of our doctrine" than did the approved
manual, and he thought in terms of whether the Air University ought
not to publish its own version of basic doctrine for the guidance
of its personnel. Barker's main complaint, however, was the amount
of time that had been required to publish the basic doctrine manual.
"It has taken the Air Force five tedious years," he pointed out to
Lieutenant General Thomas D. White, Alr Force Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations, on 27 March, "to get an approved manual on basic alr
force doctrine,” The many reuwritings of the manual had resulted
"in no change of importamce in the doctrine. The changes were in
what to include or exclude, how to express an idea, arrangement of
subject matter." At such a rate of progress, Barker estimated that
fifteen to twenty years would be required to publish the remaining
doctrinal manuals. He again recommended that the Air University .
commander be authorized to approve and publish Air Force manuals on
operational doctrine.

After giving serious thought to Barker's proposal and informally
discussing them with members of the Air Force Council, Lieutenant
General White replied on 22 April that there "can be no question
about the compelling mneed within the Air Force for clear-cut and
succinet statements of operational doctrine or the fact that the Air
University is the best qualified Air Force agency to prepare such
manuals.” White nevertheless insisted that Air Force Headquarters
was the only agency in the Air Force which was always conversant with
Department of Defense policies and interservice negotiatioms, and,
for this reason, Headquarters would have to review all operational
doctrine manuals., But he agreed that "far too much time was spent
in seeking a document that would be palatable to all," and he
promised that future Air Staff review of operational manuals would
be limited to "substance only." Matters of arrangement, expressiom,
and illustration would be left to the Air University.l07 On 22 May
General Twining directed that the Air University would be charged
with receiving comments from the major air commanders regarding Air
Force Manual 1-2 and for revision of the manual in context with
these comments and with developing air weapon technology.

On. 12 March 1953, the samz day Barker received word that the Air
Council had approved Air TForce Manual 1-2, the Air University sent
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forward the four basic operatiors manuals that were designed to
expand the basic doctrine manual: these concerned strategic air
operations, air defense operations, theater air operations, and air
transport operations. To meet the needs of the Air Force representa-
tive on the Joint Amphibious Board, the Air War College Evaluation
Staff sponsored a conference of representatives from the Air Staff,
the Joint Amphibious Board, and the Tactical Air Command, and on 4
June this group completed the draft of am Air Force manual concerned
with air operations in conjunction with amphibious operations. For
a time it appeared that Tactical Air Command proposals for language
changes would delay Air Staff review of the theater air operations
manual, but Lieutenant General Kuter, after assuming command of the
Air University, offered the acceptable compromise that the manual
should be printed as written and that it and other manuals would be
kept under constant study and revised at one year intervals.10% on
1 September 1953, the Air Force released printed copies of Air Force
Manuals 1-3, Theater Air Operatioms; 1-4, Air Defense Operatioms; and
1~5, Air Operations in Conjunction with Amphibious Operations. Dis-
pute over corollary tasks to be specified for the strategic air
forces--which were ultimately specified as being aerial mining,
antisubmarine warfare, and interdiction of enemy surface forces--
delayed publication of Air Force Manual 1-8, Strategic Alr Operations,
until 1 May 1954, The manual on air transport operations would
never be published.

In view of the dissension that had accompanied the preparation
of the Theater Air Operations manual and of the Air University's
plan further to expand the subject with additional manuals, the Air
Force assembled a wide-ranging conference on theater air forces
during September 1953, This meeting included Evaluation Staff
project officers and representatives of the Tactical Air Command,
the Far East Air Foreces, U.S. Air Forces in Europe, and of the Air
Staff. Where the Evaluation Staff had prepared draft manuals on
counter air, interdiction, and close air support, the conferees
decided that a single inclusive manual would suffice. The group
also reviewed the manuscripts and agreed upon desired language
changes. With all commands represented in one room, one of the
participants in the conference later recalled that coordination of
the subject matter for the manual was surprisingly easy to accomplish.
Completed in draft on 28 February, this single manual was printed on
1 March 1954 as Air Force Manual 1-7, Theater Air Forces in Counterair,
Interdiction, and Close Air Support Operations. The Air Force sub-
sequently printed Air Force Manual 1-9, Theater Airlift Operations,
on 1 July 1954, and Air Force Manual 1-11, Theater Air Reconnaissance,
on 1 December 1954.111

Viewed as a series, Air Force Manuals 1-3 through 1-11 represented
the greatly refined results of more than thirty years of intermittent
research, study, analysis, and codification. While the Air Waxr College
Evaluation Staff served as a project agency for their preparation,
the Evaluation Staff described them as "products of the entire Air
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Force." They had not been written in an "ivory tower" atmosphere .
but in c¢lose collaboration with representatives of the Air Staff and
of the major commands. The Air University considered that the
manuals contained basic operational doctrine expressed in broad terms
to provide foundation material to commanders and their staffs. They
attempted to express essentially what was to be done, and it was
axpected that the major commanda would Erepare command manuals
describing how things were to Lz done.ll2 As a metter of fact, how-
ever, the Air Force Directorat. of Operations was not entirely
satisfied with the operational manuals. Various officers pointed out
that the manuals contained "baclkground material . . . superfluous

for doctrinal purposes," as well as material pertaining to "procedures
and tactics rather than strictiy doctrine." The doctrine on the come-
mand and control authority incumbent upon a theater air commander
was more rigid tham the Directorate of Operations believed to be
justified. Air Force Manual 1-5, for example, specified that all
theater air forces (Air Force, Wavy, Marine Corps, Allied) would be
under the operational control of the theater air commander. The
Directorate of Operations beliwved that the theater air commander
should have operatiomal control of Navy, Marine Corps, Allied, and
Army air forces only when they were conducting operations in futher-
ance of the theater air mission. Both Air Force Manuals 1-3 and 1-5
adamantly opposed the allocatiom of the control of aircraft to a
surface commander. In the Far Bast in July 1952, however, Brigadier
General Jacob E. Smart had proposed that the Fifth Air Force could
allocate "mission control" over specific air units for a specific .
length of time to a surface cormander (in this case an Army corps
commander) who could exercise this control through an air operations
officer. After returning from the Far East to become commander of
the Tactical Air Command, Geneiral Weyland described this concept in

a lecture during the summer of 1954, Weyland urged that this "last
phase control" concept could give a surface commander the preroga-
tive of designating tasks for specific alr units for a specific time
in furtherance of his surface campaign. The concept did not piece-
meal air power since the theater air commander would have allocated
air mmits for such a purpose only after he had viewed all theater
air requirements. The Air Force Directorate of Operations was willing
to accept the concept of 'last phase control." But even though the
Directorate of Operations was thus not entirely satisfied with the
operational doctrine manuals, it was reluctant to see any immediate
revision of documents which gererally met Air Force requirements

and which had been so excruciatingly difficult to get prepared and
coordinated. The best solution appeared to be a long~term project
that would result in the incorporation of all basic doctrinal
material into a single Air Force Manual 1-2,113

® Pl o e
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. "In jet-atomic warfare," wrote Lleutenant General Kuter, after
taking command of the Air University, "there will be no room for
gross errors of judgment. There will be no time, should hostilities
start, to correct mistakes in the types of forces that we have pro-
vided, the manner in which they have been organized and trained, or
the way we fight." 1In order that the United States would be prepared
for a future war, Kuter submitted that it would have to have proper
doctrine and the doctrine would have to be accepted., In this same
article, Kuter also suggested that the Air Force's doctrine had
always stressed war and had failed to stress '"the capabilities of
our air forces to influence the behavior of other nations by actions
short of war in support of national policy."l14 1In a statement of
command policy, Ruter observed: '"The Air University's mission of
education has coupled with it the responsibility to funetion and to
produce as the doctrinal and related research center of the Air Force."
Since as many as 2,000 man-hours of Air Force service could be
contained in one class of Air War College students, he expected to
reap great dividends from the accumulated talents available '"in our
obligation to keep our Air Force doetrine current and valid and to
provide as a by-product of our learning activities, policies, con-
cepts and Elans of importance to our Air Force today and in the
future."11

At first in order to review the activities of the Air War
College Graduate Study Group, Kuter began to hold regular meetings
with Major Generals Barker and Wilson and with Brigadier Generals

. Hopwood and Dale O. Smith, the latter being the Air University
Director of Education. These meetings became more and more worth-
while and were soon "'guiding, wmonitoring, and coordinating the Air
Force talent availzsble at Maxwell in the faculties and great student
bodies of the schools." Ruter hoped that the Air University would
be able to do "really productive long-range thinking and planning
with regard to subjects such as the size, general mature and organiza-
tion of the USAF in an era of pilotless airplanes and ballistic
migsiles.”" He suggested that with the passing of time the Air University
general officers might justify their designation "as a General Board
of the Air Force and recognition as a supplement or adjunct of the
Air Council,*116

Because of his interest in projecting Air Force doctrine forward,
Kuter gave close attention to the Air War College Graduate Study
Group, and, while he considered that the individual research efforts
of the members of the group "have been excellent~-in some cases
brilliant~-" he suggested that the group had not met expectations,
chiefly because it was nmot large enough to form an effective dis-
cussion unit or to attract important lecturers or consultants.ll?
The final Air Staff directive that had established the Post-Graduate
Study Group on 26 June 1952 had authorized the Air University to
retain a few graduates from each Air War College class for an
additional two years of advanced wmilitary study. Instituted on 21
July 1952 under the direction of Dr. Eugene M. Emme, the Graduate
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Study Group included only three officers, who, after introductory .
seminars on research techniques, launched into major research topics
of their own selection. After a year's residency, Colomel E. B.
Miller, Jr., whose research report on "Guided Missiles and Pilotless
Aircraft in Theater Air Operations® attracted attention in the Air
Staff, became the group's first graduate in June 1953, when two
additional officers were assigned from the graduating Air War College
class,

As an instructor in the Air War College, Colonel Raymond S.
Sleeper had become convinced that "the objective of air power is not
to destroy the enemy people, mot to destroy the enemy cities if it
can be avoided, not to produce panic, not to destroy morale, but 'to
change the temper' of the enemy, or, specifically, to produce behavior
in the opposing government that is acceptable to us.” In an article
published in the winter of 1951-52 Sleeper suggested that a further
study of the British experience in the use of the persuasive effect
and the pressure of air power to quell revolts in Iraqg and Adsn
during the 1920's might have applicability to the Cold War.'? 1In
order to permit him ‘to test his thesis, Major General Wilson nomimally
assigned him to the Graduate Study Group in August 1953. Borrowing
Aix University professiomal civiliams and securing selected students
from the Air Command and Staff College, Sleeper organized and directed
"Project Control," which sought to determine whether the Royal Air
Force techmiques might have been used to advantage by the United
States so as to have affected the course of historical events from
the 1930's through 1945. When it was engrossed in 21 large volumes [ )
in July 1954, Project Control had possibly not fully demonstrated
that the project thesis was completely applicable to contemporary
national problems but it nevertheless contributed to an understanding
of the effect of air gower on internatiopal relations both in times
of peace and of war,120 ‘

By 27 March 1954 Lieutenant General Kuter believed that the Air
War College Evaluation Staff ought to be made the center ol doctrine
and concept development, and he accordingly asked permission of the
Air Force to disband the Graduate Study Group and to use its ten
colonel spaces to establish a Long-Range Planning Staff parallel to
the Evaluation Staff within the Air War College. At first the Air
Staff was unwilling to agree that a field agency should have any
responsibility for the preparation of Air Force plans, but Kuter
explained that the Air University did not intend to impinge on the
Air Staff's business but rather to prepare 'very long range studies
in the field of strategy and doctrine." Evidently reassured, the
Graduate Study Group was dissolved and its persomnel allotments
(which had never been filled) were transferred to the Air War College
Evaluation Staff where a Long Range Planning Division was established.121
Among the officers of the Graduate Study Group so reassigned was
Colonel Richard P. Klocko, whose research study entitled "Air Power
in Limited Military Actions' published in August 1954 outlined a
requirement for a combat ready air task force which would eventually
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. be developed as the Tactical Air Command's Composite Air Strike

Force. At the same time that these changes were in the offing,
the Air War College took another step originally proposed by Major
General Wilson in July 1952, '"An organization such as the Air Var
College," Wilson had reasoned, '"should develop over a period of
years a library of its own military writings." Activated in May
1954, the Air War College Studies Group became responsible for
editing and preparing for publication at the newly-established Aix
University Press the best of the student theses, lecturer's manu-
scripts, and writings of the Air War College staff,l122

As soon as the Air Force issued Air Force Manual 1-2, United
States Air Force Basic Doctrine on 1 April 1953, General Twining
sent out a personal letter to each wzjor air commander requesting
that they send their comments and suggested changes in the manual to
the Air University, which would be responsible for making periodic
substantive review of the doctrine. The major air commanders
generally welcomed the manual and had few changes in mind. Only
General Weyland, then commanding the Far East Air Forces, recommended
substantial changes and he merely desired an elaboration of the
principles of war as they pertained to the employment of air forces.
After the comments were recelved, neither the Air Staff nor the Air
University belleved that any substantial revision was in order, and
the new edition of Air Force Manual 1-2 published on 1 April 1954
contained only a few minor editorial changes.

Within a few months, however, the new doctrinal thinking at the

’ Air University indicated that Air Force Manual 1-2 ought to be

broadened in scope. The work would be undertaken by a new group of
Air Force thinkers since a rotation of personnel and the internal
reorganization of the Air War College Evaluation Staff in July 1954
was marked by the assignment of Colonel Ephraim M. Hampton as Air
War College Deputy for Evaluation and of Colonel Jerry D. Page as
chief of the Doctrine Division. Assisted by Colonel Royal H. Roussel
as project officer, Page promptly undertook the work of revising Air
Force Manual 1-2 without delay. "Our owm experiences in the doctrinal
field," Page and Roussel subsequently repoxrted, "lead us to believe
that the total war capabilities of air forces--their capability to
destroy in total war--are the most clearly understood of all their
capabilities. Their §reat potential in times other than war is less
clearly understood,"l?% Licutenant General Kuter also agreed that
Air Force doctrine had not sufficiently stressed the capabilities
of air power throughout the entire spectrum of international conflict.
As a basic purpose of their work, Page and Roussel accordingly sought
to expand the basiec doctrinal manual so that it would take greater
cognizance of the capabilities of air power in periods other than
general war. Incorporating ideas received from Kuter, Hopwood, and
Sleeper, Page and Roussel prepared a& draft of a revised manual in
August 1954 which they coordinated with key individuals at the Air
University, in the Pentagon, and in Europe. After this coordination,
Page and Roussel redrafted the manual in "Joint Chiefs of Staff style”
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and had it printed at the Air University preparatory to final review .
in Washington. On 4 January 1955, RKuter forwarded copies of the
proposed manual to General Thomas D. White, now Air Force Vice Chief
of Staff, together with a chart that explained how the manual had
been changed and the reason for the changes.

Following Air Staff and Air Force Council review of the new
edition of Air Force Manual 1-2, General White noitified RKuter on 1
February 1935 that the Air Force liked the new statement of basic
doctrine, which had retained thz basic doctrine of the original
manual but had nevertheless managed a "clear discussion of the area
between the two extremes of conflict (general war and full peace) so
as to permit empbasis on the broad potentialities of air forces as
a persuasive instrument in combating the_ international tension
brought about by 'cold war' conditions."126 At White's request, the
Air University readily agreed to make changes in the draft designed
to emphasize that the United States Alr Force was a term inclusive
of both the active military forces and the reserve air foreces, but
it was less able to cope with another Air Staff comment that the
manual was difficult to understand and ought to be rewritten im
Yreadable writing.' After making a "fog count'--which followed an
Air Forece procedure of assigning arithmetical values to such things
as long and strange words and involved sentences--Brigadier General
S. F. Giffin, Air War College Vice Commander, figured that the draft
of Air Force Manual 1-2 fell into the range of comprehension of a
college sophomore. Giffin thus concluded that many of the persons .
who said they did not understand the writing in the draft manual
wvere actually saying that they did not understand the doctrine.

Page and Roussel also took note of the fact that the 4,100 words

in the manual could be read in twenty mimutes, but they suggested
that informed readers would have to spend 'much more time in thinking
about the manual than in merely reading it. 7 Based upon such
analyses, the Air University declined to make changes in the style
in which the manual was written.

When it was officially published on 1 April 1955, Air Force
Manual 1-2, United States Air Force Basic Doctrine, represented a
codification of experience bearing on the subject of air power and
air warfare. It accepted the old definition of air power: "The term
'air power' embraces the entire aviation capacity of the United
States." It asserted that air power had radically changed the con-
duct of war" "With air forces and modern weapons available, it is
no longer necessary to defeat opposing armed forces as a prerequisite
to conducting major operations directly against an opponent either
in his sovereign territory or in any other locality." The key to
the new doctrine was the statement: "United States air forces are
employed to gain and exploit a dominant position in the air both in
peace and in war. The desired dominant position is control of the
air.!" Older Air Force doctrinal statements had defined control of
the air in terms of the attainment of air superiority in a time of
war. The new manual stated: 'Control is achieved when air forces
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. can effect planned degrees of destruction while denying this
opportunity to the enemy." It also pointed out that "control of the
air is achieved when air forces, in peace or war, can affect the

desired degrees of influence over other specific nations. Control

of the air is gained and held by the appropriate employment of the
nation's air potential. . . . Sometimes a dominant position can be
obtained through the mere presence and passive use of air forces.

At other times control of the air may require the active use of air
forces to attain the desired dominant position. There will be

occasions when a combination of passive-type dominance and active-

type dominance may serve best in support of the national objectives.'!Z8

"Our doctrine states, in effect," Page and Roussel wrote in an
independent explanation of Air Force Manual 1-2, "that control of
the air can be exploited continuously, day and night, seven days a
week, 365 days a year, under any conditions. This can be so because
control of the air does not denote a continuous physical action
against something." In an illustration, Page and Roussel drew from
the lessons of Korea: "Our air forces in Korea were dropping bombs,
fighting MIGs, attacking troops and gun positions, and a great number
of other things gctively. But these were not 'separate' air forces
fighting a 'separate' war. They were part of our global air entity,
and standing with them--although not used actively in Korea--was the
tremendous additional power of this global entity. We must assume
that much of the impact of our airpower in Korea-~much of its influ-
ence-~-came from air forces that never dropped a bomb or fired a

. bullet in Korea.'" 1In addition to these wartime applications of air
power, the Berlin Airlift, the employment of air transport planes
to give relief from floods in Pakistan in 1954, the "Kinderlift"
flights of underprivileged children out of encircled West Berlin for
summer vacations in West Germany were illustrations of peaceful
applications of air power. "A nation's influence in internationzal
negotiations,” the new doctrine stated, "is strengthened or weakened
by the state of its air forces. The capabilities of powerful air
forces for achieving decision in major war are thus translated into
a capacity for the maintenance of world peace."

As soon as Air Force Manual 1-2 was released, Air Force magazine
published the entire_text and called it "onme of the most important
books in the world."130 Ag Air Force Vice Chief of Staff, General
White endorsed the new doctrinal statement because of its clear dis-
cussion of the role of air power throughout the entire spectrum of
international conflict, because it established the worth of air
forces without denigrating other forces, and because the emphasis
of the inclusive nature of air power rebutted the charge that pros
viding air forces put all of the nation's "eggs in one basket,'131
The new doctrine appeared to have a growth potential that could
encompass new technological developments. While admitting that the
Air Force seemed to be having difficulty in shifting its thoughts
from a control of the z2ir concept based upon actual combat operations,
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Colonel Jack N. Donohew, Air Force Deputy Assistant for Programming, .
pointed out in December 1956 that the doctrine of what he called
"deterrent control of the air" would have applicability in an era
when unmarmed weapon systems would have te be maintained in constant
readiness for instantaneous launchings. Although these weapons
would not be physically present in the air they would nevertheless
serve to preserve the control of the air,132 Speaking as Air Force
Chief of Staff in December 1957, General White again endorsed Air
Force Manual 1-2. "Our doctrine," he said, "is published for all

to read in a ten page, unclassified Air Force document. 1 believe
this doctrine is wholly responsive to the primary aim of_gerving the
national policy and is in step with the changing times."

4. Failing Efforts to Produce Interservice Doctrine

R —— ST ST, N T ———e A ———
’

Looking backward at the work of the Joint Air Transportation,
Airborne Troop, Air Defense, Tactical Air Support, Landing Force,
and Amphibious Boards which were formed in the auvtumn of 1951 in
response to the Joint Action Armed Forces manual, Major General
Barker did not think it remarkable that these joint boards had failed
to accomplish their purposes. Referring to "the patent inability of
a lower echelon of authority to resoclve an interservice problem that
could not be solved at the highest level of authority," Barker
observed: "The same divergence of views at the highest level of
authority which mitigated against a resolution of the problem are
manifestly evident at the lower echelons because of disseminated .
service positions on such controversial matters.'

In accordance with the JAAF agreement, the Army, Navy, and Air
Force moved promptly to establish the joint boards which were to be
charged to develop joint doctrines and procedures; to evaluate joint
tactics and techniques, the adequacy of equipment, and the adequacy
of joint training; and to review publications covering the conduct
of joint training. In August and September 1951, General Vandenberg
named some of his best senior offiders to ‘head the joint boards for
which the Air Force served as emecutive agent: Major General Grandison
Gardner to the Joint Air Defense Board at Ent Air Force Base, Major
General Willard R. Wolfinbarger to the Joint Tactical Air Support
Board at Pope Air Force Base, and Major General Earl S. Hoag to the
Joint Troop Carrier Board, which was soon redesignated as the Joint
Ajr Transportation Board, also at Pope Air Force Base. The Army
established the Joint Airborne Troop Board at Fort Bragg as a
successor to the former Army Airborne Center, and Major General
William M. Miley, who had commanded the center, now headed the board.

The Marine Corps established the Joint Landing Board with the Marine
Corps Schools in Quantico, Virginia, and this board was headed by
the schools commandant--first Lieutenant General Franklin A. Hart
and soon Lieutenant General Clifton B, Cates~=-as a collateral duty.
The Navy established the Joint Amphibious Board at Little Creek,
Virginia, under the chailrmanship of Rear Admiral Lyman 4. Thackerey.

135
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With the exception of the Joint Air Transportation Board and the
Joint Airbormne Troop Board, whose membership served cross-duties on
both boards, Army, Navy, Marine, and Air Force officers were assigned
to full-time duty on the several joint boards.l136

Even though the charters approved for these joint boards vested
them with major responsibilities in fields of evaluation, the
administrative guidance issued to the boards by the military services
ensured that decision-making authority would remain in Washington.
Senior Army members on the boards were directed to coordinate their
actions with the Chief of the Army Field Forces; they were authorized
to concur or non-concur in projects at the board level, but they
could not approve or disapprove projects except in accordance with
review of the projects by the Department of the Army.137 The Com~
mandant of the Marine Corps instructed the senior Marine officers
who sat on the boards to act for the Marine Corps on board-level
projects, but he provided that final approval of all Erojects would
have to be referred to the Chief of Naval Operations. 38" fpitial
Air Force letters of instruction to the senior Air Force board
members stated that they would 'be acting as the direct representa-
tive of the Chief of Staff, USAF," and would be responsible for
indicating "concurrence or non-comcurrence on all completed Board
reports.” Quite shortly, however, these letters were elaborated
to provide: "As the Senior Air Force Representative you will repre-
sent the U.S5. Air Force at Board level and you are empowered to
state your views as 'Air Force' views on all completed Board reports.
However, as is customary in all joint functioning, your stated 'Air
Force views' do mot comstitute a commitment of the Chief of Staff,
USAF, to support these views at higher levels. Final approval or
disapproval of 'Service Views' taken at any level or echelon of com-
mand is reserved to the head of the Service."

The work of the Joint Air Defense Board was somewhat overshadowed
by Project Linceln, the Summer Study Group, and the Citizens Advisory
Committee, but this joint board maintained harmonious relations with
the Air Defense Command and Army Antiaircraft Command and accomplished
a wide variety of projects ranging from the design of protective air-
craft revetments to a statement of recommended air defemse doctrine.
When completed on 14 April 1954, the recommended air defense doctrine
visualized that the air defense system ought to be able to accomplish
a "continuous surveillance of the enemy from the time he departs his
own territory until he is destroyed.'" It also stated that "active
defense' ought to include: "A devastating attack against enemy air-
craft on their home bases; continued attack during the enemy's
departure from home bases, and while in foreign theaters; attack
continuously throughout the enemy's journey to the United States and
Canada; and a final assault against aireraft, which may survive until
arrival within their objective areas, before their final approach to
their targets."140 Major CGeneral Gardner forwarded the proposed
doctrine to General Twining with a personal letter. "I believe,"
Gardner wrote, "that we can maintain a defense through which pene-
tration would be improbable if not impossible. I think that the cost
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of such a defense is not beyond what we can endure and I believe

that such a defense should be scur objective.'l#l Gardner also
recommended that the Strategic Air Command should be provided with
bomb-~proof facilities at bases near the outer boundaries of the
United States and ought to make a maximum dispersal of its inter-
continental bombers; other than these measures SAC should depend

for its protection on an expanded warning time that would allow it

to put its aireraft in the air and to evacuate its ground personnel
in case of a hostile air attack.l?2 'The accomplishments of the Joint
Air Defense Board were not inconsiderable, but the establishment of
the Continental Air Defense Command on 1 September 1954 as a unified
command directly responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff brought
into being a more powerful organization which was also charged to
establish the methods and procedures for the use of the forces avail-
able for the air defense of the continental United States. The Joint
Air Defense Board nevertheless continued officially to exist, and,
following the retirement of Major General Gardner in August 1954,
Major General Frederic Smith, the CONAD Vice Commander, assumed the
additional duty was chairman of the Joint Air Defense Board.

The Joint Tactical Air Support, Joint Air Transportation, and
Joint Airborme Troop Boards proved to be subjects and scenes of con-
troversy. As the boards were being set up, an Army spokesman in
Washington stated that they were "Ylikely to become the foeal point
of procurement planning not only for troop and carge carriers, but
in many cases will also be the agency responsible for formulating
requirements for virtually all tactical support aircraft.' This
statement indicated that the Army still hoped that the boards might
become unified centers which would manage joint applications of
forces, 144 During the JAAF negotiations and when the chartexs of
the joint boards were being written, the Tactical Air Command
persistently opposed the assignment of doctrinal responsibilities to
the Joint Tactical Air Support and Joint Air Transportation Boards
and argued that this would amount to an usurpation or duplication of
the Tactical Air Command's mission responsibilities.1 5 The assign-
ment: of Air Force officers to the boards revealed a flagging interest
in them. Major General Wolfinbarger served as director of the Joint
Tactical Air Support Board and when Major General Hoag retirved in
February 1953 Wolfinbarger served additionally as Director of the
Joint Air Transportation Board. When Wolfinbarger retired im July
1953, Major General Robert L. Copsey was named director of the Joint
Air Transportation Board but the other position remained vacant for
several months before Major General Edward H. Underhill was mamed
director of the Joint Tactical Air Support Board. While Copsey
continued to direct the Joint Air Transportation Board, Underhill
was transferred to other duties in August 1954, and at that time the
Tactical Air Command strongly objected to the assignment of another
general officer to the Joint Tactical Air Support Board and the
director's position would remain vacant. In May and June 1953, both
the Army and the Air Force reduced their personmel authorizations to
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the three joint boards in the Pope-Bragg area and directed that they
would thereafter collectively employ the officers that they retained
in order to accomplish their most urgent projects.l46

When its charter was approved in May 1952 the Joint Air Trans-
portation Board was designated as the principal agent of the Armed
Forces responsible for the development of doctyines and procedures
and for the evaluation of tacties, techniques, equipment, and train-
ing for all air transportation matters. Almost immediately Generals
Collins and Twining agreed that the board would not be expected to
consider any matters concerning the Military Air Transport Service.
Quite soon, the Air Force ruled that responsibilities for aeromedical
transport, war plans, and mobilization matters would also be outside
the purview of the board. Other attempts of the board to pursue
projects were stymied by competition from other commands and by con-
flicting service positions. The Tactical Air Command, for example,
consistently out-paced the board in stating operational requirements
for new equipment. A budding project looking toward the development
of a doctrine for the employment of rotary-wing aircraft in joint
opexrations was terminated when the Army ruled that it would use its
own organic helicopters and had no requirements against which the
Air Force should program units. After a long study, the Joint Air
Transportation Board proved unable to agree on_the subject of a com~
mand structure for a joint airborne operation.147 The Joint Tactical
Air Support Board received most of its significant projects by refer=-
ence from the Joint Chiefs of Staff who, at the suggestionm of the
Chief of Naval Operations, directed the board '"to establish joint
doctrine and procedures of governing command, employment and control
of tactical air forces in support of ground forces." The Tactical
Air Command opposed this directive both because its wording implied
that there was no extant doctrine on air-ground operations and
because it believed that it could have secured an early agreement
with the Army Field Forces for a revision of the Joint Training
Directive if the problem had not been referred to the board. As it
was directed to do, the Joint Taetical Air Supporxrt Board prepared a
draft manual, which included basic agreement between the Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps and a dissenting Air Force position. The point in
contention was the Air Force demand that the existing system of
"unified command at theater level only and co-equal status of com-
ponent commanders at all echelons" should be retained, as opposed to
the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps position which advocated decentrali-
zation of the command of air support aviation to the supported unit.148

The Joint Landing Beard, established initially at Quantico and
moved to Camp Lejeuns, North Carolina, on 1 July 1952, handled highly
speciaiiged matters which were not of transcendent concern to the Air
Force. On the other hand, the Joint Amphibious Board was directed
to resolve more complex matters regarding the doctrine and procedures
of joint amphibious operations. When he was assigned to this board
as an Air Force representative om 15 October 1951, Colonel Robert A.
Erdin discovered that the Navy had a firmly fixed position, the Army
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had definite opinions, and that the Air Force had not given much .
thought to amphibious warfare. Since the board proposed to give its
priority attention to a definition of doctrines and procedures to
govern joint amphiblous operations, Erdin devoted a substantial
amount of his time during 1952-53 to the pexrfection of an Air Force
position, which, as has been seen, was engrossed in Alr Force Manual
1-5. When all service positions were taken, the Joint Amphibious
Board on 15 January 1954 forwarded a three-way split paper to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Navy-Marine Corps position was that all
joint amphibious operations should be conducted by a joint amphibiocus
task force, commanded by a NWavy admiral who would personally command
both the joint task force and the supporting maval forces, Working
through a staff officer designated as a tactical air commander, the
joint amphibious task force commander would exercise operational
control over all alr operations in the amphibious objective area.
When control of the air was passed ashore, operational control of
air forces would be passed to Lhe landing force commander. The Air
Force positicn included the docktrine in Air Force Manual 1-5, namely
that a theater command structure would normally be f£lexible enough
to accommodate itself to all types of cperations, including amphibious
operations, Operational control of all theater air forces during
amphibious operations should thus be retained by the theater air
commander. In circumstances viwere the theater command structuras
might not be able to conduct an amphibicus operation, the Air Force
urged the establishment of a joint force with a single wnified com-
mander, a joint staff, and component commanders for air, naval, and .
ground forces. The Army position expressed the concept that an
amphibious operation would be a preliminary portion of an extended
surface campaign. It advocated the establishment of a suprems joint
task force commander who would be superior to the amphibious task
force commander. The joint task force commander would control an
"Air Force long-range striking force,' while other air forces would
be controlied by the amphibious force commandey while command was
afloat and by the amphibious landing force commander when command
went ashore. When the Joint Amphibious Board's recommendations were
filed, the Joint.Chiefs circulared them to the Air Force and the Army
for comment; when no basic agreement could be reached the recowmmendg-
tions were apparently laid aside w1th1n the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Facing personnel shottdges incidenL to the expansion of the Air
Force, General Vandenberg directed that the Alr Stcaff initiate action
to ellmlnate the joint boards in the spring of 1953, At this time,
Lisutenant General Kuter suggested that the Air Force members on the
several boards should be assignad to the Aix War College Evaluation
Staff in order that it might assume greater responsibilities in the
field of jolnt do¢trine. ! In a memorandum to the Chairman of the
Committee for Joint Policies and Procedures of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Lieutenant General Partridge, Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations, formally recommended on 1 February 1954 that the
joint boards be discontinued, ‘'Continuation of the Joint Boards,"
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. Partridge urged, "represents Services' support of organizations which
are expensive in manpower and dollars, unable to fulfill thelr pur-
pose effectively, duplicate the capabilities of other existing
agencies, and whose work, essentially, must be re-done by subsequent
reviewing echelons." 132 Agked to comment on the proposal, Colonel
Erdin estimated that the Joint Amphibious Board had cost more than
$500,000 and_had completed only one formal project and this with
split views. 3 Major General Copsey believed that there was a great
need for interservice doctrine, but he admitted that the Joint Air
Transportation Board had failed to "accomplish the timely purposes
of its charter.'"134 The Tactical Air Command observed that the joint
boards had accentuated interservice disagreements and recommended
that they should be immediately discontinued.

For more than a year the Air Force got no support for its demands
that the joint boards be discontinued, but after a time the Marine
Corps and the Navy came to thils same opinion. The Army acceded last
of all, and on 3 December 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed
that the joint boards would be dissolved. In accordance with the
Joint Chiefs directive, the Consinental Air Defense Command assumed
the responsibilities of the Joint Air Defense, Board when it was dis-
solved on 1 February 1955. At the dissolution of the Joint Tactical
Air Support Board on 15 February and the Joint Airx Tramsportation
Board on 1 March, the Tactical Air Command assumed the responsibilities
of those boards as the sponsoring agency for the development of joint
doctrine, procedures, tactics, techniques, training, publications,

. and equipment related to close combat support of ground forces and
to joint airborne operations. The Air Force invited the Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps to establish liaison with the Tactical Air Command
to aid in the development of joint doctrinal matters. The Tactical
Air Command was similarly charged to provide liaison officers to the
Army Field Forces, the Amphibious Forces Atlantic Fleet, and to the
Marine Corps Development Center in order to aid in their development
of joint doctrinal recommendations concerming joint airborne troop
and amphibious operations, effective with the dissolution of the
Joint Airborne Troop, Joint Landing, and Joint Amphibious Boards. 136
In order to accomplish joint doctrinal concerns specified in the JAAF
manual, the Joint Chiefs specified that the responsible commands
would prepare working draft recommendations and circulate them to
interested commands in other services before submitting them to the
responsible service. The responsible service would submit completed
projects to the other services for concurrence prior to their sub-
mission to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for consideration. Given Joint
Chiefs approval, projects concerning basic doctrines, procedures, and
command relations would be promulgated by the responsible service.

Y. L)
* % v £

In the early 1950's thinkers in the Air Force and the other
services as well held an optimistic belief that a better understanding
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and publication of sound air pcer doctrimes would have a wholesome .
effect upon the national militury effort. "Of all the people who
desire a statement of Air Force doctrine," an Air War College seminar
concluded in 1951, "nome is mors anxious ko receive it than the Army
and the Mavy. Likewise statem.nts of military doctrine by the other
services would be helpful to tl 2 Air Force. PFor it is out of Eh%s
welter of confusion that basic ilsunderstandings are created.' >
Writing in the United States HN.val Institute Proceedings in April
1952, Colonel George C. Reinhardt, U,S. Army, charged: "Among the
most radical enthusiasts of air power themselves, there exists today
more divergent opinion on the composition of that power and of its
optimum use in war than ever arose, between general and admiral, over
the relative importance of land and sea combat." Reinhardt suggested:
"Mahan, in his day, clarified not only the unification of the various
functions of sea power into a cohesive force but also combined the
strategy of sea and land combat into a practical, working entity."
He therefore concluded: "Air pcrer, American alr power in particular,
needs its Mahan."139

With the publication of Air Force Manual 1-2, United States Air
Force Basic Doctrine, the Air Force possessed a codification of its
fundamental ideas. "Of the various types of military forces,"
stated the April 1955 edition of the manual, "those which conduct
air operations are most capable of decisive results, . . . With air
forces and modern weapon systems available, it no longer is necessary
to defeat opposing armed forces as a prerequisite to conducting major
operations directly against an opponent either in his sovereign .
territory or in any other locality." Based upon a recognition that
"the medium in which air forces operate--space--is an indivisible
field of activity,” the basic doctrine manual held: "All command
arrangements must be in accord with the precept that neither air
forces nor their field of activity can be segmented and partitioned
among different interests. Because alr forces possess the inherent
ability to concentrate effort at decisive times and places, they can
be employed in a varietg of taslks for the purpose of accomplishing
a variety of effects."180

The statement of basic Air Force doctrine differed markedly from
that of the older surface forcea. Department of the Army Field
Mamual 100-5 diametrically oppoued the Air Force doctrime. "Army
forces as land forces," stated this manual, "are the decisive com-
ponent of the military strxucturs. ., . . During the course of mili-
tary operations Army forces, because of their decisive capabilities,
are supported from time to time by other military components. . . .
In any case, the efforts of all components are directed toward
insuring the success of the land operatioms.' U.S. Naval Warfare
Publication 10 presented a position closer to Air Forece doctrine as
it discussed military pressure against an enemy: '"The mobility of
attacking units and distances from vhich they can strike enemy tar-
gets are strong factors in increasing the effectiveness of pressure.
Actual accupation or control of enemy terrvitory is the optimum of
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pressure in that it has an overwhelming effect on the enemy's
capacity to wage war. . . . Alr strategy, designed to seeck a
decision primarily by air action. . . is in the process of historic
development and. , ., will become more clearly definable with the
passage of time,"16l

"Everything depends upon air supremacy: everything else must
take second place, With control of the air, control of the sea and
land follows," reasoned Colonel Richard C. Weller, of the Alr War
College, in the spring of 1954, "0ddly enocugh," he comtinued,
"military men agree that air power or the air element is dominant
over the surface elements. But this has only stimulated them to
seize for their own element all of the air support which eloguence
permits.”"1®2 1In negotiations within the Joint Amphibious and Joint
Tactical Air Support Boards, Army and Navy representatives argued
in favor of what they described as a "unity of command at the scene
of battle." Prior to the emergence of air power as a major com-~
ponent of war, Air Force officers were willing to admit that there
had been a certain legic to a self-sufficient force concept, but,
with the increased speed, range, and firepower and the resultant
increased flexibility of aircraft, they were agreed that it was
mandatory that control of available air power should be retained at
the highest levels practicable. "ALll of the various proposals
advanced in furtherance of the outdated 'unity of command at the
scene of battle' concept. . .," stated the Tactical Air Command,
"result in the segmentation and subordination of air power to the
relatively localized surface battle despige the costly evolution of
the proven centralized control con.cept."1 3

That the Army and Navy felt strongly in support of their desire
to decentralize air power was also a matter of record. In June 1953
a Navy lecturer criticized the rigidity of Air Force doctrine.
'Since local air superiority is temporary or harder to make effective
because of greater destructive weapons,' he said, "there is a tendency
to ignore it. . . . Time and space factors are not yet Instantaneous
quantities, and by proper selection of opportunity and location, a
force--air or sea--can argue or gain superiority for limited periods."
Believing that the Air Force's constant emphasis upon centralization
of control might zrise from a lack of confidence that the other
services might not employ alr to its fullest advantages, this Navy
lecturer expressed the hope: 'As the Navy and Army demonstrate their
awareness of air power and its best employment, operational control
of air units can perhaps be centralized or decentralized as appropriate
to the situation."164 Speaking to the USAF Scientific Advisory Board
on 22 March 1954, Lieutenant General John E. Dahlquist summed up his
view of the local command and control concept favored by the Army.
"It is my conviction," he said, "that the commander whom we hold
responsible for the land battle must be provided with the means to
accomplish his mission and the authority to control those means.
In the area forward of the Army rear boundary, the ground force com-
mander must have authority to direct the employment of ground and
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supporting air and naval weapons simultaneously against his targets,
+ « . Control must include the authority to assign and suspend air
and naval support missions. . . . The tremendous increase in the
potential mobility of combat forces. . . makes the requirement for
command responsibility and decisive action more Important today than
ever before."165 As the joinr boards wers breaking up, Army Chief
of Staff General Matthew B. Ridgway announced on 31 January 1955
that the Joint Training Directive for Air-Ground Operations contained
views on "command relationships and the responsibilities of support-
ing and supported forces" which the Army could not accept and that
the directive accordingly "does not represent the views of the
Department of the Army on doctrine for air-ground operations."166
Instead of resulting in the production of harmonious interservice
doctrine, the joint board negotiations appeared to have widened the
doctrinal divergencies of the Army, Navx, and Air Force.
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CHAPTER 8

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS OF THE NEW LOOK, 1953~1957

1. Statements of Defense Policy: The New Look and Masgsive
Retaliation

In the winter of 1950-51 Washington civil and military leader-
ship seriously feared that the war in Korea was a Soviet ruse,
designed to commit American forces to what General Bradley called
'the wrong war in the wrong place" while the Russians prepared to
attack in Europe. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that general
war with Russia in Europe might be imminent. The Communist iavasion
of the Republic of Korea showed that the Soviets were willing to
employ war as an instrument of aggression; and the Joint Chiefs of
Sraff looked upon mid-1954 as a time of maximim danger. By this
time the Soviets would possess a stockpile of atomic weapons suffi-
cient to mount a devastating attack on United States military
installations, industry, and population centers. The Soviets had
produced enormous quantities of military equipment in 1946-47, and
if it were to be used this equipment would logically be used in
1954~55 before it became obsolescent. Thé rebuilding of Russian
jndustry and the relocation of much of it beyond the Urals would be
largely complete by 1954-55. After 1954, moreover, the military
strength of the United States and its allies would get closer and
closer to that of the Soviets.

At the highest levels the image of war was of general war, and
the nation's military leaders agreed that the Korean conflict=--
which had to be fought as a limited war--was abnormal. GCeneral Omar
Bradley declared in October 1950: "We will refuse absolutely to
allow local wars to divert us from oux central task. They must not
be allowed to consume so much of our manpower as to destroy our
strength and imperil our victory in a world war.' Speaking of Korea
early in 1951, General Collins warned: "To prevent an invasion of
western Europe, the area most coveted by the Communists, we would
have to fight an altogether different war than we have been fighting."
Accepting the likelihood of an impending general war in December
1950, the National Security Council recommended an expanded military
production program that was designed to create & production base
capable of rapid expansion to full war mobilization. Looking toward
1 July 1954 as a time of maximum danger, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
recommended in October 1951 that Army forces should be stabilized
at 20 divisions, Navy forces at 409 major combat ships including 12
modern aircraft carriers plus 3 Marine divisions with their support-
ing air wings, and that the Air Force should be expanded to 143
wings (126 combat and 17 txoop carrier). President Truman approved
these force goals in December 1951, but his instruction that military
budgets should be held below $60 billion a year stretched the earliest

2
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date of readiness for the 143-wing Air Force out to 30 June 1955,
At a conference in Lisbon in February 1952, the North Atlantic .
Ireaty Organization nations established a goal of 96 divisions by
1954, 40 of these divisions to be in a permanent state of readiness
and 36 to be capable of becouing operational within 30 days. The
American strategy was not ccupletely agreeable to Great Britain.
Prime Minister Winston Churchill had returned to power in 1951 atr a
time of national economic crisis, and in order to ease the financial
strain on his government he had instructed his chiefs of staff to
reappraise Britain's defensec policy. After intense study, the
British chiefs of staff prepared a paper demonstrating that the
advent of nuclear weapons justified a primary reliance on atomic air
power and substantial reductions in surface forces. On a visit to
Washington in July 1952, Air Chief Marshal Sir John Slessor argued
for the adoption of the British strategy. He urged that the Lisbon
force goals placed too great a strain on fragile European economies
and recommended a strategy of nuclear deterrence that would be based
upon American and British nuclear air capabilities,

During his successful campaign for the American presidency in
the autumm of 1952, General Pwight D. Eisenhower promised economy
in govermment, to concentrate on bringing an honorable end to the
Korean war, and, if necessary, to make a persomal trip to the war
zone in order that he might learn how best to serve the interests
of the American people, When he visited Korea early in December
1952 in the company of Admiral Arthur W. Radford, then Commander-in-
Chief Pacific, Eisenhower was said to have been dissatisfied with .
"the dissipation of American resources in a remote, indecisive
struggle.” While returning homeward aboard the cruiser Helena,
Eisenhower held talks with several of the men who would serve in his
cabinet, including John Foster Dulles and Charles E. Wilson, who
would become the Secretaries of State and of Defense.

In his book War or Peace published in 1950 and in speeches and
articles since that time, Dulles had already expressed his conviction
that strong military forces could prevent war and that the wars of
the past had begun because aggressors had miscalculated their
opposition. 'Many believe," Dulles had written, "that if the Kaiser
had known in advance that his attack on France by way of Belgium
would have brought England, and then the United States, into the fray
he would never have made that attack, , . . Many also believe that
if Hitler had known that his war would involve the United States he
would not have started it.' Dulles also believed that ''the original
Korean attack would not have cccurred if it had not been assumed
either that we would not react at all, or if we did react only at
the place and by the means that the aggressors chose."® Aboard the
Helena and in additional conferences in Honolulu, Dulles held the
position that the United States could not mount an adequate static
defense everywhere around the Communist perimeter. Rather than
spread its defemses thin, the United States should clearly manifest
its intent to resist aggression and should concentrate its attention
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. on deterring attack by maintaining a strong retaliatory power capable
of striking swiftly at sources of aggression. Admiral Radford
agreed that American military power was '"spread-eagled." '"The sooner
we could gather some of these forces back into the palm of our hand,
and turn them into truly ready forces for deployment anywhere,"
Radford later observed, "the better our strategic position would be."’
While Radford and Wilson felt that Asia would continue to be a pivotal
area in the Cold War, Eisenhower suggested that when Western Europe
was strong enough to defend itself the Asian problem would come into
manageable proportions.8

"It is difficult to be sure just what has prevented aggression
against the free world,” Secretary Wilson stated shortly after he
took office. "I think there is a deep realization in Moscow that any
major aggression against the free world will start a conflict in
which all forces of the free world will be marshaled in a fight to
crush such aggression, and that the forces of the free world include
not merely our long-range bombers, or even all airplanes capable of
carrying atomic bombs, but rather all of the military strength of the
United States, which includes its industrial productive capacity and
also the military strength and industrial capacity of all of our
ailies."d As submitted to Congregs in January 1953, the Truman
administration military budget for fiscal year 1954 recommended an
appropriation of $41.3 billion, the amount of money that would permit
the Army and Navy to hold at their established force levels and the
Air Force to build toward the 143-wing objective, If this appropria-

. tion were voted, however, the Bureau of the Budget envisioned a
national defieit of $9.9 billion in fiscal year 1954, and if the
military force levels were to be attained there would be another $15
billion deficit in fisecal year 1955 and continuing deficits until
fiscal year 1958. Sinee the Eisenhower administration had promised
economy and a balanced federal budget, Wilson worked closely with.
the National Security Council in an effort to reduce military expendi-
tures. As a preliminary measure in February 1953, he ordered a
temporary halt to all new or barely-started military construction
pending verification of real need for each project. Further study
showed that the Army and Navy had about reached their programmed
strength levels, but the Air Force need for new money reflected
amounts necessary to move upward to the 143-wing level. Even without
this new authority, however, the Air Force was expected to carry
$28.5 billion in unexpended funds over into fiscal year 1954, Wilsom
regarded some carry-over funds as being inevitable in any build-up
program, but he considered that production should have begun to catch
up with authorizations. He was additionally critical of the emphasis
given to mobilization-base expansion and pointed out that much of this
base would have to be liquidated after the Air Force reached its pro=-
grammed strength, provided no war had occurred. "If I had been doing
it the last 3 years,” Wilson observed, "I would have built more pro-
duction and less mobilization base to begin with." One immediate way
in which the government could reduce new money requirements would be
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to abandon preparations for a maximum year of danger. In April 1953 .
Eisenhower gave his approval to a mew policy that the United States
should not attempt to meet 2 major aggression by any particular date
but should "'get ourselves ready and stay ready." Eisenhower described
the new policy as being that of "a floating D-day.'10

Although the old Joint Chiefs of Staff headed by General Bradley
were not asked for advice on proposed force changes, General Vandenberg
formally protested Air Force reductions to the new Secretary of the
Air Force Harold E. Talbott, on 7 May and on 8 May the Joint Chiefs
warned Wilson that "any governmental decision to reduce force goals
below those in approved programs . . . would increase the caleculated
risk, and that the years 1954-55 represent the beginning of a
potentially dangerous period during which the U,S5.S8.R. would have a
substantial stockpile of atomic weapons, and the improved ability to
deliver such weapons.'ll Despite this admonition, the revised Depart-
ment of Defense budget submitted for fiscal year 1954 was reduced by
about $7.5 billion, of which $5.3 billion represented a cut in Air
Force funds. Pending a new look at the entire defense picture which
Wilson promised would be made in the autumm of 1953, the interim
force goal of the Air -Force was set at 120 wings, with 110 to 114 of
these wings to be activated and substantially well equipped by 30
June 1954. Most of the units to be deferred were day fighter and
fighter-bomber wings, and the new aircraft on order for them would
be used to modernize Air Reserve and Air National Guard forces,l2
In spirited hearings before House and Senate appropriations sub-
committees Generals Bradley and Vandenberg strongly defended the pro-
grammed requirement for 143 wings, to be achieved as soon as possible,
desirably by 1954, "No sound military reason," Vandenberg stated,
"has been advanced to explain why the Air Force build-up to the
agreed force level is again to be delayed. Once again the growth of
American air power is threatened with start-and-stop plamming, and
at a time when we face an enemy who has more modern jet fighters
than we have and enough long-range bombers to attack this country in
a sudden all-out atomic effort. Rather than reduce our efforts to
attain air superiority over the Communists, we should now increase
those efforts."13

The Wilson budget prevailed in Congress in spite of the eloquent
pleas of General Vandenberg, who was obviously discouraged and would
soon meet death from an incurable illness, At a conference with
legislative leaders on 12 and 19 May, Eisenhower lent his support to
the Wilson program, arguing that the Air Force had been operating on
excessive lead-time, had too many paper wings, and needed to put
itself in a situation of strength without reference to target dates.
As it was finally enacted in August 1953 the appropriation act for
fiscal year 1954 totalled $34.6 billion, representing a final cut of
$6.7 billion from the amount originally requested by the Truman
administration. Of this total amount of new obligational autherity,
$12.9 billion was allocated to the Army, $9.4 billion to the Navy,
and $11.4 billion to the Air Force. Counting both new and earry-over
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funds, Wilson pointed out that $31.5 billion of Navy and Air Force
funds were committed to the procurement of aircraft and related
equipment. Such funding, he thought, would be sufficient to con-
tinue the build-up of America's defenses pending the determination
of future force levels by the National Security Council and a new
Joint Chiefs of Staff.l4 Ex~=Secretary Finletter mevertheless
observed that the Air Force had taken virtually all of the Depart-
ment of Defense cuts and that the "arbitrary" cut-back in dollars
had been such as "to restore the roughly equal division of the
Defense dollar among the three Services." "This way of deciding on
the forces to defend our country, in this most dangerous time of our
history," he wrote, “camnot possibly be justified or excused.'15

* * * "

As early as 1950, John Foster Dulles had suggested that the
National Security Council ought to be made a "top policy-making
body" that would unify foreign, military, and domestic policy, and
in his State of the Union message to Congress on 2 February 1953
Eisenhower pledged himself to provide the National Security Coumcil
with "the vitality to perform effectively its statutory role.''l®
In his presidential campaign, Eisenhower had also spoken of a need
for restudying the operations and functions of the Department of
Defense. Prior to leaving office, Secretary Lovett prepared a
memorandum that outlined a number of defects in defense organization
which had become apparent during the Korean emergency. In order to
maintain ecivilian control within the department, Lovett recommended
that the Secretary of Defense should be recognized as the President's
deputy commander-in-chief of the Armed Serxvices and that the unified
commanders should be made responsible to designated secretaries of
the military departments rather than to individual members of the
Chiefs of Staff. He pointed out that the '"two hat'" status of the
Joint Chiefs made it difficult for them to maintain broad non-
service points of view. He further showed that the statutory Muni-
tions Board and the Research and Development Board had "built-in-
rigidity," since representatives of the military departments sat on
these boards as judges and claimants of their own requests.

Seeking a thorough review of the administrative problem of the
Department of Defense, Secretary Wilson appointed a Committae on
Department of Defense Organization headed by Nelson A, Rockefeller
on 19 February 1953. The committee heard witnesses and reported
on 11 April. Eisenhower accepted most of the committee's recoms
mendations and transmitted them to Congress on 30 April as Reorgani-
zation Plan No. 6. This plan reaffirmed the power of direction,
authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense; channeled
responsibility and authority over unified commands through secretaries
of the military departments; abolished the Munitions Board, the
Research and Development Board, and several other unwieldy staff
agencies and replaced them with six new Assistant Secretaries of
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Defense; and charged the Chaiiman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with .
authority to direct the Joint Staff. While Air Force leaders had
generally favored closer unification of the Armed Services, Ex-
Secretary Finletter appeared in opposition to Reorganization Plan

No. 6 when the House Committee on Government Operations held hear-
ings on it. Finletter feared that the reorganization would create

a single monelithic establishmant that would dominate rather than
coorainate the military services. At a time when the world was in
the midst of a great air-atomic technological revolution, he was
afraid that the monolithic department would emphasize balanced forces
and equal divisions of the defense dollar by services instead of
center%ng on atomic air power and making the other forces ancillary
to it.

Eisenhower also extended the authority of the National Security
Council and provided it with nmew machinery. He included the Secretary
of the Treasury and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget as mem~
bers of the National Security Council, and on 23 March he established
the NSC Planning Board to assemble, analyze, and organize data on
problems presented to the Council. He established the Operations
Coordinating Board of the NSC on 2 Septembexr in order that a single
agency might be available to translate approved policies into
operational programs and ensure that they were carried out.l9 Since
Congress did not disapprove or amend Reorganization Plan No. 6 it
became law on 30 June, and Secretary Wilson wasted little time putting
it into effect. The additional Assistant Secretaries replaced the .
boards and agencies that had been specified for oblivion., On 2 July
Wilson further directed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to designate
officers to work with his representatives to revise the Key West
agreement in accordance with the new organization. Completed by
October 1953 but not announced until January 1954, this revision made
the Secretary of a military department, rather than a member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the executive agent for a unified command.

The line of authority thus ran from the Secretary of Defense to a
umified commander through a Secretary of a military department, but
the military chief of a service, however, was authorized to act for
his department in matters regarding strategic direction and conduct
of combat operations in emergency and wartime situations,

* % F3 *

In July 1953 Eisenhower ordered the officers he had selected as
new members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff--Admiral Radford who would
become Chairman, General Ridgway who would be Army Chief of Staff,
and Admiral Robert B. Carney who would become Chief of Naval Opera-
tions-~to come to Washington where they would join General Twining,
who had become Air Force Chief of Staff on 30 June, and "make a
completely new, £resh survey of our military capabilities, in the
light of our global commitments." On 24 July, Wilson assembled these
officers and other top civilian and military officials at Quantico,
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. Virginia, for a three~day "outing." Here Wilson expressed confidence
in the new atomic weapons, stated that the United States had already
attained a strength that would make any attack against them *Ffoolhardy
in the extreme,"” and firmly announced that the military plammers must
get more military strength for dollars expended. In another presenta-
tion, Director of the Budget Joseph Dodge warned that the fiscal year
1955 national budget would have to show further substantial reductions
above and beyond the revised budget for fiscal 1954.21 Signed on 77
July as the Quantico conference was breaking up, the military armistice
in Korea promised to reduce the operating costs of the Armed Services,
but on 20 August 1953 the Soviet Union announced that it had success-
fully tested a hydrogen bomb.

As the first step in the New Look that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
were directed to take at defense requirements, Admiral Radford asked
the National Security Council on 13 October to provide guidance as
to the nature of the war which the Armed Services would be expected
to fight. Radford emphasized that preparations to fight every kind
of war would be unnecessarily costly and that no mobilization planning
could be realistic or useful unless it was founded on a propex
strategic outlook. 1In response to Radford's question, the Natiomal
Security Council issued fundamental guidance in the form of a paper
designated as NS8C-162. The Council estimated that the danger of the
Soviet air atomic threat had become absolute and stated that this
threat had to be countered by American atomic air power. It recom-
mended that air atomic striking power should provide the nation's

. first line of defense and that the Joint Chiefs should be authorized
to plan to use the new weapons when and where feasible. It recom-
mended increased spending of about $1 billion a year on air defense,
and, in view of the added costs of air defense and of prevalent man~
power shortages, it believed that the nuwber of men in the military
services should be reduced. President Eisenhower approved NSC-162
in its final version and summarized the new defense policy in his
State of the Union message to Congress on 7 January 1954, At this
time Eisenhower explained that the United States was "taking full
account of our great and growing number of nuclear weapons and of
the most effective means of using them against any aggressor." He
went on te say that the United States would emphasize air power,
mobile forces that could be held in strategic reserve and readily
deployed to meet sudden aggression, continental air defense, a
mobilization base that could be swiftly converted from partial to
all-out mobilization, and a professional corps of trained officers
and men. Eisenhower envisioned a defense establishment that could
meet '"a twofold requirement-~preparedness for the essential initial
tasks in case a general war should be forced upon us, and maintenance
of the capability to cope with lesser hostile actions--and aimed to
satisfy this requirement with less drain on our manpower and financial
resources."

Given the guidance that the nation would emphasize an air strategy
as well as the information that the military budget and manpower
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ceilings would be reduced from those of fiscal year 1954, the Joint .
Chiefs of Staff established an ad hoc committee, headed by Lieutenant
General Frank F. Everest, who was serving as Director of the Joint
Staff, and including representatives from all of the services, to
make recommendations on the force levels to be developed in the next
two years.23 Air Force planning was already well developed: General
Twining had told a Senate committee in July that the Air Force was
going to seek to attain its "ultimate goal of 143 wings" and he had
directed the Air Staff to make a root and branch examination of Air
For :e requirements in the light of new weapons and new machines,.

The Air Staff study showed that more powerful thermonuclear weapons
would permit some reductions in the strategic air forces, though

not substantial cuts since the number of thermonuclear weapons in

the stockpile was still small. Substantial cuts could be made in
medium troop carrier wings designed for service in theaters of
operations, since many Axmy units were to be returned to a strategic
reserve in the United States. Air defense wings would have to be
incereased. The Air Staff study recommended a program objective of
127 wings in fiscal year 1956 which would be expanded to 137 wings

by the end of fiscal year 1957. The 137-wing goal would include 7
heavy bombardment, 28 medium bombardment, 4 heavy reconnaissance, 5
medium reconnaissance, 2 fighter recommaissance, and 8 strategic
fighter wings in the strategic air forces; 34 fighter-interceptor
wings in the air defense forces; 2 tactical bombardment, &4 light
bombardment, 21 fighter-bomber, 6 day-fighter, 5 tactical reconmaissance,
4 heavy troop carrier, and 7 medium troop carrier wings in the tacti-
cal air forces. In comparison with the 143-wing objective, the 137-
wing program represented a reduction of 2 medium bombardment and 1
medium reconnaissance wing in the strategic forces; 1 light bombard-
ment, 1 fighter-bomber, and 6 mzdium troop carrier wings in the
tactical air forces; and an_increase of 5 fighter~-interceptor wings
in the air defense forces.

Early in December 1953 the Everest committee made its report to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and this report contained four separate
views as to the force requirements for the following two fiscal years.
In view of the split recommendations, as well as their recognition
that the probable availability of personnel and money would be the
controlling factors in fixing force levels, the individual Joint
Chiefs were now required not only to analyze their own service needs
but to recommend what they thought the other services ought to have.
They laid great stress on improving continental defenses, and they
1aid out a defense program in considerable detail to be accomplished
over a period of years. They also made efforts to definme a "level-
off position in defense forces which could be attained and maintained
for an indefinite period of timz." The Joint Chiefs accepted the
concept that ''the United States will emphasize the development of
those capabilities for which we are best suited, while our allies
will assume greater responsibilities for developing other capabilities
for which they are best suited." They recognized that military

! .
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. strategy would need to be reoriented in order to place greater
reliance on’a maximum exploitation of atomic weapons, and they
accepted the progosition that there would be no time for build-up
in a future war.Z6

Although the Joint Chiefs apparently had little difficulty out-
lining the strategic concepts springing from the NSC '"New Look"
directive, they had more difficulty recommending service force levels.
At first, the Joint Chiefs wished to chop off the Air Force program
at 127 wings to be attained at the end of fiscal year 1956. The Air
Force, however, protested that the end-product 127-wing program
would have to be differently configured from a program that was con-
ceived as a measured step to a balanced 137-wing program, and, in
the end, the Joint Chiefs recommended that the Air Force be authorized
to attain 137 wings by the end of fiscal year 1957. They also
accepted a revised Navy program whereby the Navy would meet personnel
and financial reductions by reducing its auxiliary and amphibious
warfare vessels. It would keep 14 attack aircraft carriers and 16
carrier air groups on active service, and in the fiscal year 1955
budget it would receive funds for beginning the construction of a
third Forrestal-class aircraft carrier and a third atomic-powered
submarine, According to General Ridgway, the Joint Chiefs gave
"scant consideration' to his recommendations for Army force levels:
he later described the fiscal year 1955 budget as a ''directed
verdict" and sald that the same would be true of the 1956 and 1957
budgets. The Army was reduced to a strength of 17 divisions, 18

. regimental combat teams, and 122 antiaircraft battalions. These
force levels, Ridgway said, *'were not based on the freely reached
conclugions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff" but instead "were squeezed
between the framework of arbitrary manpower and fiscal limits." For
some reason, however, General Ridgway did not file a divergent paper,
and later on Secretary Wilson, Admiral Radford, General Twining, and
President Eisephower each announced that the Joint Chiefs had
"unanimously® agreed to the Armed Service force levels which were
accep§$d by the Department of Defense and budgeted for fiseal year
19855.

"The President of the United States, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff," Admiral Radford stated on 14 December
1953, "are of one mind: this nation will maintain a national air
power superior to that of any other nation in the world." 1In this
speech before the National Press Club and in another presentation to
the Congressional appropriations sub-committees in March 1954,
Admiral Radford defined "air power" to include "the Air Force, naval
aviation, Marine Corps aviation, Army aviation, and the tremendous
aircraft ifdustry and civil air transport systems of the United
States."28 Secretary Wilson described the New Look as "a matural
evolution from the crash program that was adopted following the
beginming of hostilities in Korea.'" While Wilson also described the
New Look as a logical application of "economy in force' to be attained
by the exploitation of new nuclear weapons, he denied that the United
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States would place sole or exclusive reliance on the new weapons. .

the two-fold requirement of ‘'pruparedness for gemeral war, should one
occur; and maintenance of the cuapability to cope with lesser situa-
tions--with at the same time less of a drain on our manpower, material,
and financial resources."29

To carry out the recommended National Defense program for fiscal
year 1935, Congress made available to the Department of Defense a
total of $29.6 billion in new obligatiomal authority, subdivided
$7.6 billion for the Army, 39.7 billion for the Navy, and $11.6
billion for the Air Force.3U While the Wew Look professed to depend
heavily upon an air power posture, Ex-Secretary of the Air Force
Finletter was quick to point ocut that the budget figures showed Air
Force and Navy appropriations svbstantially the same as they had
been the previous year, whereas the Army's funding had been sub-
stantially reduced. Finletter urged that figscal considerations still
had too much weight in determining the size of the military establish-
ment, and he found that "the covposition of the Armed Forces is still
dominated by the Division-by-Services method, thus producing a com~
promised Defense Force in which the top priority functions are not
provided for."3l vViewing this same matter, retired Lieutenant
Genexral Ira C. Eaker agreed with the Eisenhower position that there
was a very real limit to the amount of national resocurces that could
be committed to weapons productiom, but Eaker nevertheless found
that the national defense budget represented a serious imbalance of
75 percent defensive forces and 25 percent offensive. "No mation," .
he remarked, "has won or can win from a defensive posture.'32
Although welconing the public announcements that the nation would
increasingly emphasize alr power, air-minded leaders were not
entirely sure of the meaning of the New Look.

% b w* #

In a speech before the Council of Foreign Relations in New York
City on 12 January 1954, Secretary of State Dulles attempted to
present an over-all view of the national security policies of the
Eisenhower administration. This remarkable address provided a
doctrinal rationale for the New Look and added a concept of "instant,
massive retaliation" to the doctrine of deterrence. Dulles emphasized
that the United States had generally reacted to Communist~instigated
emergencies in the past. "Local defense," he said, "will always be
important. But there is no local defense which alone will contain
the mighty land power of the Communist world. Local defenses must
be reinforced by the further deterrent of massive retaliatory power.
A potential aggressor must know that he cammot always prescribe
battle conditions that suit him.'" He alsa asserted: "The way to
deter aggression is for the free community to be willing and able to
respond vigorously at places and with means of its own choosing."

He explained that the basic decision of President Eisenhower and the
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National Security Council was "to depend primarily upon a great
capacity to retaliate, instantly, by means and at places of our own
choosing." He pointed out that the Korean conflict had "been
stopped on honorable terms. . . because the aggressor, already
thrown back to and behind his place of begimning was faced with the
possibility that the fighting might, to his own great peril, scon
spread beyond the limits and methods which he had selected."33

The timing of Dulles' massive retaliation address coincided with
a critical juncture in the foreign affairs of the United States.
Dulles was scheduled to meet with Soviet and western foreign ministexs
at Berlin on 22 January. Even though he reportedly felt that the
chances of reaching any significant agreements with the Russians were
slim, nothing could be lost from a candid emphasis upon America's
military power. The Eisenhower administration also wished to pre~
vent Indochina from falling into the hands of the Commumists, but
despite large amounts of American military equipment and technical
assistance the Communist Viet Minh forces with am active assistance
from the Soviet Union and Communist China appeared likely to defeat
the French in Vietnam, where guerrilla war had beem in progress since
1945 and had been intensified after the Korean armistice. The
massive retaliation address sergﬁd to meet in part the policy vacuum
that existed in Southeast Asia, Contrary to the wishes of Dulles,
who feared that the Communists might be inspired to attempt a feat
of force in Vietnam to support their diplomacy, the Berlin Conference
placed the problem of restoring peace in Indochina on the agenda for
discussion at another conference to be held in Gemeva in April.

The massive retaliation address also touched off another great debate
on American policy in the United States. '"ALLl told," wrote Chester
Bowles on 28 February, '"the Administration seems to be saying that

in dealing with future armed Soviet or Chinese aggression into nons
Communist territory anywhere in the world, it proposes to rely
chiefly upon atomic attack by the Strategie Air Forces against the
major cities in Communist countries,"36 "All this means, if it means
anything," said the defeated Democrat candidate for president, Adlai
Stevenson, in a speech on 6 March, "is that if the Communists try
another Korea we will retaliate by dropping atom bombs on Moscow or
Peiping or wherever we choose--or else we will concede the loss of
another Korea«~and presumably other countries after that--as 'normal'
in the course of events."

Obviously attempting to clarify national policy in an interview
published on 5 March and in an address on 9 March, Admiral Radford
explained: "It is evident from the forces we intend to maintain that
we are not relying solely upon air power."38 At a press conference
on 16 March Dulles called attention to the fact that his address had
advocated "a 'capacity' to retaliate instantly. In mno place did I
say we would retaliate instantly, although we might indeed retaliate
instantly under conditions that call for that. The essential thing
is to have the capacity to retaliate instantly. It is lack of that
capacity which in my opinion accounted for such disasters as Pearl
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Harbor."9 In an appearance before the Senate Foreign Relations .
Committee on 20 March, Dulles emphasized that ccllective defense
would be the companion of the capability for massive retaliation.
"o single nation," he said, '"can develop alone adequate power to
deter Soviet bloc aggression against vital interests. By providing
joint facilities and by combining their resources, the free nations
can achieve a total strength and a flexibility which can _surpass that
of any potential enemy and can do so at bearable cost."#0 While
flying home from the Berlin conference, Dulles wrote an article which
he considered to be a "more polished . . . restatement" of his
earlier address in New York., Published in Foreign Affairs, this
article denied that "the United States intended to rely wholly on
large-scale strategic bombing as the sole means to deter and counter
aggression.'" He continued: "A potential of massive attack will
always be kept in a state of imstant readiness and our programme will
retain a wide variety and the weans and scope for responding to
aggressions. . . . The essential thing is that a potential aggressor
should know in advance that he can and will be made to suffer for his
aggression more than he can possibly gain by it. This calls for a
system in which local defensive strength is reinforced by more mobile
deterrent power. The method of doing so will vary according to the
character of the varfous areas. Some areas are so vital that special
guards shz%ld and could be put around them--Western Europe is such
an ared, v

If Dulles had hopgd:that the massive retallation address would
help, shore up the policy. vacuum in Southeast Asia, such was not to .
be the case. Spurred, lnto an all-out field campalgn when the Berlin
Conference provided thém'with a time-table, the Viet Minh laid siege
to a substantial French garrison at Dienbienphu, in northwestern
Vietnam. While Dulles had anticipated that the Viet Minh might
attempt a feat of military force prior to Geneva, the first responsible
intimation that the French were In extreme difficulty came to Washington
from General Paul Ely, the French chief of staff, who stopped at the
Pentagon on 20 March long enough to discuss the possibility of U,S,
air strikes against the Commumist forces surrounding Dienbienphu
A little later, the French government forwarded a request for assistance
to Washington through diplomatic channels.42 As deliberations progressed
in Washington, Admiral Radford expressed the view that the loss of
Dienbienphu would constitute a serious loss of prestige to the entire
Free World. In the Far East, Brigadier General Joseph D, Caldera took
selected members of his FEAF Bomber Command staff to Saigon, where they
made plans to fly a maximum~effort 98 B-29 carpet-bombing strike with
conventional bombs against the Communist foreces around Dienbienphu,
Back in Washington, Admiral Carney joined Admiral Radford in recom~
mending strong action, but General Ridgway was opposed. "I felt sure,"
Ridgway wrote later, "that if we committed air and naval power to
that area, we would have to follow them immediately with ground forces
in support.” On the basis of an analysis made by a survey team he
had sent to Vietmam, Ridgway predicted that the requirement for U.S.
Army forces would be extremely large.43 .
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While the crisis continued, conferences between Dulles and
Congressional leaders on 3 April and a discussion between Eisenhower,
Dulles, and Radford on the evening of 4 April developed the consensus
that the United States should intervene in Indochina only as a part
of a collective effort, that the French should take further steps
to give complete independence to Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, and
that any ground forces employed in the war ought to be indigencus
forces, When queried about collective action, the British were
unwilling to make any undertakings in advance of the Geneva Conference.
In Paris on 23 April, French Foreign Minister Georges Bidault pled
that an American air strike could still save Dienbiemphu, but neither
Dulles nor Radford could now agree with him, since Radford felt that
the military situation had deteriorated too far. When Dienbienphu
surrendered on 7 May the way appeared open for the Communists to take
over virtually all of Vietnam, but possibly because they feared to
go too far and provoke an American response the Communists settled
for less than they might have claimed. 1In the final Geneva protocol
on 21 July, the French agreed to a supposedly temporary division of
Vietnam at the seventeenth parallel pending a national plebiscite,
and the Reds agreed, to withdraw their forces from South Vietnam,
Camhodia, and Laos.** Some critics of massive retaliation would
later state that the policy met an almost immediate defeat in Indo-
china,%> but the often-critical Thomas K. Finletter, writing shortly
after the Geneva settlement, pointed out that the United States had
been unable to take effective action in Southeast Asia because of

. the lack of a multilateral political base with Britain, France, and
the indigenous countries of the area.46 Meeting at Manila from 6-8
September 1954, representatives of Pakistan, Thailand, the Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand, France, the United Kingdom, and the United
States drew up and signed the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty,
mutually pledging themselves to consult on measures for common defense
whenever one of the signatories felt the territory or political independ-
ence of any state in the area was threatened by armed attack or sub-
version.

Following closely after Geneva, the new American emphasis upon
nuclear weapons and the reduction of manpower requirements permitted
a reevaluation of the strategy of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation along lines earlier suggested by Great Britain., Under the
strategy visualized at Lisbon in 1952 the Strategic Air Command's
nuclear strikes would have been expected to delay a Soviet advance
long enough to permit the mobilization of the force of 96 divisions
that would be required to stop the aggressor at the Rhime. To most
European mations this objective had been at once too costly in terms
of manpower and too limited in scope to be acceptable, and the NATO
nations had made little real progress toward fulfilling the program
envisioned at Lisbon. In a new assessment of defense requirements
in December 1954, the NATO Council resolved that member nations would
plan on the use of nuclear weapons from the outset of a war, and this
decision to stockpile nuclear warheads which would be readily available

387

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

for the defense of the alliasnce in time of need permitted a reduction .
in the size of the ground forces thought necessary. Under the new
NATO strategy the local defenze forces would provide a "shield" at
the forward defense line in Europe while air atomic strikes flowm
by the Strategic Air Command, ihe United Kingdom Bomber Command, and
American naval forces would provide the "sword." Best described by
Ceneral Lauris Norstad, who bacams Supreme Allied Commander in Europe
in 1956, the NATO strategy included three objectives: '"Our first
task," Norstad explained, "musi be to create conditions--and this
means by the availability of force~-=-so if an incident should arise
. . . we could compel a pause. We could force a break in the continuity
of the action that is started, whether it is by design, a probing
operation, or whether by mistake. . . . Our second objective is in
this break to compel the aggressor to make a conscious decision that
he is either going to war or he is mot going to war. . . . The third
objective is when he is making that decision . . . he must think of
the total consequences of the act, if he decides to go to war. . . .
He must think of the fact that not only will he involve himself in
a contact with these so=called shield forces in the forward area,
but he will also involve himself in the operations of the retaliatory
forces, so you make him face up to the total cost of aggression. You
never permit him the luxury of thinking in terms of just a little
piece of the price that he might have to pay.'#7

When the United States defense policy had matured in 1953-54,
Admiral Radford described it as being based upon a studied assumption
of Communist action: "Communisa when seeking a means to a political .
end," Radford said, "is reluctant to use organized armed forces in
an overt aggression except as a last resort.," Radford saw two
corollaries deriving from this basic assessment: "Communism will use
2ll measures short of actual warfare to attain a given objective
before resorting to armed force. . . . Communism will not resort to
armed force unless there is a reasonable chance of quick victory
without~~in the opinion of its leaders--appreciable world reaction.”
This assessment of Communist poliecy provided the ground rules for
American defense policy. YAcrually," Radford explained, '"there is
no local defense which alone can contain the massive land power of
the Communist world. Consequently, local defenses must be reinforced
by the deterrent power of strong counteroffensive forces possessing
the capacity for devastating counter blows deep into enemy territory.
In other words, an Allied strategic concept of operations must be
based on the combination of leocal defenses, deterrent power, and an
ability to strike swiftly and powerfully. Our current defense
program is geared to that concept. . . . In developing the collective
physical shield . . . a growing reliance can be placed upon Allied
forces now being strengthened in many areas of the free world. . . .
But the essence of our concept is the capacity to strike in devastating
strength at any element of the enemy's power. There can be no alter-
native. A workable deterrent will cause a would-be aggressor to
hesitate, particularly if he Lnows in advance that he thereby not only
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. exposes those particular forces he uses for aggression, but he also
deprives his other assets of 'sanctuary' status." Radford emphasized
that "if the Armed Forces of the Soviet Union committed aggression
in force against this or that mation to whom we were tied in a
collective securitZ arrangement. . . . this would be the beginning
of World War I1I."438

¥ * %* %

According to one observer the majority of Air Force officers
appeared to be strongly in favor of the military strategy of massive
retaliation.49 "History may show," stated Air Force magazine, "'that
the 'massive retaliation policy' of the Eisenhower Administration
marked the turning point in the Free World's successive retreats and
indecisive stalemates in dealing with the onrushing tide of aggressive
Communism."30 Writing as Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force,
General White described the new national security policy as being a
policy of ''realism.” "We have recognized,' he thought, "that our
atomic weapon developments form the only effective counter to the
over-whelming mobilized manpower of the Soviet. Our Air Force with
its ability to deliver nuclear weapons has been recognized as an
instrument of national policy.'" White noted that the air power con-
cept was not new-=he recallec¢ that farsighted men such as Douhet,
Mitchell, Arnold, Lindbergh, Slessor, Seversky, and Orvil Anderson
had voiced the concept--but he remarked that Y“recent acceptance of

. these truths has been the result of startling advances in the power
of modern weapons.'Sl

Already engaged in the winter of 1954~55 in writing a pioneer
book on American military doctrine, Brigadier General Dale 0. Smith
believed that Secretary Dulles' statement of the massive retaliatory
policy was a "bolder and more confident step" which echoed the words
of the late General Vandenberg, who had said: "Air power alone does
not guarantee America's security, but I believe it best exploits the
nation's greatest assets--our technical skill."3Z When it was
published in May 1956, Smith's U.S. Military Doctrine, A Study and
Appraisal, pointed out that the massive retaliation policy did not
visualize air power as an exclusive or self-sufficient means of
vietory. President Eisenhower had emphasized that there would still
be a need for effective land, amphibious, anti-submarine, and other
forces. '"The decision,' Smith wrote, "is not an all air-power
decision by any means but merely a decision to emphasize air in this
age as the fulerum for our military policy.'" He nevertheless hoped
and expected that the national policy of exploiting air power--
arrived at "through long and sometimes halting evolution of doctrine,
and through exhaustive study and debate among experts in every field
of the military art'"-~- would result in the elimination of the old
tendency "to build three self-sufficient services, each plamming to
win a war with different doctrines."33
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While Air Force officers were said to have regarded the New Look
and massive retaliation as being "a major, strategic reorientation
toward war,' the implementation of the policy into strategy seemed
none too certain. Taking a clue from Smith's belief that armed
service doctrines evolved upward and with general acceptance became
Ynational policy,' Colonel Paul C. Droz remarked that the executive
policy of the New Look appeared to have "preceded rather than stemmed
from plans and doctrine." % Colonel Wendell E. Carter pointed up
this same observation: "While some observexrs conclude that the dominant
nature of air power has now been recognized in mnational policy," he
wrote, "it is relatively certain that the wisdom of this decision
(if it has in fact been made) has not fully percolated down to all
the subordinates who contribute to plamming activities., It is
significant, too, that the national policy was set by the President
on his own initiative and was not the result of the unanimous advice
of his military advisers. This may have put the lid on the pot, but
it is doubtful that the fire has been turned off under the bouilla-
baisse=-~or that it will be until the services have a more nearly
common viewpoint, "2

2, Air Force Thinking on Counterforce and Air Power

In his commentary on the meaning of the New Look to the Air Force,
General White asserted that the startling advances in the destructive
power of air weapons bad accentuated old truths: air forces must be
combat ready; must have central direction in order to complemeni
each other (even the best air force, if divided or compartmented,
would be vulnerable to piecemeal destruction); must have a capability
to inflict instant, effective retaliatory punishment upon an aggressor;
and must remain uncompromised in their ability to exercise a wide
variety of persuasive actions. White asserted that hostile air foxces
would always be the primary concern and priority target of the total
U.S. air forces.”® By 1953 General LeMay also believed that the
Soviet nuclear delivery capabilities demanded that the Air Force
should return to its old doctrines. Before 1950, when the Soviets
had no atomic stockpile, LeMay had been willing to 'violate the
principles of war and forget about the rulebook and go about leisurely
destroying their war potential or taking on any other task that seemed
desirable at the time."™ By 1953, however, the Soviets had an atomic
stockpile plus a growing delivery capability and LeMay accordingly
concluded: "We have to go back to the rulebook and the principles of
war and fight the air battle first, which means that we must as
quickly as possible destroy their capability of doing damage to us. "57
In a landwark speech, which drew very little attention when it was
delivered in February 1954, General Twining stated: '"We can now aim
directly to disarm an enemy rather than to destyoy him as was so aften
necessary in wars of the past,'28

Even though the Air Force leaders believed that Soviet air-atomic
capabilities had merely served to return Air Force thinking to its
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O old doctrines, the new Soviect capabilities nevertheless demanded
changes in air strategy and especially in the missioms of the
Strategic Air Command. At a session of the USAF Board of Review
for Tactical Operations in September 1949, Major Gemeral David M.
Schlatter had observed: '"Our Strategic Air Command isn't any more a
strategic air command than my aunt's foot. It is our striking force.”
He argued further that the Strategic Air Command would have "to help
the soldier dig in in Europe and hold on to territory against the
forward Russian divisions." Speaking in June 19533, General Vandenberg
told a Senate subcommittee: *"'"The proper role of air forces is to
destroy the enemy's industrial potential.'” On further questioning,
however, he stated that the Strategic Air Command would have to
cover all the installations from which the Soviets could launch an
air-atomic attack against the United States and then it would have
two priority missioms: to destroy the enemy's industrial potential
and "to save the friendly ground forces that are already in contact
with the enemy."60 As outlined by General LeMay, the mission assigned
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff required the Strategic Air Command to
prevent an enemy mation from launching an atomic attack against the
United States, to retard the massing and launching of Soviet ground
forces, and systematically to destroy hostile war-sustaining
resources,

At the time that the Joint Chiefs directed that the Strategic Air
Command would assist theater forces by retarding Soviet advances,

. the Strategic Air Command found it difficult to target specific
objectives. Some of the Soviet forces would be moving, and aircraft
would have to search for them prior to making attacks. Planning for
the retardation mission became even more complex early in 1952 when
the Joint Chiefs of Staff began to allocate nuclear weapons to the
unified theater commanders for employment by naval air forces and
theater air forces. Recognizing this problem, the Joint Chiefs
directed the Air Force to establish a jointly-staffed war room in the
Pentagon and joint coordination centers in appropriate theaters of
operations, the purpose of these centers being to forward information
on targets scheduled for nuclear attack to the war room where duplica-
tions might be moted and theoretically eliminated. Joint coordina-
tion centers were established in the Far East and in Europe during
1952: manmmed by Strategic Air Command persommel, SAC Zebra in Europe
and SAC Xray in the Far East served both as coordination centers and
as advance command posts to control an emergency war plan employment
of Strategic Air Command forces in support of theater commanders.
Under existing ground rules as many as four commanders were found to
be scheduling atomic attacks against the same target. It was thought,
however, that in case of a war the joint coordination centers would
be able to spread the word when a target was attacked, thus halting
duplicative attacks.®?2 As long as all prospective nuclear targets
were within the Soviet Union the simple coordination procedure
appeared workable, but the situation rapidly began to get out of hand
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when the New Look greatly loozened planning for the employment of .
the ever-growing atomic stockpile in limited as well as general wars,63

Speaking in November 1953, Ex-Secretary Thomas K. Finletter
voiced the opinion that the Air Force needed to revise its '‘con-
sideration constantly away from the old anti-industry concept of the
SAG operations and . . . make it an anti-~force operation.,” When
he published Power and Policy in the summer of 1954, Finletter
again argued that the "old counter-industry concept for the Strategic
Air Command should be given up. There should be substituted for it
what may be called the front-to-rear concept. Under this concept
all targets from the enemy's fromt lines, through his communication
and supply lines, his airfields and storage, back to and including
the sources of production and governmental direction would be the
objective of Atomic-Alr's attack. In the time of atomic plenty there
will be enough bombs to do all this. . . . The first emphasis would
be on the enemy's atomic air, on the fields, installations, planes
and missiles from which his atomic attack on us would come. Once
these are destroyed the emphasis would shift to the obliteration of
the enemy's military forces, his industry, and his ability to function
as an organized state."

In a review of Finletter's book, T. F. Walkowicz, a member of the
USAF Scientific Advisory Board, agreed that mounting Soviet air-
atomic capabilities were making the Soviet Air Force rather than the
Soviet economy the priority enemy target in the event of a war.066
In a major article published in February 1955 under the title of .
"Counter~Force Strategy," Walkowicz presented what he considered to
be a comprehensive thesis on nueclear warfare, He reasoned that the
possession of nuclear air weapons by both prospective combatants
had rendered obsolete any idea of using a mobilization base in war:
either the United States or the U,S.S.R. would win or lose a war
with forces already on hand at the outset of hostilities. Since
the United States and the Soviet Union each possessed combat ready
forces able to destroy each other, a counter-economy strategy in the
sense of bombing cities or factories was impracticable. The United
States, however, held a substantial advantage in its possession of a
larger stockpile and a wide variety of atomic air weapon systems.
Walkowicz therefore urged that the United States should give priority
emphasis to the development of both the Strategic Air Command and
theater air forces and that nuclear weapons and delivery systems
should be directed primarily against Soviet air forces and other
enemy forces in being. "As our counter-force capability becomes
really formidable," Walkowicz wrote, "the U.S. will have both the
option of choosing and the initiative of anmouncing a policg to
employ nuclear weapons primarily against military targets.'o7
Finletter called Walkowicz's article "a fine contribution to think-
ing on this all-important subject."68

Both Finletter and Walkowicz emphasized the military reasons for
a counterforce strategy, but Richard S. lLeghorn, an Air Force reserve
officer who had returned to civilian status after a tour in the Air
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. Force Office of Development Planning, advanced the humanitarian
aspects of a counterforce strategy. 1In an article "No Need to Bomb
Cities to Win War, A New Counter-Force Strategy for Air Warfare"
published in January 1955, Leghorn proposed that the United States
might unilaterally renounce H~bomb and A-bomb attacks against cities,
unless in retaliation for mass-effects weapons employed by the Soviets
against free world cities. If the United States or its allies were
attacked with conventional armies, the United States would punish
the aggressor by directing tactical nuclear weapons against hostile
attacking units in the battle zone and enemy military installations
in immediate rear areas, including air bases supporting the aggressiom.
If the United States or its allies were attacked with nuclear weapons,
the United States would employ nuclear weapons to destroy the enemy's
nuclear stockpiles and delivery capabilities.69 Leghorn described
his proposals as a 'counter~force' strategy, but his plan to limit
nuclear weapons to battlefield targets fell rather neatly into the
definition of what Rear Admiral Sir Anthony W. Buzzard, British
Royal Navy (Retired) would conceive to be "graduated deterrence."
Buzzard proposed to return nuclear war to the tactical battlefield
and to avoid strategic nuclear attacks against towns and cities
unless such proved to be absolutely essential.’/0

Air Force leaders found much that was acceptable in the proposed
counterforce strategy. Writing in the winter of 1954-55, Colonel
Robert C. Richardson III, Air Member to the NATO Standing Group in

. Washington, suggested that at the outset of hostilities nuclear-
armed adversaries would direct their blows against ''quick pay-off"
target systems such as combat formations of all arms and services.
General LeMay emphasized that the Strategic Air Command's primary
war mission would be the enemy's air-atomic capability. "I think,"
LeMay said, Y"it is generally conceded by all military personnel in
this day and age, you must win the air power battle, gain air
superiority, before you can conduct any other type of military
operation."72 Major General John Samford, Air Force Director of
Intelligence, was frankly skeptical about any proposal to make direct
attacks against the psychological strength of the enemy: he knew mo
way in which target plammers could estimate the effect of direct
attacks against an enemy's will to wage war and he favored attacks
against hostile military and industrial targets where effects of
destruction could be better predicted and the_results of incremental
reductions could be more accurately measured.’/3 There was general
agreement in the Air Force that a future war would allow little or
no time for mobilization. The Air Materiel Command accepted the
policy that the decisive phase of a future general war would be the
first 90 days and that hostilities could begin at any hour. "It
is one of the temets of modern warfare," LeMay wrote, "that the
decision in tomorrow's conflict will be reached using only the forces
in being at the outset. ., . . Today, shooting wars are won or lost
before they start. If they are fought at all, they will bz fought
principally to confirm which side has won at the outset.'/% As a
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second priority to the counter-air strikes, the Strategic Air Command .
planned to support theater commanders in retarding the advance of
Soviet ground forces. In this retardation task, LeMay planmed to
deliver weapons of a theater's choosing against targets the theater
commander wanted destroyed.

Even though much of the counterforce strategy was acceptable,
the Air Force was as yet unable to accept such an undertaking in
all its details. Mindful that a major reason for the assignment of
theater-support missions to the Strategie¢ Air Command in 1950 had
been caused by the fact that the large and scarce atomie weapons of
that time could be transported only by strategic bombers, General
Weyland believed that as tactical aircraft gained atomic capabilities
the primary responsibility of the Strategic Air Command should be for
attacks on basic sustaining resources, industries, and facilities
essential for the prosecution of war and that the Tactical Aixr Com-
mand and the theater air forces ought to be 'responsible for attacks
on enemy gilitary forces and materials in being, en route to or in
battle," Although the Strategic Air Cémmand would remain responsible
for an important portion of the retardation objective, the targets
scheduled for attack under the retaxdation objective were somewhat
less than counterforce seemed to contemplate. The Strategic Air
Command also planned systematically to destroy the enemy's war-
sustaining resources as a third-priority objective. '"Here,!" said a
SAC spokesman, "we go after their steel plants, their heavy industry,
and the goods of war will be destroyed so that they canmot fight."
This third-priority task, moreover, would be accomplished virtually .
simultaneously with the’ hlgher priority tasks, since the Strategic Air
Command (unlike the naval and theater air forces which would retain
some reserve of muclear weapons) was committed to an immediate salvo
of its nuclear stockpile as soon as possible after H-hour. Operational
concerns had another important effect on the Strategic Air Command's
target planning: many common denomipator targets fell within several
of the target categories and numerous separate targets werc commonly
found in the immediate vicinity of population centers. By increasing
the size of the weapon delivered, the Strategic Air Command would be
able to destroy a number of separate targets with one successful
sortie, thus attaining a "bonus effect' from a single larger weapon.
At least two other reasons were given for the Air Force's early
hesitation about accepting counterforce as a strategy, The counter-
force concept posed a requirement for a very large number of nuclear
weapons and delivery wvehicles--many more than ghe Air Forece had pro-
grammed or cculd reasomably expect to obtain. The counterforce
concept also demanded an accurate identification and location of
Soviet forces prior to H-hour. As of mid-1956 the Air Force did not
yet have intelligence or reconnaissance capabilities that could pro-
vide such exact Information.’? To the Air Force the counterforce
strategy appeared hasically sound and worth planning for, but it
could not be immediately accepted in all of its details.

k3 9t * % .
!
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. The strategic requirements of the New Look--especially instant
reaction to aggression and the corollary concept of instant readiness--
touched off an active discussion on the need for the proper under-
standing of the characteristics of "air power." As has been seen,
Brigadier General Mitchell in the early days of American aviation
had defined air power as ''the ability to do something in or through
the air." Following this same dynamic definition, the Air Corps
Tactical School had taught: "The air power of a natiom is its capacity
to conduct air operations; specifically, the power which a nation is
capable of exerting by means of its air forces. . . . Ailr power
is measured by the immediate ability of a nation to engage effectively
in air warfare."0 While early air thibkers generally identified air
power with the air striking force, the emphasis on an aviation
industrial mobilization base in the early 1940's led to a broadened
definition of air power which was provided in Seversky's Victory
Through Air Power. Being as he later said "a Navy man by education,'
Seversky adapted Admiral Mahan's classic definition of "'sea power"
for his own purposes. "I automatically said," Seversky recollected,
"that air power means everything. The airplanes, the industries,
the men, the materials, everything that produces the power in the
air or power to navigate in the air constitutes air power."8l At
the end of World War II General Arnold accepted this broad definition
of air power, and in 1955 Air Force Manual 1-2, United States Air
Force Basic Doctrine, stated: "The term ‘'air power' embraces the
entire aviation capacity of rhe United States."82

. This broad definition of air power was accepted within the
Department of Defense. When he justified reductions in the Air Force
in June 1953, Secretary Wilson said that the Air Force's wing strength
was only "a segment of our air power: and asserted that if Navy and
Marine air strengths were taken into consideration the "over-all
air power" of the nation totalled 152 wings.33 Disputing Wilson's
reasoning, General Vandenberg argued that naval alr units were com-
mitted to a mission of contrclling the seas and would not be avail-
able to assist with alr missions until primary naval functions were
accomplished. '"Tn other words," Vandenberg said, 'when the bell
rings you would not, in my opinion, count upon the Navy to carry
out its primary mission if, at the same time, it is required to help
the Air Force carry out its own primary mission.”84 1In December
1953, however, Admiral Radford defined national air power as includ-
ing the Air Force, Navy aviation, Marine Corps aviation, Army aviation,
and "the tremendous aircraft industry and civil air transportation
systems of the United States.'85

Believing that the New Look concept of air power as manifest in
the fiscal year 1955 defense budget was only "an optical illusion--
the same old numbers racket," Seversky began to change his mind about
his definition of air power. In an article published in April 1954,
he pointed out that from its share of the defense appropriations the
Air Force "mot only has toc build an Air Force to fulfill its primary
mission to destroy the enemy and to protect the continental United
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States, but it also has to build an enormous tactical air force,
and transport and cargo planes in support of and for use by our Army."
Seversky now maintained that aviation designed to support the Army
should be budgeted to the Army. ''Just aviation--an amorphous mass
of aireraft, no matter how large, no matter how useful it may be to
the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps--if it is not designed to win and
maintain command of the air," he wrote, "does not comstitute air
power."8® In an article prepared in July 1954 for the American
Peoples Encyclopedia, Seversky wrote: YAir power is the ability of
a nation to assert its will via the air medium. . . . Only when an
aircraft is designed to assist and increase the efficiency of the
ailr forece in its task of establishing command of the air is it an
instrument of air power."37 In an amplification of this article
for Air Force magazine, Seversky asserted that a lack of basic
understanding of what constituted military air power was the root
of the confusion reigning in the national defense effort. '"The
scope of the Air Force's mission," he maintained, "must be fully
understood if our country is to shake off the curse of the present
antiquated philosophy of balanced forces strategy.'"88

Believing that the real meaning of alr power was getting lost im
a maze of diverse definitions, Alr Force thinkers attempted to pro-
vide a definition that would be natiomally acceptable. In the Air
War College Evaluation Staff, Colonels Page and Roussel prepared an
article which defined air power in terms of the doctrine that air
power was an entity. In this frame of reference they thought of air
power as "those military forces . . . which are employed and directed
as a single instrument by the military agency charged primarily with
the responsibility for conducting operations through the air." They
defined "military auxiliary aviation' as being "composed of those
products of the natiomal air capacity which are diverted or with-
drawn from the air power total for the primary purpose of conducting
land or sea operations under the military agencies charged with those
responsibilities." They concluded: '"Unlike air power, military
auxiliary aviation is invariably confined in its use to support of
operations which have definite land and sea boundaries.'89 Taking
a semantic shortcut, Professor Leach abruptly defined "United States
air power . . . as the United States Air Force." ¢ When he appeared
before Senator Symington's committee which was investigating air
power in April 1956, General LzMay did not define air power but he
stated that intelligence indicated that the Soviets would possess
more long-range jet bombers than the United States by 1958-60.
"now," he stated, 'we are drifting into coordinating our tactics and
weight of effort, timing of things, and that sort, and we are drift-
ing towards what we airmen have maintained all along, to fight an
air power battle requires a single commander." LeMay urged that a
single air commander would be required in order to achieve the
“primary single goal of destroying Soviet air power.'91

The new definitions of air power were not acceptable to other
national leaders. Admiral Carney stated: "Air power is not a
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. compartmented thing peculiar to any one agency; it is needed by the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Gorps for the accomplishment of
their assigned roles and missions; it is needed to expedite the
business of other governmental agencies, or industry, and of the
population at large.“92 Speaking pointedly in response to LeMay's
testimony on 4 May, President Eisenhower discounted the charge that
the United States was lagging behind the Soviet Union. 'We have,"
he told reporters, ''the most powerful Navy in the world. . . and it
features one thing, airpower. . . . Now we have got a tremendous alr-
power, a mobile air power, in the sea forces."93 Preferring to
speak about deterrent power rather than air power, Secretary Wilsen
stated that Yprimary detexrrent power" rested in the Strategic Air
Command, but he emphasized that this force was supplemented by
Yatomic capable aireraft with carrier task forces constantly deployed
overseas; the atomic bombing capability of aircraft of our tactical
air forces deployed overseas and ever on the alert; and the atomic
capability of our surface-to-surface guided missile and artillery
units also deployed overseas."?* When questioned on these matters
by the Symington committee in July, General Twining conceded that
naval aircraft could make a valuable contribution to the air power
battle, provided carrier air attacks were possible against Soviet
airfield targets immediately after a war's begirming and were
coordinated with Air Force attacks. He pointed out, however, that
the Navy had important primary control of the sea missioms, that no
one could be sure where naval carriers would be physically located

. or what targets their planes would be prepared to strike immediately
after H-~hour. For those reasons, Twining asserted that "the strategic
air force has to be just as big, just as strong, and just as ready
regardless of this Navy contribution on these targets I am talking
about, "

After considering this course of efforts to define air power,
the Air War College Evaluation Staff offered a moxre cohesive
definition early in 1957. "Air power," it said, "is the hard core
of any modern defense organization. It comprises those military
resources, together with their effective command, control and
employment, which enable a nation to use the air for its own purpose
and to deny its effective use to the enemy.' Given effective com-
mand and control that recognized the unitary nature of global air
warfare, the Evaluation Staff's definition was broad enough to
include Army antiaircraft defense as well as Navy air defemse and
aviation resources.9¢ Emphasizing a dynamic and inclusive concept
af air power, Major General James Ferguson, Air Force Director of
Requirements, wrote in April 1958: "Air power is the total of elements
needed to apply force in the appropriate degree. 1t is offensive,
defense, reconnaissance, transport. It is general thermonuclear
offensive, limited nuclear and conventional war, police action, or
perhaps a show of force. 1t is deterrence and, if deterrence should
fail, it is destruction of the aggressor."7 Speaking to the
National Press Club on 29 November 1937, however, General White

. declared that the U.S5. Air Force was "synonymous with airpower.”
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"Just as our Army and its soldiers are synonymous with land warfare .
and the Navy and its sailors with sea battles,’ he said, ''so are
the USAF and its airmen synonymous with airx warfare."?8 1In April
1958 Major General Jacob E. Smart, the Air Force Assistant Vice
Chief of Staff, reiterated this same position that the National
Defense Act of 1947 had established the U.S. Air Force as the service
representing 'the primary airpower strength of the nation."? At
the Alr War College, Major General Robert F. Tate nevertheless pre-
ferred the larger definition of air power. "I think we must," he
said, "whether we like it or not, acknowledge that air power if
properly used does 1lie in the Nav& as well as in the Air Force, and
perhaps eventually in the Army.''100

Although the discussions of air power appeared academic, the
emphasis placed on the unitary nature of national air power stimu-
lated thought about the Internal organization of the Air Force.
While Air Force doctrine had accepted the fact that air units might
be placed under diverse air commanders to simplify span of control,
it nevertheless emphasized that air power must not be compartmented
but must be wielded 2s a unitary force for the prosecution of the
global air battle.l0l In view of the increasing Soviet air atomic
threat and the requirement for unitary command and control of air
power, there was a question as Lo whether the Strategic Air Command
and the Tactical Air Command ought to continue to be separate
establishments. As early as March 1953, Brigadier General James
Ferguson suggested that the Air Force was not entirely without blame
for prevalent compartmentations of air power. "We have permitted," .
he pointed out, "internal segregation or partition of air power at
a time when technological developments least warrant,such action.
By such partition we invite the wedge which will split apart such
aircraft assigned to TAC for special use as long range artillery at
a time when this tactical portion of our air force may very well
play an important role in the strategic mission."l02 "As has been
seen, Finletter proposed in Power and Policy the need for a merger
of all atomic-air units under a single command which he thought
might be called the "Strategic~Tactical Air Command" or simply
"STAC. rllog

In the postwar years when no hostile nation had possessed air
capabilities sufficient to destroy the United States, General LeMay
had been willing to believe that the United States 'could afford
the luxury of devoting a substantial portion of our Air Force effort
to support of ground forces." '"The maintenance of part of our force
as close support posed mo grave risk,” he thought, "because the enemy
didn't have the capability to destroy us. He couldn't initiate an
effective air offensive blow against us because he couldn't mount
one." By 1956, however, LeMay considered that the Soviets possessed
aircraft and weapons capable of inflicting atomic devastation on the
United States. Under these conditions, he said: "Offensive air
power must mow be aimed at preventing the launching of weapons of
mass destruction against the United States or its Allies. This
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transcends all other considerations because the price of failure may
be paid with national survival.®104 Based on this strategic estimate,
LeMay was apparently not adverse to the Army's attempts to increase
its own organic supporting firepower. In June 1956 the new Army
Chief of Staff, Gemeral Maxwell D. Taylor, stated that "the trend
will be toward the substitution of the missile, the Army-controlled
missile, for what we call close support of groumd forces." 02> 1In a
directive on roles and missions issued on 26 November 1956, Secretary
Wilson authorized the Army to develop surface-to-surface missiles
with ranges up to 200 miles, At an Air Force Commanders Conference
in January 1957, LeMay considered that Wilson's directive was an
emancipation of the Tactical Air Command inasmuch as it visualized,
as LeMay saw it, that 'the firepower necessary for close support in
the confines of the combat zone can and should be provided by
velatively short range weapon systems organic to the Army." He
accordingly recommended that the time had come to reorganize all of
the offensive elements of the Air Force into an "Air Offensive
Command'" under a single air commander. 'With contrxol of our air
forces piecemealed throughout the world," he warned, "we need lose
only in one area to insure the destruction of cur own country. . . .
Whether we choose to recognize it or not, SAC and TAC are bedfellows.
As a matter of top priority, for reasons of mnational survival, they
must deter together through their ability to defeat Communist air
power together." Given a combination of the Strategic and Tactical
Air Commands, LeMay thought that the Air Force could more logically
. "take a united stand in pursuit of its ultimate objective of achiev-
ing unified control of all air offemnsive forces, regardless of
service, under a single air commander."106
Y1 have stressed the indivisibility of air power and the necessity
of centralized control of air resources," said General Weyland after
assunming command of the Tactical Air Command in 1954, "as much as
any man alive.'" From his headquarters at Langley Air Force Base,
Weyland set out to develop the Tactical Air Command into a "jack of
all trades" element of offensive air power as well as a supporting
force for surface operations. The strategic air forces and the
tactical air forces appeared to him to be an offensive fighting
capability which would be applied against a hostile target spectrum
comprising "an unbroken chain from field, mine, and forest to the
battle area." Speaking of the target spectrum, he explained: '"There
is no sharp line of demarcation, there is a desirable area of overlap,
and, by close coordination strategic and tactical air forces can and
do complement and assist each other without duplication of effort."107
In spite of these beliefs, Weyland took a firm stand against LeMay's
“"'single offensive force" concept. He favored a single service that
would integrate the offensive capabilities of 211 the services, thus
permitting a "single-uniform" military force to exploit the national
air capabilities, but he did not expect to see such a single service
mature in his time. Under existing command oxrganization, theater
commanders had legitimate area responsibilities in which theater air
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forces assumed major importance, both for general war and for con-
tingencies short of general wawx. Unless the Air Force was prepared .
to risk the danger that forces of the Strategic Air Command might

be placed under theater control, Weyland argued that the Air Force

must proceed very cautiously teoward amalgamating tactical and

strategic air forces., "We must face, too,'" he continued, "the

inalterable fact that the forces of the Strategic Air Command are

dedicated to a single and influzible purpose--the prosecution of an

all-out war. Their people and their equipment simply are not capable

of or familiar with the many contingencies which may arise short of

that general conflict."” Weyland favored the establishment of a

single commander with authority to control or cooxdinate worldwide

tactical air resources, and he thought that many of the advantages
supposedly inherent in a single offensive air commander could be

attained through the establishrent of a single centralized authority

to direct targeting and to coordinate the timing of all air strikes

in case of a general wax.

In offering his proposal for an "Air Offensive Command" General
LeMay assumed that the Army would be quick to develop surface-to-
surface missiles and to undertake i1ts own close-support and inter-
diction efforts. Despite General Taylor's remarks, however, the
Army would follow a very cautious approach designed to insure that
Air Force support capabilities would be only gradually reduced as
Army missile capabilities increased.109 The growth of Army missile
power would be cited as a justification for reducing the strength of
the Tactical Air Command, but the Army would not arrive at an .
organic missile strength that would permit it to dispense with tacti-
cal air support. LeMay had also assumed that the missions of the
Strategic Air Command and the Tactical Air Command were becoming
increasingly congruous, but forces were already in the making that
would demand that the Strategic Air Command would be almost entirely
committed to the deterrence of general war while the Tactiecal Air
Command would be developed as a gemeral purpose force., Instead of
moving together, the missions of the Tactical Air Command and the
Strategic Air Command would become more widely separated. Although
unable to agree to the integration of its own forces to the degree
contemplated by General LeMay, the Air Force would continue to work
for a higher degree of unification of the Armed Services.

3. Air Force Positions on Nuclear Stalemate gnd Limited War

"Air power,'" General Vandenberg stataed in June 1947, "is a power
for peace in the uncertain world of today--if air supremacy rests in
the right hands."10 In the late 1940's and early 1950's, Air Force
leaders were said to be well agreed that American air weapons had to
be clearly superior to an enemy's weapons and that the best assurance
against the outbreak of war was the ability to win such a war.

Looking toward the long-term future in 1953, President Eisenhower
attached great importance to the role of military power in maintaining
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. the peace of the world, "This power,'" Eisenhower emphasized, 'is
for our own defense and to deter aggression. We shall not be
aggressors, but we and our Allies have and will maintain a massive
capability to strike back.'112

On a visit to the United States the summer before his retirement

as Chief of the Air Staff of the Royal Air Force in December 1952,
Air Marshal Slessor recalled the hundred years of Pax Brittanica
that had rested on the power of British naval forces and visualized
the establishment of a Pax Atlantica based on air power. "I believe
the stability of the world," he said, "can be preserved just as
surely as it was between Waterloo and Sarajevo. And this time it
will rest on airpower--largely, but not exclusively, American Air-
power." Slessor repeated these ideas in a series of talks on the
Britishk Broadcasting Corporation early in 1954, and in May 1954
Air Force magazine published an article by him entitled "Has the
H-Bomb Aboclished Total War?" 1In this article Slessor asserted that
total war waged with thermonuclear weapons "would amount virtually to
mutual suicide." Reasoning from the premise that to win a war meant
to create 'world conditions more favorable for oneself than would
have been possible if there had nmot been a war," Slessor concluded:
"The world may take courage and hope from the faet that there is
today not the slightest chance of anyone winning a war on that
definition. . . . What has now happened is that total war has been
abolished in the only possible way--it has abolished itself, now that
new ultimate weapons of atomic and thermonuclear power are in the

. hands of both potential antagonists." Slessor reasoned that the
United States and Great Britain could not afford '"to neglect the
defensive altogether,'" that they would have to ''glve the mecessary
priority to a striking force, mot vastly superior in strength to
anything that anyone else has, but strong enough to do the job and
efficient enough to put the weapon down where we want to, if we have
to," and that they would require "the ability to deal in a limited
way with limited emergencies wherever and whenever they may arise."
e can take it as a foregome conclusion,' he predicted in & look at
the future, "that our opponents, having deduced that it would be too
costly to overwhelm us by direct assault, will take every opportunity
to turn or undermine our defenses by other means. We must look for-
ward to a difficult era of what may be described as termite warfare--
subversion, infiltration, and the exploitation of rebellion; fishing
in the troubled waters of immature mationalism, of misgovernment and
gocial inequalities in new states still in a rudimentary stage of
political development, of religious hatreds and economic disequilibrium;
and, almost certainly, other minor aggressions on the Korean model. ., . .
The function of atomic airpower will be the big stick in the background,
to keep these affairs from spreading--to prevent the minor tactical
episode from developing into the mortal threat."113

The concept of Ynuclear stalemate" caught on rapidly in Great

Britain and spread to the United States. The British military com~
mentator J. F. C. Fuller agreed that the hydrogen bomb had "bereft
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organized international war of its political significance." "With
the advent of the hydrogen bomb," stated Air Chief Marshal Sir
Fhillip Joubert, "it would appear that the human race must abandon
war as an instrument of policy or accept the possibility of total
destruction." 8peaking to Parliament on 1 March 1955, Prime Minister
Churchill predicted: "In three to four years' time. . . the Soviets
will probably stand possessed of hydrogen bombs and the means of
delivering them not only on the United Kingdom but also on North
American targets. . . . It does not follow, however, that the risk
of war will then be greater. Indeed, it is arguable that it will be
less, for both sides will then realize that global war would result
in mutual annihilation."ll4 1In the United States, the scientist Dr.
Robert A, Oppenheimer coined the simile that war between thermonuclear
powers would be equivalent to a battle to the dezath between two
scorpions in a bottle. '"No great war can ever again be won,' said
Dr, Vannevar Bush; "it can only end with the partial or complete
anmihilation of both contestants.'l13 In October 1955 Secretary of
the Air Force Donald A, Quarles referred to the creation of '"a
stalemate through deterrent strength" as being, ''paradoxically, our
best hope for peace." Secretary Wilson observed in January 1956:
"I assure you that in my opinion everybody is going to lose in the
next war, . . . The hope of the world that by having a stalemate
long enough sensible men of good will throughout the world could try
to get some formula for establishing peace in the world."ll

At first the concept of "nuclear stalemate" was thought to be &
condition that would have some possible benefit to the United States,
but with the passing of time some defense analysts began to promote
the idea that a condition of finely-balanced "mutual deterrence”
would be very advantageous to the whole world. In 1959 Professor
Oskar Morgenstern advanced the idea that it would be beneficial to
maintain a nuclear stalemate, even by the expedient of strengthening
Soviet forces by weakening U.S. power, '"In order to preserve a
nuclear stalemate,' Morgenstern wrote, "it is necessary for both sides
to possess invulnerable retaliatory forces. . . . In view of modern
technology of speedy weapons delivery from any point on earth to any
other, it is in the interest of the United States for Russia to have
an invulnerable retaliatory force and vice versa,"l1/ a study pre-
pared by James E. King, Jr., Paul H. Nitze, and Arnold Wolfers of the
Washington Center of Foreign Policy Research recommended: "On the
assumption that steps will be taken toe create a workable alternative
to U.S. strategic deterrence of the less provocative forms of Sino-
Soviet aggression, the United States should pursue a policy aimed at
increasing the stability of the strategic equation by unilateral
action, by the encouragement of reciprocal action, and by an arms
control poliecy directed at strategic stability."l ®  Another civilian
analyst, Herman Kahn, suggested: "We must not look too dangerous to
the enemy. . . . We do not want to make him so unhappy and distraught
that he will be tempted to end his anxieties by the use of drastic
alternatives.”
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With the apparent exception of Secretary Quarles, Air Force
thinkers were quite skeptical of the existence of a condition of
huclear stalemate." Seeking to determine Air Force requirements
under the New Look, an Air War College Evaluation Staff analysis
completed in April 1954 held that the objective of deterring all~out
war demanded a continuing ability to deliver nuclear weapons to the
heart of the Soviet Union. The effectiveness of a deterrent would
be proportionate to amn enemy's conviction that the air capability
would inflict unacceptable damage upon him and that he could not
deny the capability by affecting an air-tight defense system, making
a technological breakthrough in offensive weapons (such as an inter-
continental missile), blackmailing America's allies, sabotaging or
subverting American bases, or by making an effective surprise attack
against U.S. offensive air forces. 20 In another study issued in
April 1955 the Air War College Evaluation Staff acknowledged that
deterrence was a composite of moral, economic, political, as well
as military capabilities and that all military strengths--whether
land, sea, or air--had some deterrent effect, but it asserted that
deterrence of an enemy was primarily 'the ability to retaliate
against the heart and core of his nation--a capability held securely
in the hands of invulnerable force--that will cause him to fear the
consequences of any aggression he might initiate."l

Appearing before Senator Symington's "Study of Air Power'' com-
mittee in April 1956, Gemeral LeMay presented the Strategic Air
Command's definition of deterrence. "A deterrent force,' he said,
"is one that is large enough and efficient enough that no matter
what the ememy does, either offensively or defensively, he will still
receive a quantity of bombs or explosive force that is more than he
is willing to accept . . . . A deterrent force is an effective nuclear
offensive force which is secure from destruction by the enemy regard-
less of what offensive and defensive action he takes against it.

The striking force is considered effective if it can still inflict
unacceptable damage on the enemy.'"122 TFrom testimony such as this,
the Symington committee concluded: "o be safe, we must have strategic
airpower of sufficient strength to absorb any surprise attack and,
even after suffering the heavy damage incident to such an attack, be
able to retaliate." Gemeral Twining agreed with this conclusion. 12
Tersely summing up a belief that deterrence was a "delicate balance

of terror,” RAND analyst Albert J. Wohlstetter concluded: "To deter
an attack means being able to strike back in spite of it. It means,
in other words, a capability to strike second. 12

Based upon their examinations of the nature and requirements of
a deterrent posture, Air Force leaders seriously questioned whether
a nuelear stalemate could exist and whether, if it could exist, it
would serve to eliminate general war. In April 1956, Brigadier
General Sidney F. Giffin, Vice Commandant of the Air War College,
remarked that "stalemate' described an end situation in the game of
chess in which neither of two opponents could win or lose. He con-
sidered the term inappropriate to a situaticn that should be described
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as a "precarious balance of pover" rhat might at any time be "tipped .
through the indifference or carelessness shown by one side or through
the maral or technological advances achieved by the other."L45
Expanding upon this same thems, Colonel Robert C. Richardson postu-
lated that in order to maintain a stalemate gituation '"both sides
must have stocks of atomic wespons and the means for their delivery
while at the same time lacking defenses capable of protecting their
vital areas from destruction by the enemy." If either side developed
"pay-off" defenses against air attack the stalemate would never tran-
spire. 1In view of the normal processes of evolution of weapon systems,
moreover, he thought it unlikely that an exact parity in weapoms,
delivery forces, or defenses would occur for any length of time or
endure for any length of time. "I suggest,' he concluded, "that the
so-called atomic ‘'stalemate' or 'stand-off' is more of a psychological
than a real deterrent, At best it is a cliche born of the natural
tendency to rationalize away the prospects of total atomic wax.'126
The fact that any effective nuclear stalemate would depend upon
the psychological value judgments of Soviet leaders and to a lesser
extent of the Soviet people was a cause for concern to Air Force
leaders. Gemeral Spaatz agreed that no right-thinking person would
initiate a nuclear war, but he added: "I do not agree that dictators
are in their vight mind. T am certain Hitler was not, so I do not
think we can assume that the Russians are going to have ., . . com-
pletely sensible people rumning them all the time.".27 Thie same
concern for Soviet motivations and capabilities caused General
Twining to describe the proposition that prospects of mutual suicide .
had abolished total war as "a dangerous fallacy." "We must recognize,"
he said, "the fact that total war is no less a potential threat today,
when both sides possess atomic weapons, than it was several years ago
when we alone had them.'128 1Ip ¢he spring of 1960, after becoming
Air Force Chief of Staff, Gemeral White described deterrence as
"what we hope to achieve through specific impact on the collective
mind of the Soviet leadership."129 .Believing this, White took »
"particular exception" to.the notion of "mutual deterrence,"” '"I.
cannot agree,' he said, "that the Soviet Union is trying to deter us.
Deterrence, as I see it, is a one-sided problem--it is ours,"130
Reasoning that no one could state what amount of destruction the
Soviets or Chinese Communists would be willing to accept, that the
Soviets had a tremendous advantage in their ability to make a first
strike, and that technological change made for very rapid fluctuations
in offensive and defensive capabilities, General Thomas S. Power,
the new Commander of the Strategic Air Command, added that "a tremen-
dous disservice. . . is rendered the American people when people say
there is a nuclear stalemate, . . . It is a very fluid situation,
We have the deterrent posture today. We can lose it tomorrow."131

* L0 % %
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In the autwm of 1953, the U.S. State Department's Policy Planning
Staff reportedly believed that the Army could have strengthened a case
against the dominant trend toward nuclear weapons by giving up the
idea of tailoring its forces for a large conventional war and instead
basing its argumentation on the more solid ground of preparing to
meet small wars.l32 In his massive retaliation address of 12 January
1954, Secretary Dulles did not peglect the matter of local defense:

1 ocal defenses," he said, "must be reinforced by the further deterrent
of massive retaliatory power.' In April 1954 he expanded the theme,
when he wrote: "To deter aggression, it is important to have the
flexibillity and the facilities which make various responses available.
In many cases, any open assault by Communist forces could only result
in starting a general war. But the free world must have the means

for responding effectively on a selective basis when 1t chooses.”133
Despite these statements, Dulles apparently did not believe that the
State Department could properly or competently advocate particular
military means or methods for implementing the national strategy--
this was the task of professional military plammers.

In the initial planning for force allocations under the New Look
General Ridgway rejected the image of limited war. ''The day when
wars had limited effects," he observed in the autumm of 1953, "is
past. . . . War, if it comes again, will be total in character.” 34
General Ridgway comsidered ''around 26 divisions" or approximately
1.3 million men to be a realistic strength for the Army, but New
Look planning visualized a reduction of the Army from its post-
Korean War stremgth of 1,540,000 persons and 19 divisions to a
strength of approximately 1,000,000 persons and such number of
divisions as cculd be effectively manned with this strength by the
end of fiscal year 1957. "Ridgway viewed the reduction of the Army
by one-third in some 30 months as "too fast and too drastic.'}35
Alarmed by events in Asia and Europe in April 1954, Secretary Wilson
indicated that a “soul-searching review'" of specific policies,
including the impending reduction of the Army from 19 to 17 divisionms,
was being undertaken. Actually the fiscal year 1955 budget originally
estimated that the Army would be cut to 1,102,000 persons by 30 June
1955, but conflict im Indochina caused the retention of a personnel
"oushion" and the Formosa Straits crisis of early 1955 delayed the
planned reduction a 1ittle longer. Late in 1954 the Eisenhower
administration sought to attain a balanced national budget in fiscal
year 1956 by accomplishing military force reductions previously
plammed for fiscal year 1957 a year earlier. Secretary Wilson took
the matter to President Eisenhower, with the Joint Chiefs present tO
argue their cases. According to Wilson, Ridgway wanted the Army to
have "a much bigger force.' The President authorized 35,000 more
persons for the services, and the Joint Chiefs divided the increment,
giving the Army 25,000, the Navy 7,000, and the Marines 3,000.1

Unlike the Army, the Navy had no difficulty implementing the New
Look. As early as November 1953, Rear Admiral Arleigh A. Burke, who
would become the Chief of Naval Operations in June 1955, pointed out
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that the Armed Services needed a new strategic concept to meet the .
divergent requirements of Ypreparation for vast retaliatory and
counteroffensive blows of global war and of preparation for the more
likely lesser military actions short of global war.”" Burke visualized
naval and air forces capable of coping with speeial situations and
the maintenance of "strategic reserve ground forces--not large--but
in a high degree of combat readiness--s0 trained--constituted and
equipped-~that they can move immediately into any area to support
Allied forces in those military actions which cannot be handled
solely by local forces supported by our Naval and Air Force.'137
The Navy was alerted early in 1954 during the Indochina crisis and
its aircraft carriers provided a backdrop of strength early in 1955
when the Chinese Communists brought pressure to bear against the
Taechen Islands.l In their force requiremenrs for fiscal year
1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff raised the Navy's requirement for
attack aircraft carriers from 14 to 15, without (as General Twining
noted) specifying what kind of carriers they would be or how large,
Early in 1956 Admirals Radford and Burke both pointed out that air~
craft carriers could project air power into areas of the world where
the United States had no airfields,l39 While Navy officers seldom
failed to stress the versatility of sea power in any type of war,
the Navy's concern was manifestly most intense on the problem of a
general war. In June 1956, Admiral Burke told the Symington com-
mittee that he did not believe that the Soviet leaders would initiate
general war, but he hastened to add: "At the same time, you can never .
count for sure on that. There may be an insane man who can persuade
his people to follow him."140 Admirail Burke also found it difficult
to determine just what amount of offensive air capability might be
necessary to deter Russia from general war,l

In making his assessment of Air Force requirements under the New
Look General Twining disagreed with those persons "who profess to
believe that the defense of the free world can be deployed against
atomic attack and at the same time concentrated to meet a World War
II type of offensive. . . . In the past it has been difficult enough
to impose a new strategy on top of an old strategy. To impose now
the old strategy on top of an old strategy on top of the new is out
of the question."l42 At an Air Force Commanders Conference in May
1954, however, General Weyland expressed the belief that the Com-
munists would never start a "brush-fire! war in an area where the
United States was prepared to conduct effective combat operatioms,
particularly tactical air operations. Pointing out that the V.S,
Ajir Forces in Europe and the Far East Air Forces were both committed
to existing areas of responsibility, Weyland suggested that the
Tactical Air Command be authorized to organize and mailntain a highly
mobile tactical air force in the United States that could be deployed
to meet contingencies anywhere in the world, 143 Roth Twining and
White agreed that Weyland's proposal had "considerabile merit," but
when Weyland formally requested authority om 25 June to activate an
additional tactical air force headquarters the Air Staff proved
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. reluctant to zpprove it. In order to attain 137 combat wings by 30
June 1957 the Air Force was alreadycommitted to reduce personnel
assigned to overhead purposes. 1%

While General Weyland had originated the idea of a mobile
tactical air force as a deterrent to local wars, Tactical Air Com-
mand officers believed that an Air War College Graduate Study Group
thesis by Colomel Richard P. Klocko entitled "Air Power in Limited
Military Actions" may well have influenced the Air Staff's ultimate
acceptance of the new concept. Completed in August 1954, Klocko's
thesis was sald to have served "as a sort of a tactical air 'bible'
at Headquarters USAF."!43 1In his study Klocko assumed that in a
period of "atomic equilibrium" the deterrent effect of atomic power
would apply to both opposing coalitions, and that the world would be
faced with a series of limited wmilitary actions., He defined such
"limited military actioms' as "any employment of military forces
which £alls short of launching the nuclear atomic air retaliation
against the U.S5.S.R.," He believed that the New Look had failed in
Indochina as a result of political default rather than flaws in
military capabilities or concepts. In Indochina the United States
had announced in advance that the conflict might be extended, and
this "ultimstum" had caused world opinion to fear worldwide nuclear
war. A better course of action would have been to have presented
the Reds with a fait accompli. "The United States,' he urged on the
basis of this thinking, "'should consistently and ardently advocate
that the massive retaliatory power policy in general terms and the

' intent to use it if necessary should be internationally understeood
as a deterrent to limited aggressions and to general use. In any
specific situatiom, however, the time, the place, and the means of
applying this power should never be suggested or anncunced until the
actual operation reveals them."

Given the maintenance of massive retaliatory power znd the con-
dition of "atomic equilibrium,™” Klocko urged that the United States
should seek to develop political and military stability in Free
World countries around the Communist perimeter. Since the Soviet
Union was the only air adversary who could seriously threaten Free
World aerial operations and since any extended involvement with
Soviet air power would inevitably expand the local conflict, Klocko
thought that friendly air superiority could be assumed in limited
actions. This would mean that both land-based tactical air units
and aircraft carriers could be freely employed in 1limited air actions.
Sea-based air power promised to circumvent awkward international
questions regarding foreign base rights. The effectiveness of air
power in limited military actions would vary directly with the degree
of organization and centralization of the hostile forces, but Klocko
pointed out that limited air operations could take many forms such
as transportation, destruction, neutralization, blockade, or inter-
diction. All forms of military forces might ultimately be useful
in limited operations, but the essential factor was air power's
uniquely rapid ability to deploy to an area of crisis. Absence of
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prior funding authorities had hindered postwar deployments of air .
power to ecrisis areas, and, in order to minimize such a cause of

delay, Klocko proposed that thz Air Force should establish znd fund

a "Ready Air Fleet" within the Tactiecal Air Command. Based in the

United States this Ready Air Fleet would be an integrated self-

supporting organization that cculd immediately deploy to a crisis

area and operate until such tiva2 a8 normal operational forces could

be moved into the area to augmsat or replace it.

After extended correspondevce, the Alr Force permitted the Tactiecal
Air Command to activate the NWinsteenth Air Force as an operational
headquarters at Foster Air Force Base, Texas, on 8 July 1955.1
In announcing the establishment of what would be called the Composite
Air Strike Force, General White pointed out that the Tactical Air
Command's nuclear strike and aerial refueling capabilities had brought
a "New Look" to tactical air forces. "To meet the threat of lesser
wars," he said, "our tactical air forces can provide an increasingly
effective deterrent,"%? During 1955 and 1956 Genmeral Weyland fre-
quently spoke his belief that the Free World faced an era of "periphery
or 'brush fire' wars' which would have to be deterred or won with
tactical air forces.l30 1In May 1956 he told the Symington committee
that the United States "must have adequate tactical air forces in
being that are capable of sexrving as a deterrent to the brush~fire
type of war just as SAC is the main deterremt to a global war."l51
Presenting his "Concept for Employment of Tactical Air Worldwide to
the Air Staff at about this same time, Weyland argued: "It is becoming
increasingly clear that any armed conflict which may occur in the .
foreseeable future will most probably be of the limited or local
variety. The United States must develop an effective deterrent to
such local wars and must be able to support the indigenous forces
of friendly countries if such & war does occur. BSAC and ADC are
dedicated as major war deterrents and their postures and concepts
are limited to major war situations. SAC forces are not suited for
and canrnot cope with the essentially tactical air aspects of local
wars. Nor should they become seriously involved in a local war,
since they would jeopardize their effect as a deterrent to major war.
Consequently, tactical air power must be the primary deterrent to
local or limited war. Additionally, it must be the full-fledged but
more economical element of our offensive air power as a general war
deterrent."132 In September 1956 Brigadier General Henry P. Viccellio,
Cormrander of the Nineteenth Air Force, deployed Mobile Baker, a token
Composite Air Strike Force consisting of one squadron of F-100C day-
fighters, one squadron of F-84F fighter-bombers, a f£light of B-66
tactical bombers, and a flight of RF~84F reconnaissance aircraft,
from bases in the United States to Europe. Employing in-flight
refueling, the F~100's made the Arlantic crossing in four hours and
55 minutes, and after arriving in Europe the atomic-capable strike
aircraft participated in an opsrational exercise. "As SAC is a
deterrent to major war,' wrote Brigadier General Viccellio, "so will
the Composite Air Strike Force be a deterrent to limited war.'153
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Other Air Force leaders held somewhat different views on the
likelihood of limited war from those expressed by Weyland. In
response to a journalist's question posed to him in December 1955 as
to whether air power could prevent small wars, General LeMay observed:
"We believe that, by working hard and maintaining our efficiency at
the highest possible standards, that is the best thing we can do to
assure wars large or small will not happen. . . . 1 think that most
wars are started when one nation thinks it could beat the other one,
If they didn't thiﬂk they were going to win, they certainly would
never start it."1d LeMay developed his thought more fully in an
article published in September 1956, Here he defined the "decision
phase' of a future war as the preparation of combat ready air atomic
forces in a time of nominal peace. 'Only a foolhardy mation," he
continued, 'would ever base its power strategy upon the doubtful
agsumption that what it started as localized conflict would remain
localized. The only condition under which this assumption could
apply would be for one nation to be absolutely and positively
guaranteed that the other lacked either resolution or intelligence.
For if a nmation is determined to survive and preserve its way of
life, it must avoid risk of extinction, regardless of how that
extinction might be brought about and if a nation is intelligent,
it must realize that objectives can be won just as surely in piecemeal
advances as by one all-out blow. Therefore, combine both intelligence
and resolution in a nation, and you have a nation against whom you
dare not instigate limited actions unless you are ready to accept
the possible consequemnces of all-out war. . . . This lsads us back
to where we started. An enemy cannot start a shooting war unless
he has already won the decision phase, and he dare not, in the face
of strength, resolution, and intelligence on our part, start a so-
called 'limited action' unless he is in the same position,"135

As late as mid-1956 General Twining appeared to be basing his
thoughts on limited war on the assumption that the United States
would continue to possess strategic forces superior to those of the
Soviets. '""It is conceivable," he said in June 1956, "that if the
aggressor rationalizes that our retaliatory force would make it
impossible or too costly for him to win a general war he might then
choose the alternate of peripheral or small wars.! Under these
circumstances tactical air forees coupled with Army and Navy_forces
would provide "a powerful deterrent against peripheral war."
Intelligence information arriving in the United States during 1956,
however, indicated that the Soviet Union was giving little attention
to the preparation of forces for limited wars but was instead bending
every effort to develop long-range air and rocket forces, which in
a few years might well exceed the strength of the strategic forces
of the United States. At the height of the Suez Canal crisis in
early November 1956 the Soviets threatened to use nuclear-armed
intermediate range ballistic missiles against France and Britain.
Earlier Air Force thinking about limited war had assumed that Soviet
sorces would not be directly employed in peripheral undertakings,
but by November 1956 Air Force planmers could visualize a local war
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in which "the opposing side will have the full backing of the USSR, .
wlith, dctually or potentially, very large forces equipped with the
most modern weapons, and with the capability of using atomic Weapons."157
"The threat of limited war has increased,' Twining stated in February
1957, "because the Soviets have acquired a greater capability ko wage
general war, and can, therefore, undertake limited aggression with
less fear of total retaliation,!153

1n severgl speeches delivered during October 1956, Air Force
Secretary Donald Quarles professed to find it hard to understand
how the United States could succesgsfully deter general war without
also being able to deter or irin little wars. "It seems logical,"
he said, "if we have the strenzth required for global war we could
handle any threat of lesser magnitude. . . . From now on, potential
aggressors must reckon with the air-atomic power which can be brought
to bear immediately in whatever strength, and against whatever tar-
gets, may be necessary to make such an attack completely unprofitable
to the aggressor." 597 In February 1957 General Twining pointed out
that all of the armed forces of the United States coculd be called
upon to provide forces to resist local aggression and to end it
quickly before it could spread. "If we wanted to,'" he added, "we
could even use part of the strategic force for jobs like that. It
would of course depend upon the area, and the job to be done.!160
Accepting the position that the Air Force as a whole rather than any
special part of it would deter or win small wars, Major Gensral John
D. Cary, Air Force Director of Plans, stated in March 1957: "'The Air
Force believes that local war is best prevented by the same means .
as general war."16l This Air Force position included a recognition
that tactical air forces deployed in oversea theaters might well be
the first military force that could be brought to bear on an aggressor
and that tactical air forces were cheaper than strategic air forces
on a wing~-for-wing basis. In any allocation of scarce resources
between strategic and tactical air forces, however, the Air Force had
to recognize that tactical air forces had three disadvantages: tacti-
cal air units would be vulnerable because of thelr proximity to the
enemy; the limited range of tactical aireraft would curtail the num-
ber of targets they could be programmed against and would hamper their
global mobility; and tactical air forces (except for the tactical
Matador missile) would lack appreciable all-weather strike capabilities.162

.
% % % %

When Army leaders began to convert their frame of reference from
general to limited war during 1954, they found some comfort in the
writings of “unofficial critics of national defemse.' General
Maxwell D. Taylor would state that George F. Kennan's The Realities
of American Foreign Policy and Bernard Brodie's "Unlimited Weapons
and Limited War' constituted the "first public questioning of the
validity of the New Look policy of Massive Retaliation."163 A new
version of Army Field Manual 100-5 published in September 1954 gave
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. predominant attention to the Ammy's role in a general war but also
pointed to the probability that "political considerations" would
prevent the use of maximum air power in limited aggressions. ''The
continuing possibility of such limited wars," the mamuzl stated,
"vrequires the maintenance in being of Army foreces capable of immediate
commitment and fully organized, trained, and equipped for combat, 164
and at the same time possessing a capability of strategic mobility."

The Army's claim for a greater strength appeared to be supported
in January 1955 when the National Security Council completed its
first comprehensive review of the New Look strategy. The NSC policy
paper was described as giving recognition "for the first time to the
possibility of a condition of mutual deterrence and the importance
in such a period for the United States to have versatile, ready
forces to cope with limited aggression. President Elsenhower,
however, wished to rely on Free World defense forces. '"To provide
for meeting lesser hostile action--such as local aggression not
broadened by the intervention of a major aggressor's forces-~-growing
reliance,'" Eisenhower wrote on 5 Jamuary 1955, 'can be placed upon
the forces now being built and strengthened in many areas of the
free world. But because this reliance cannot be complete, and
hecause our own vital interests, collective security and pledged
faith might well be involved, there remain certain contingencies for
which the United States should be ready with mobile forces to help
indigenous troops deter local aggression, direct or indirect,"'166

Under the finally approved Department of Defense budget program

‘ for fiscal year 1956 submitted to Congress in January 1955, the Army
would be expected to reduce its active duty strength to approximately
1,027,000 persons and could thus support 15 combat and 3 training
divisions and 136 antiaircraft battalions.l07 As a matter of fact,
however, the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
encouraged each service to maintain the maximum combat force possible
within approved manpower ceilings, and Ceneral Ridgway had preferred
to increase Army combat units even though there had been a loss in
personnel, On 30 June 1955, the Army would thus possess 20 divisions,
122 antiaircraft battalions, and 6 regimental combzt teams. One of
the divisions was slated for early insctivation, and Ridgway reported
that 5 divisions were training organizations and that the 2 divisions
located in Alaska and Panama were 'statie divisions." According to
Ridgway, the Army thus had something in the neighborhood of 13 combat=-
ready divisions, and of this total only the 4 or 5 divisions thar
were combat ready and located in the United States and Hawaii could
be counted as strategic reserve divisions. Ridgway was critical of
the Army's "paper" strength and he pointed out that the 4 or 5
strategic reserve divisions had very little mobility in the form of
airlift or sealift.l08 1In justifying the Army program early in
1955, however, Ridgway continued to emphasize the role of Army forces
in general war. "I think," he told Congressmen, ''the part of prudence
and wisdom dictates that the United States be prepared to win a long
war if we get involved in it. That means substantial use of the
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decisive element in any war of the past, which has been the man on .
the ground, who has a capability for progressively applying force,
who has the capability that no other armed service has, that of seizing,
occupying, and retaining ground taken.'l169 Although Ridgway thus
continued to wvisualize the Army as a general war force, his valedictory
eriticism of the national defense strategy submitted to Secretary
Wilson in a formal memorandum on 27 June 1955 emphasized the Army's
role in limited war. Sometime between 1958 and 1962, Ridgway urged,
the Soviets would possess a nuclear capability sufficient in size
to infliet ecritical damage on the United States, and they would also
have effected greatly improved air defense measures against American
nuclear bombers. In this period U.S., nuclear air superiority would
have lost its significance., Soviet strategy would be directed toward
employments that would precluds the use of nuclear weapons on a
worldwide basis. T¥ree World military forces, except in Western
Europe, were isolated detachments around the Soviet periphery. While
U.S. military policy statements referred to a "mobile-ready force,"
Ridgway bluntly charged that "no adequate’ mobile-ready force now is
in being and the actual creation of such a force must compete with
increasingly emphasized continental defense, and with overemphasized
nuclear-air requirements.' "IT IS MY VIEW," Ridgway concluded in
bold face type, '"THAT THE COMMITMENTS WHICH THE UNITED STATES HAS
PLEDGED CREATE A POSITIVE REQUIREMENT FOR AN IMMEDIATELY AVAILABLE
JOINT MILITARY FORCE OF HARD HITTING CHARACTER IN WHICH THE VERSATILITY
OF THE WHOLE IS_EMPHASIZED AND THE PREPCNDERANCE OF ANY ONE PART IS
DE-EMPHASIZED, "'170 o
Even before he had been selected to succeed Ridgway as Army Chief
of Staff, General Maxwell D. Taylor felt that the Army had been
lagging behind in the national defense effort. Struck by what he
believed to be a "departure from the dogma of Massive Retaliation'
in the National Security Council guidance paper of January,k 1955,
Taylor shortly after becoming Army Chief of Staff on 1 July 1955
presented to his staff a new program which he referred to as a "new
strategy of Flexible Response.' '"In the approaching era of atomic
plenty,"” Taylor reasoned, 'the Communists will probably be inclined
to expand their tactics of subversion and limited aggression." He
thought that the military requirements of the United States would
be to maintain military techmological superiority, a deterrent atomic
delivery system capable of retaliation, an effective continental
defense system, adequate Army, Mavy, and Air Force units capable of
intervening in local aggressions, and other ready Army, Navy, and
4ir Force elements that would be capable of reinforcing the forces
deployed abroad in general war or the ready forces that would intervene
in local aggressions. Taylor also called for the development of
indigenous defense forces, reserve forces in the United States, stock-
piles of material to meet war requirements until wartime production
became adequate, and a war production, mobilization, and training
base to support an atomic general war. "The acceptance of such
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. priorities of effort,'" he subsequently observed, *would have resulted
in added attemtion to so-called limited-war forces end would have
placed them in virtually equal priority with the atomic deterrent
forces,"

The suggested strategy of "flexible response' was not acceptable
to Secretary Wilson, who considered that the Free World had to rely
on its collective strength '"mot only to beat back any local aggression
but to deter the aggressor from broadening the conflict into global
war.'" Wilson also believed that the ''problem of deterring small wars
cannot be considered separately from the problem cof deterring war
generally" and that the 'capability to deter large wars also serves
to deter small wars."l72 Since there had beem no apparent change in
the internationmal situation and since the original New Look program
could achieve stabilized combat forces by fiscal year 1957, Vilson
ammounced in October 1955 that there would be no wmajor change in
the level of military spending or the size of the military force in
the fiscal year 1957 budget. TFor fiscal year 1957 the Army was thus
budgeted for a force of 19 divisigns, 10 regimental combat teams,
and 144 auntiaircraft battalions.

Appearing before the Eouse Appropriations Subcommittee in
February 1956, General Taylor accepted the budgeted force level for
the Army for fiscal year 1957 but he nevertheless suggested that as
time went on "unrestricted nuclear war will be a total disaster for
all participants.”" He accordingly urged that the United States must
develop "tridimensional' strength on the ground, in the air, and on

. the sea, "I feel,'" he said, "that we have made a great deal of
progress in developing an atomic air deterrent. I think now that our
program mneeds to be bent a little--perhaps more than a little-~in
order to focus attention on the danger of the small war which seems
to me to be coming to the forefront all the time as the greatest
danger we are facing." Taylor discounted the assumption that a
general war would begin with all-out nuclear attacks. "It seems
more likely" he continued, 'that a combat situation might be created
any place around the globe, smoulder for a while with local combat
only occurring, and then widening by other factors to the point that
the decision is taken--to go for keeps.”" '"Our Army mission,' he
said, "is to destroy an enemy on the ground anyplace, anywhere.'
"There 1s no reason to say,” he urged, "that we are hopelessly out-
nunbered and that our defense on the ground must be obtained
indirectly from atomic superiority in the air. I am convinced that
our Army, equipped with the weapons which we are now developing and
supported by well-trained allies, can maintain deterrent strength
on the ground sufficient to hold the Communist armies in check."

In 44 countries around the world the United States was assisting its
allies to develop more than 200 divisions. In addition to this
force, Taylor estimated that an "optimum" U.S. Army strength based
on purely military considerations would be "around 1.5 million men
with an active combat force c¢f about 28 divisions."

The Army's new concept of limited war was presented to the public

. at an inopportune time. Believing that no useful purpose would be
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attained by questioning national strategy, the State Department .
looked with disfavor on a draft article that General Taylor proposed
to publish in Foreign Affairs spotlighting nuclear stalemate and the
likelihood of limited Soviet aggressions. The Soviets were clearly
building atomic forces rather than ground strength for limited
aggressions; they ammounced a major reduction of 640,000 men in their
military force in August 1955 and would anmounce another cut of
1,200,000 men in May 1956.175 Charged by Secretary Wilson to examine
future military requirements for the three years following fiscal
year 1957, the Joint Chiefs of Staff met in seclusion at Ramey Air
Force Base, Puerto Rieco, from 3 to 9 March 1956. General Taylor
introduced his paper calling for the development of "flexible
response," and he later recorded that his colleagues 'read this Army
study politely and then quietly put it aside."” Again according to
Taylor, the Joint Chiefs finally recommended that military programs
should continue at approximately current levels for the three years
after mid-1957. In order to maintain such force levels and still
afford the costs of new equipment the mational defense budget would r
have to be raised from some $34 billion to as much as $38 to $40
billion in the years up to 1960, After reviewing the Joint Chiefs'’
recommendations, Secretary Wilson estimated that costs of natiomal
defense would probably exceed the $40 billion mark.17® In a new
assessment of the role of NATO published in May 1956, Air Marshal
Slessor suggested that the functiom of ground troops in Europe would
be to serve as a token of national determination, like a trip-wire
or a plate-glass window which if distrubed would unleash thermonuclear .
retaliation,177

In spite of the fact that Senator Symington's investigating com-
mittee had been established in response to the belief that the
development of American air power was lagging, Army spokesmen used
this forum to develop the case for flexible response. Appearing
before the Symington committee in May 1956, a team of officers headed
by Lieutenant General James M. Gavin, the Army's Chief of Research
and Development, discussed the Army requirements for missiles and
aircraft. "The Department of the Army's mission," Gavin explained,
"is, by its evident readiness at all times, to be ready to win in
a general war. At the same time it must, by virtue of its high
state of readiness both in terms of modernization and mobility, detex
small wars or deter any aggressor who would attempt to achieve a
limited objective through limited military action. 1If a small war
does occur, we must win such a war for failure to win would in itself
bring on a general war." Gavin believed that the Russians, in the
event that they decided to venture the risk of a general war in order
to achieve an objective, "would start on the basis of a limited
objective to put themselves in a better position, and perhaps
ultimately cause enough deterioration of puxr position to where they
could win without risking any attack upon the U.S.S.R." He repeated
the Army position "that we are far more_likely to be involved in a
peripheral war than in a general war."
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The new concept that limited war was a major threat, together
with the impending development of Army antiaircraft missiles, led
General Gavin to advance the idea that ''in the missile era the con-
trol of the land will be decisive.' By controlling the land mili-
tary forces would possess the launching platforms necessary to con-
trol the air. Gavin argued that "air superiority' was "one of the
most misunderstood terms'" in the military vocabulary. "When first
it came into use,' he said, "it was presumed that it was a condition
of affairs in a battle area that would enable one side to gain com-
plete moral and physical superiority over the other. We learned in
World War II that it was a fleeting stage of affairs indeed and
while one side could enjoy complete air superiority such as we pre-
sume the allies did in the winter of 1944-1945, from time to time
the enemy could strike suddenly and achieve in a local area a sur-
prising degree of air superiority with a great posture of resources
on his side. . . . With the performance of aircraft as we now see
them coming along, that is where they fly at higher speeds and much
greater turning radius, air superiority to us is going to be some-
thing quite different we believe than anything we have seen in the
past. . . , It does not seem possible to control the land areas by
merely flying over them with the type aircraft and type defenses
that will be related to each other in the future. . . . So we do
not think that the term 'air superiority' as it was applied in 1945
could well be applied to the future." Gavin also stated that surface-
to-air fire in World War II and in Korea had been a principal destroyer
of aircraft, and he pointed out that the Army's new family of "very
effective” surface-to-air Nike missiles promised to increase aircraft
kills at the same time that the increasing speeds of aircraft reduced
the effectiveness of air-to-air combat. "e see emerging a pattern,"
Gavin said, "that suggests clearly that control of land areas will
be decisive."

Other Army officers~~including Major General Earle G. Wheeler,
Director of Army Plans, and Major General Hamilton H. Howze, Director
of Army Aviation--discussed concepts of future land warfare, which
would be characterized by wide dispersal of units and installations,
ground and air mobility, firepower of inereased range and lethality,
and efficient and reliable communicatioms. The Army intended to
develop its owm organic capability for air movements of Army combat
units within the combat =zone, but its interest alsc extended to four
elements of air power that were beyond its organic resources: control
of the air in the battle area, long-range deployment, intratheater
airlift, and aircraft firepower. In order to attain 'a reasonable
degree of freedom from attack by enemy aircraft" the Army intended
to depend upon air and naval forces, together with its own organic
antiaireraft weapons. To place fire om targets beyond the range of
organic weapons, the Army 'presently has a direct interest in fire-
power delivered from aircraft.'" 'As we integrate rockets and missiles
into the Army fire support system," the Army briefer added, "we are
increasingly able to provide much of this needed fire support with
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our organic weapons.' Although the Army of the future would have .
decreased requirements for air superiority and air support, it would
have a greatly increased need for tactical and strategic alr trans-
port aviation. Admitting that what he was suggesting exceeded the
Army's stated requirements to the Air Force, Gavin specified that
the Army needed a capability simultaneously to airlift one division
in each combat theater, one division in the United States, and one
division from the United States to a combat theater. General Wheeler
testified that Air Force tactical airlift capability was sufficient
to 1ift zbout one division and that studies had showm that the com-
bined military and civil reserve air fleets would not be able to
meet the requirements of all services during the first 30 days of a
general war,180 Summing up the position that the Army would be the
decisive military force of the future, Gavin stated: '"First we must
aggressively continue our development of our surface to air missile
family and in continuation of this development program acquire an
antimissile capability. Second, the role of the man who fights on
land with modern equipment and supported by missiles will be of
decisive importance in future combat. Our mation . . . must have
both strategic and tactical mobility to enable it to fly its power
when and where needed in support of our national poliey and to the
degree needed, and finally, we believe that in the missile era the
control of the land will be decisive."18l

When General Taylor appeared before the Symington committee in
June 1956, he viewed reports that the Soviets were reducing thelr
ground forces and increasing their strategic striking arms with "'cool .
skepticism.” At this time Taylor repeated his plea that a 'new
atmosphere" was being created by "a condition of mutual deterrence,
resulting in the decreased likelihood of deliberate gemeral war, but
the increased likelihood of the small war, the erosion of the free
world." Stressing the Army's role as "an indispensable member of
the service team,' he recalled that "the primary function of the Army
is the destruction of the enemy army, the primary function of the
Air Force is to destroy enemy air power, and for the Navy to destroy
enemy naval power.”

ko

kS by & *

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended in March 1956
that the military force levels for the three years following fiscal
year 1957 should continue approximately at the existing New Loolk
levels, they nevertheless estimated that the costs of modernizing
these forces would raise the sum of the national defense budget to
higher levels than the approximately $34 billion a vear committed
to defense during the first three years of the New Look., When the
initial service requests for fiscal year 1958 were totalled the
estimated requirement to meet authorized defense programs came Lo
$43.6 billion--an amount which President Eisenhower described as
"unrealistic."183 Recognizing that it would be impossible to secure
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such an expanded peacetime military budget, Admiral Radford and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff began to plan a new strategy that would be
popularly described as the "New New Look." Believing that ground
forces provided a visible rather than an sctual deterrent to Soviet
aggression, Admiral Radford favored a reduction in military manpower
requirements. Vhen he appeared before the Symington committee in
June 1956, Radford speculated that a show of force coupled with a
threat of nuclear retaliation would have deterred the Communist
aggression in Korea. "I am quite certain,” he said, "if we had had
one battalion or even & company, on the 38th parallel in Korea fiy-
ing the American flag. . . I don't think the Communists would have
attacked because they would have kmown that if they overram this one
United Stztes combat unit, certainly the United States would come
in." While ground forces thus provided a visible deterrent to
aggression, Radford hastily added:; "This visible deterrent way be
obtained with very small forces,"184 In July 1956, Radford proposed
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that military manpower be cut, chiefly
by reducing Army deployments in Europe and Asia to small atomic task
forces and by greatly reducing Army strength in the United States.
General Taylor strongly opposed these proposals at a Joint Chiefs
of Staff meeting om 9 July, and, within a week, Radford's position
was published in substance in the New York Times. Adverse inter-
national reactions led to the withdrawal of Radford's plan, and
Secretary Wilson soon declared that no "responsible person' had
ever advocated the reduction and withdrawal of forces contained in
the so-called "Radford plan."185

When General Twining appeared before the Symington committee in
June 1956 he strongly urged that the United States must commit itself
to a new strategy that would place prime reliance om nuclear weapons
for limlted as well as general warfare. "We cannot afford," he said,
"to keep in our Armed Forces conventional forces for the old type of
warfare plus those for atomic warfare. We have got to make up our
minds that we have to go one way or the other." By accepting a new
strategy bullt around the use of atomic weapons the United States
would be able to reduce its forces "comsiderably;" and such a new
strategy, Twining stated, would represent "the only way we can pro-
vide the forces for the country within a reasonable standard of
financing."186 Tyining's remarks brought a fact that had troubled
Air Force leaders for several years into the public domain. While
the original New Look guidance had emphasized nuclear weapons, it
had been broad emnough to require the maintenance of conventional air
capabilities. The thesis that the armed forces must prepare for
nuclear general war and non-nuclear local wars presented a serious
dilemma. "By trying to be strong in both conventional and atomic
capabilities. . .," Colonel Richardson urged, 'we may become weak
in both. At best, money and time will be wasted on obsolete weapon
systems because of specious reasoning that atomic weapons will never
be used."187 Making strong allusions to "warped thinking," Brigadier
General Dale Smith had writtem: "Air Foxces provide the ideal weapons
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for limited war, but to be most effective, the political restrictions .
applied to a limited war must favor the air weapon rather than favor
enemy manpower.'"188 Writing in May 1956, General Weyland pointed
out that tactical nuclear weapon capabilities were essentlal to the
mobile tactical strike forces. "With nuclear weapons,” Weyland
thought, ""these forces can be compact and yet be so effective as to
provide the decisive balance of power." He emphasized that tactical
nuclear weapons were not 'weapons of mass destruction' and that they
could be gselectively employed against primary military targets.
'"We should never again, in my opinion," he concluded, "restrict our
selection of weapons or target area as we did in Korea. The best
weapon to do the job with the least loss of life should be selected
for each target under conmsideration.’'l

In the summer of 1956 the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not accept
Radford's proposals for marked reductions in Army manpower, | On
31 August 1956 the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Development
directed the Air Research and Development Command to limit the future
development of high explosive weapons to those required for employment
from already-operational aircraft.19l "There is very little money
in the budget we are proposing to you mow," Secretary Wilson told
Congressmen in January 1957, "“for the procurement of so-called con-
ventional weapons. . . . we are depending on atomic weapons for the
defense of the Nation." In further explanation of the new strategy,
Wilson said: "Our basic defense policy is based on the use of atomic
weapons in a major war and is based on the use of such atomic weapons
as would be militarily feasible and usable in a smaller war, if such .
a war is forced upon us." Radford reiterated the same thoughts:
"Our whole military program,' he stated in January, "is based on the
use of atomic weapons in global war and in the use of atomic weapons
in accordance with military necessity in situations short of global
war.”" 'We have said publicly that we are designing our forces to
use atomic weapons,'" Radford repeated in March 1957. '"That comes
pretty close to saying we are going to use whatever weapons are
necessary to defend our vital interests."192

Believing the $48.6 billion initial service requests for fiscal
year appropriations to be 'unrealistic," President Eisenhower in
January 1957 requested Congress to appropriate $38.4 billion for the
continuation of "our stable force concept." 1In the budget hearings,
General Taylor and other Army spokesmen again presented the Army's
strategy of flexible response, but Congress appeared to be more
strongly concerned with a need to hold spending in check to avoid
raising statutory national debt limits and displayed more interest
in the Symington committee's finding that the U.S. strategic strik-
ing force was ''declining relatively as against the steadily growing
striking capacity of the Soviets' than in its other recommendation
that the United States should be prepared for both limited and un-
limited war.193 While the Army spoke in terms of an additiomal
requirement for strategic airlift, Secretary Wilson had already
stated his opinion that the Air Force structure appesred to provide
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. "adequate airborne lift in the light of currently approved strategic
concepts."19% In February 1957, moreover, General Taylor informed
Symington that the combination of active and reserve tactical air-
1ift was "considered to be adequate for the Army's needs at this time."1725
In an added rebuff to the Army's requirements for strategic mobility,
Admiral Radford spounsored a special airlift briefing for the House
Committee on Appropriations which demonstrated that 1,800 C-124's
would be required to move an Army division with its impedimenta and
30-days' supplies in a 24-~hour period. Even if aircraft were avail-
able, such a movement could not be accowmplished because of a lack
of enough landing and takeoff airfields. "I think," Radford summarized,
"there are people in the Army who honestly feel that it should be
possible to move Army units by air . . . to any place in the world.
I say that people who then express the feeling that we do mnot have
that capability do not understand the magnitude of the problem of
moving by air.''196
According to Secretary Wilson, President Eisenhower had reduced
the service requests for fiscal year 1958 appropriations because he
sensed that a '"budget-cutting thing" was in the wind. "Obviously,"
Wilson remarked as the military budget got severe handling in Con%ress,
"the people in the country are in no moad to spend more dollars."!97
Instead of the $38.4 billion budget requested by Eisenhower, Congress
was going to vote only $35.4 billion in new appropriations Ffor fiscal
year 1958.198 Even though it was obvious that Congress would not
vote the amount of money requested for fiscal 1958, President Eisenhower
. ruled im the summer of 1957 that the defense budget for fiscal year
1959 would again be held to a $38 billion ceiling.199 Faced with the
decislon that Eisenhower wished a stability of expenditures and that
the National Security Council endorsed increased dependence upon
atomic weapons, Secretary Wilson, apparently with the assistance of
Deputy Secretary Domnald Quarles and Admiral Radfoxrd, attempted to
cut the Gordian~-knot by proposing reductlons of militarv manpower to
compensate for the rising cost of military equipment. Presented at
a meeting of the Watilonal Security Council on 25 July 1957, the
Wilson-Radford plan called for holding defense expenditures at
approximately $38 billion in the period 1959-61 by reducing over-all
military manpower. All of the services would reduce their forces,
but the Army would expect to drop from 15 to 11 divisions In the
period. Forewarned of the Wilson-Radford plan, Army Secretary
Wilber Brucker and General Taylor spoke out stromngly in the meeting
against what they described as a preparaltion for generval atomic war
and the neglect of lesser wars iIn which big weapons could not be used.
Wilson was said to have remarked in reply that the natiomal policy
was to "maximize alr power and minimize the foot soldier," and, as
Taylor recalled, there "seemed to be a tacit agreement that this
was a correct if colloquial statement of the military strategy being
pursued by the United States."200 Although the plan was never
specifically approved or disapproved, it became the point of departure
for the Department of Defense budget for fiscal year 1959. The Army
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was instructed to plan for an =nd strength of 900,000 men and 15 .
divisions in fiscal year 1958 .ad 850,000 men and 14 divisions in
fiscal year 1959,20L

W W2 &% e

As it happened the strategy of what was called the "HNew New Look"
was put together in the United States during 1956-57 in a period of
growing Soviet strategic chall:inge and relatively fixed United States
defense budgets. As has been seen, the Air Force was already perfect-
ing its position that the totazl milltary capability that deterred
general war would also serve to deter or to win limited wars, but
Lieutenant General Thomas 8, Fower, Commander of the Air Research
and Development Command, was nivertheless troubled about the Air
Force's capabilities to participate im cold and limited war crises.
On 10 December, Power wrote Tvwining suggesting that an Air Force
cold war symposium should be hold in order to study mew requirements
for doctrime, equipment, techniques, and systems necessary for
limited military operations. Power was especially concerned about
the effectiveness of Air Force veapons and tactics in a small war
in which the use of nuclear wespons might be forbidden.Z20

On a call from General Twiaing, Air Force commanders assembled
at the Pentagon on 9 April 1957 for a Cold War Conference. At this
session the commanders resolved that the problem of local war would
require an additionmal conference later in the summer, but General
White mevertheless considered chat the discussions were marked by .
an agreement that the Air Force should seek to explain to the public
that there was a vast difference between megaton thermonuclear
weapons and small tactical atosic weapons and should also seek to
make a "continued and increased effort to eliminate the high
explosive requirement from the national policy." According to
White the conference agreed that the Air Force should measure its
high-explosive capability and retain it; should not increase it
and should eliminate it when the mnational policy permitted.203
Speaking for the Air Research and Development Command, Lieutenant
General S. E. Anderson thought thsat it would be inconsistent to
continue to plan to use conventional weapons in view of the types
and numbers of airecraft that were operational and projected, the
speeds, bombing accuracies, guidance systems, and the hardening of
enemy targets. Anderson recognized that nuclear weapons were frowmed
upon in a2 time of peace but he predicted that they would be needed
and relied upon once a war broke out,

Already on the public recocd with a statement that 'we must
continue to maintain a capability for the use of conventional weapons,
thus rounding out our ability o deal with any contingency which
might arise,"205 General Weyland dissented from the findings of the
Air Torce Cold War Conference. Weyland wrote White that if he were
willing to think solely as an Air Force officer he could join in a
policy of replacing conventional weapons with nuclear weapons because
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. it would make the Air Force job so much easier, but as an individual
charged with upholding mnational policy Weyland could not accept a
course of action which could eventually undermine nationsl policy.

"I can visualize local war situations arising," he wrote, "where

the threat of only atomic retaliation would severely prescribe the
U.S. bargaining position at the conference table and turn the mass
of human opinion against us; whereas possessing a conventional
retaliation, could place world opinion on our side. . . . I do not
foster a large and expensive program, but rather a modest program
designed to meet the limited requirements of a local war and the
aircraft we visualize now and in the future. I, therefore, believe
our policy must be to continue retention and modernization of a con-
ventional capability until such time as small atomic weapons, pin-
point delivery systems and world education reach the point of
reliability and acceptance so as to permit elimination of conventional
weapons, yvet retain the proper enviromment in which our national
policy can thrive and be effective.!" Weyland also toock issue with
the Strateglc Alr Command's position that it could fight a local war
without detriment to its gemeral war posture. "I don't think any
unbiased Air Force officer," he wrote, 'visualizes B-~52's finding
and dropping weapons on & small guerrilla troop concentracion in the
jungles of Indo-China--or some other area of concern in the local
war problem. I not only think it illogical, but feel that it would
be a pure mal-employment of such an expensive force when we can do
the job better and more economically with tactical air forces,'"206

. At the same time that the major Air Force commanders were mot in
complete agreement about a sole reliance on nuclear weapons, Secretary
Dulles emphasized the importance of Frze World defense forces in an
address before the ammual luncheon of the Associated Press on 22
April. Placing emphasis on collective defense, Dulles noted: "It is
agreed that the primary task is to deter war. . . . It is also agreed
that the principal deterrent to aggressive war 1s mobile retaliatory
power, . . . 1L is also agreed that it would be imprudent to risk
everything on one single aspect of military power. There must be
land, sea, and air forces for local action and for a defense which
will give mobile striking power the chance to do its work."207 At
a news conference onn 16 July, Dulles spoke of a need for making the
NATO allies less dependent upon the United States and revealed that
the United States was studying ways whereby 'through perhaps a NATO
stockpile of weapons and various arrangements of that sort, there can
be assurances to our sllies that, if they are attacked, if war comes,
they will not then be in the position of suppliants, as far as we
are concerned, for the use of atomic weapons.'208 On the basis of
the 22 April address, General Taylor hoped that Dulles might support
the Army in the discussions on 25 July before the National Security
Council. Taylor reported, however, that Dulles remained silent and
that the State Department representatives had an "attitude of curious
detachment." "It was,' he recalled, "as if they felt that conflicts
in the Pentagon were what the Japanese call 'a fire on the other side

. of the river.'"209

421

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

A few weeks after becoming Air Force Chief of Staff, General White
assembled the Air Force commanders in Washington on 27 August to discuss
and mature .an Air Force position on lecal wars, which White subsequently
approved, This position stated that the Air Force requirements in
any local war situation could be met with forces and resources pro=-
vided for general war purposes; that local war operations could be
supported from available stocks and facilities, provided some minimum
calculated risks were assumed; that a local war could spread into a
general war and that failure to make such an assumption could bring
about such an expansion; and that the almost infinite variety of
possible local war contingencies required the tailoring of effort in
the light of specific situations and resultant national objectives.
The position paper noted that the Air Force possessed varied forces
with adequate logistical back-up able to meet many likely local war
situations. These forces included the Tactical Air Command, which
was prepared to redeploy rapidly by air to participate in local
wars with little advance notice, and the Strategic Air Command, which
was prepared to participate in local war situations from general war
positions to an extent not appreciably affecting its general war
posture. These forces were under the control of the Air Force Chief
of Staff and should so remain when used in a local war situation.

The composition of air forces initially involved in a local war would
generally be dictated by the situation but would consist af the best
forces that could be made available at the earliest time,?10

In an address to the USAF Scientific Advisory Board on 4 December,
General White elaborated the Air Force position and philosophy on .
local wars. He moted that the national policy toward local war was
to deter the conflict and failing that deterrence to cope with it
successfully., The military contribution to deterrence hinged on
three generally agreed essentials: Adeqiiate armed force, manifest
determination to use the force, and a potential aggressor's belief
that the force and determination existed, "It is the Aixr Foxce view,"
Vhite said, "that just as nuclear delivery capability constitutes a
deterrent to general war, so can this total firepower deter local war.
The right measure of this total firepower can, in turn, resolve local
conflict if we fail to deter the aggressioun. . . . We deter with our
total capability, including all lesser facets thereof; we will elect
to use that portion required and best suited to the resolution of the
particular conflict." The policy of any nation especially in the
nuclear age demanded that if conflict must be waged it would be done
in a manner as to invoke the least risk of aggravating the conflict
into general war. This required the rapid application of force and
the resclute application of force, meither too little nor too much.
"Those principles,” White thought, "ecall for a military capability,
within (and not separate from as in addition to) total U.S. forces,
which is instantly ready, flexible, and selective including nuclear
firepowver.”" He emphasized that the application of force would vary.
The Btrategic Air Command certainly would not be unleashed to handle
minor disputes, but it could dispatch aircraft to warn, repulse, or
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. destroy aggressor forces in significant local conflicts, "If the
conflict is so small as to obviate the mneed for the balancing power
of nuclear weapons," he continued, "then the United States certainly
has the capability to handle the conflict." General White urged
that it would be impossible to preconcelve and tailor make a force
that would be appropriaste to the many types of limited conflict that
could occur: it would be much wiser to select and adapt portions of
the joint and allied genmeral war capabilities and_use them as
political requirements might dictate at the time. 11 Appearing
before the Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcommittes on 17
December, General White acknowledged that local war might be said to
be the "primary job' of the Tactical Air Command, but he considered
that the Strategic Air Command could "because of its long range and
its flexibillity, without moving from its general war positions, bring
to bear its very great forces in a local war situation.” 1

Even though he had earlier questioned some of the Air Force
policies regarding local war, General Weyland supported the new Air
Force position in a major address delivered before the American
Ordnance Association in November and the USAF Scientific Advisory
Board in December., Weyland reminded his audiences that it would be
very difficult to forecast where a local war might occur or who the
enemy might be. Primarily the gemeral war deterrent, the Strategic
Air Command could nevertheless quickly assist in a local war situa-
tion, but the theater air forces and the Tactical Air Command were

. specifically designed and trained for the wide variety of tasks to
be expected in local wars. '‘Generally speaking," Weyland suggested,
"a friendly country which is a possible target for local aggressions
has a cagpability for effective ground fighting, but few have an
apprecisble tactical air capability. If they know they will be
supported quickly, they may be depended upon to fight in defense of
their own country. U.S5. Tactical Air can provide the decisive balance
of power in time to be effective,"2L3 Explaining the concept that
the Strategic Alr Command could deter local war, General LeMay, now
Air Force Vice Chief of Staff, said to the Senate Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee: 'I do not believe we can afford to maine
tain separate weapon systems for various types of arguments that we
might get into with our neighbors in the world. I think we are
going to have to build for the worst cases, and then use them for
all others., . . We have been into some minor skirmishes because we
did not make it clear that we would use our full power as 1:1@0@5saztrj,r."21"5P
Even more of the meaning of the Air Force position on nuclear weapons
and limited wars was revealed by Major General James H., Walsh,
Director of Air Force Imtelligence: ''The military objectives in a
limited action," Walsh said, "would be, first, to gain air control
and then to cripple the enemy military force. This objective really
does not depend on nuclear weapons for its basic validity, but we
have come to respect the decisiveness and effectiveness inherent in
nuclear firepower, principally because of its great economy in

sorties. . . . In this fast-moving age we no longer can build non-
. nuclear forces at the expense of our atomic strike and defense units,
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and at the same time move boldly into the parameters of space at the .
tempo required for survival, . . , It is time that we recoguize that

we have crossed the nuclear Ruicon, and to consider the political
and military advantages accruing therefrom., We cannot allow our
national courage to collapse by resorting to very cautions and
reticent objectives, which would penalize our ability to use nuclear
weapons intelligently to deter and, if hostilities occur, to bring
limited wars to a quick end. The agonizing memory of the draim-out
Rorean conflict is too fresh to be forgotten."

o’ s ta
ry 7 r W

Although the United State: remained committed to a policy of
maximum reliance upon air power and nuclear weapons for both gemeral
and limited war contingencies, the Army's concept of "flexible mili-
tary response’ gained acceptance in influential circles. Writing
on 23 September 1956, Professcr Walt Whitman Rostow desired the United
States to outstrip the Soviet Union in the nuclear arms race, but
he also urged: '"We must develop American capabilities in the general
area of limited war. We must wround out the spectrum of deterrence
dovm to the level of guerrilla operationg."21 Many of the analysts
at the RAND corporation endorsad the strategy of limited war. Civilian
scholars began to provide a body of literature on the subject.
Published in 1956 under the editorship of William ¥W. Kaufmamn a
volume entitled Military Policv and Natiomal Security contained
essays focusing attention on limited war, Appearing in 1957, .
Professor Robert E. Osgood's Limited War: The Challenge to American
Strategv argued that limited var had become the most likely form of
armed conflict and that the United States should develop its military
policy on this assumption.Zl7 Also published in 1957, Professor
Henry A. Kissinger's Nuclear Veapons and Foreign Policy would be
extremely influential at naticwal policy levels. Although the volume
reflected the author's opinions it had grown out of panel discussions
initiated in 1954 by the Council of Foreign Relations. Under the
chairmanship of Gordon Dean, the members of this panel included such
active~duty military officers as General Gavin and not a few of the
civilians who had earlier participated in "Project Vista.' Believing
that complete defense unification was out of the question, Kissinger
called for the reorganization of the Armed Services into a strategic
force and a tactical force, each to be combat ready for the accomplish-
ment of separate missions in general or limited war. Kissinger
believed that Western Europe could be suc¢cessfully defended with
tactical nuclear weapons, but he argued in great detail that the
effective use of these weapons required new formations, force struc-
tures, and tactics.218

The new body of literature on the subject of limited war reinforced
the Army position on strategy and may well have affected the thinking
of Navy leaders. Although the Navy strongly supported strategic

| ®
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. deterrence during the early years of the New Lock, Navy leaders
became strong advocates of limited war preparedness following the
retirement of Admirzl Radford as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on 15 August 1957 and the appearance of the Soviet Sputnik on
4 October 1957. "Given a shield of mutual deterrence,"” Secretary of
the Navy Thomas S. Gates announced in December, ''power to prevent
limited aggression and to win limited war becomes decisive." Admiral
Burke now urged that the United States by its emphasis on gemneral
nuclear war was in imminent danger of losing sight "of the necessity
to maintain adequate strength to combat limited war im areas remole
from this country-=-limited wars requiring United States control of
the seas.'" "There is alsco," he continued, "a growing tendency to
consider a nuclear war as being adequate to cope with limited war.
This is a fallacy. For a war to remain limited, there must be
restraint in the selection of targets and in the use of nuclear
weapons. "21

Already having begun to believe that the tactical nuclear defenses

of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization needed to be strengthened,
Secretary Dulles appeared for a brief moment to be flirting with the
concept that Hurope might be the scene of a limited nuclear war. In
an article prepared for publication in Foreign Affairs which was
released on 18 September 1957 Dulles expressed a belief that the
development of small and clean nuclear weapons would benefit Free
World defemnses. "In the future," he wrote, "it may thus be feasible
to place less reliance upon deterrence of vast retaliatory power.

. It may be possible to defend countries by nuclear weapons so mobile,
or so placed, as to make military invasion with conventional forces
a hazardous attempt. . . . Thus, in contrast to the 1950 decade, it
may be that by the 1960 decade the nations which are around the Sino-
Soviet perimeter can possess an effective defense against full-scale
conventional attack and thus confront any aggressor with the choice
between failing or himself initiating nuclear war against the defending
country. Thus the tables may be turned, in the sense that, instead
of those who are nonaggressive having to rely upon all-out nuclear
retaliatory power for their protection, would-be aggressors will be
unable to count on a successful conventional aggression but must
themselves weigh the consequences of invoking nuclear war,''220

In Europe where he had become Supreme Allied Commander in November

1956, General Lauris Norstad wished to increase the effectiveness of
the NATO shield forces by increasing their tactical nuclear capabilities,
but he thought it "very unlikely' that any serious incident along the
sensitive frontiers of NATO could remain limited.22l As far as General
White was concerned local conflict in the NATO area would be "tantamount
to general war."?22 At the NATO Heads of Govermment Conference on 16
December 1957 Secretary Dulles stated that the "major deterrent to
Soviet aggression against NATO is the maintenance of a retaliatory
power of such capacity as to convince the Soviets that such aggression
would result in their own destruction.' The United States mnevertheless
desired that the strength of the NATC ground, sea, and air shield
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forces should be increased and to this end the United States was .
prepared to make available intermediate range ballistic missiles to
the NATO countries and to participate in a NATO atomic stockpile
programn, whereby nuclear warheads would be deployed under United
States custody at agreed upon bases where they would be released to
the NATO commanders for employment by nuclear-capable forces at the
outset of hostilities. NATO units would be equipped and trained to
use the nuclear warheads when they were released to them at the
appropriate time. The NATO Heads of Governmment accepted the American
proposals on 19 December 1957.<4” In order to effect the decisions
the NATO Standing Group in Washington worked out a plan knowvn as MC
70 that required the creation of a minimmum ground forece of 30 divisions
vhich were to be regarded as essentially nuclear forces., Some 22 of
the NATO divisions were to be availlable by 1960-61, about half way
through the five years covered by the plan.?2?4 While this acceptance
of the force goals of MC 70 as a planning objective promised to
increase the effectiveness with which the shield forces could perform
their shield mission there would be no relaxation on the requirement
for the strategic nucledr deterrent. After its regular meeting in
Paris in December 1958, the North Atlantic Council reaffirmed "that
NATO defensive strategy continues to be based on the existence of
effective shield forces and on the manifest will to use nuclear
retaliatory forces to repel aggression.”225

After reading the Dulles article in Foreign Affairs, General
Taylor had great hope that the State Department would support an
expansion of the Army and agree ''that limited-war Zorces had the .
active role to play in future military operations, the atomic
retaliatory forces a passive role.' When he presented the strategy
of flexible response to the National Security Council at a January
1958 meeking, however, General Taylor observed that there was
animated conversation but that '"Secretary Dulles and his advisers did
not provide the strong support for a new strategy which I had hoped."226
Taylor had evidently misread Dulles' writings, and it t-as scon evident
that Dulles continued to think of defense as a combination of collective
local defense and of strategic retalistion. In an executive session
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 9 January 1958 Dulles
made it evident that he was not prepared to endorse a limited-war
program that called for large-scale spending and committed the United
States to local defense in peripheral areas. Dulles warned that any
attempt to finance the extra military effort by cutting economic
aid--as some members of Congress had suggested--would be ''reckless
folly."227
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CHAPTER 9

MISSTILE TECHNOLOGY AND THE ATR FORCE, 19453-1960

1. Guided Missiles: The Research and Development Phase

"On October 4, last year," said General Nathan F. Twining,

Chariman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in January 1958, "a shor was
fired which was both seen and heard around the world."l The "shot"
was the successful launching of the Soviet Sputnik I, the first
man~masde satellite in history. Following up this feat on 3 November
1957, the Soviets successfully launched into orbital flight the
satellite called Sputnik II, a 1,120~pound vehicle which carried the
world's first space passenger, a dog named "Laika." The impact of
the Soviet triumph in space and missile technology created dismay
everywhere outside the Tron Curtain. In Washington, the House
Committee on Government Operations warned: '"We face the terrifying
prospect that nuclear attack upon the United States can be directed
from Soviet bases,"Z

Concerned about the delay in the development of new weapons,
Congressman Daniel J. Flood of Pennsylvania critizized "the whole
mentality in the Pentagon and the Armed Forces of the United States,
especially with the military, and this goes for all of them--the
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, and everybody else." '"And until
that mentality is changed by the rule of reason,”" Flood warned,
"until men with ideas, until men with imagination, until somebody is
willing to leave his feet and take out that play as it comes around
his end, until that hidebound military mind gets more elastic, and
until brilliant and capable officers are permitted to try--and if
they miss not get their heads cut off--you are going to be in
a bad shape for a long time."3 Other authorities believed that
"service bickerings' had coantributed to the lag in United States
missile-space techmology. 1In his State of the Union message on
9 January 1958, President Eisenhower observed: "I am not attempting
today to pass judgment on the charge of havmful service rivalries.
But one thing is sure, Whatever they are, America wants them
stopped.'4

)

W% % * w

Viewed in retrospect the influence of technology upon modern
warfare had begun to mainfest itself in the final stages of World
War IT and was apparent in German missile employments and in the
Anglo-American developments in electronic warfare and nuclear
explosives, The translation of these potential technological
developments into a new and unexplored plateau of military force
capabilities required imagination, time, and tremendous guantitcies
of money. At the end of World War II General Henry H. Arnold did
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not lack imagination, Dr. Theodore von Rarman's Scientific Advisory
Board warned Arnold that German aeronautical laboratories had made
great progress in missilery even beyond the Wasserfall ground-to-
air antiaireraft missile and the V-1 and V-2 offensive projectiles,
Arnold also believed that the United States had "shown a dangerous
willingness to be caught in & position of having to start a war with
equipment and doctrines used at the end of a preceding war." TIn his
final war report, Arnold visualized the employment of projectiles
which might have velocities of 3,000 miles per hour. Such weapons
could be launched from "true space ships, capable of operating oui-
side the earth's atmosphere,''S

Genuinely interested in intercontinental air warfare and wish-
ing to initiate mew research pxojects before plentiful wartime funds
dried up, Arncld withheld three $10 million items from the Air
Force's fiscal year 1946 procurement budget and committed the money
to long-range developmental projects. As has been seen, AAF Project
MX-791 committed $10 million to the Douglas Aircraft Corporation for
a three-year study of future warfare. This contract marked the
genesis of the non-profit Research and Development Corporation (RAND)
which would split away from Douglas in 1948. Completed in forced
draft on 2 May 1946, a RAND study entitled "Preliminary Design of an
Experimental World-Circling Spaceship" demonstrated that American
engineers and engineering skills were capable of orbiting a 500-
pound satellite by 1951.0 Other portions of the fiscal 1946 funds
that Armold diverted to development were committed to some 26 pro-
jects dealing with four categories of missiles: air-to-air for the
protection of bomber forces and for use by fighter interceptors;
surface~to-air for use against invading aircraft and missiles; air-
to~surface as stand-off weapons for employment by bombers; and
surface-to-surface for use in both short-range tactical and long-
range strategic employments.?

The Air Force planned a wide range of exploratory projects
and intended that only those projects that showed definite promise
after preliminary study would be continued.8 The inspiration for
a part of the projects came from industrial sources. Mr, Simon
Ramo, for example, visualized that future combat against an A-bomb-
equipped adversary would require air-launched fighter missiles "so
that our fighter planes could stand off at a distance safely and
launch the missiles and go home while the missiles went about doing
the job." Believing that '"the military field was going to be a
very fascinating and important one for that class of scientist who
was interested in applied technology," Ramo went to work as director
of research in the radio division of the Hughes Aircraft Company.?
Other projects followed lines of research indicated by Cerman
progress, thus visualizing parallel development of both subsonic
pilotless aircraft and supersonic guided missiles. Specific pro-
jects undextaken in early 1946 included the Falcomn air-to-air
missile; the Rascal stand-off missile; the ground-to~-ground Matador,
Snark, and Navaho winged pilotless aireraft missiles; and the
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MX-774 Hiroc intercontinental balligtic missile. Looking toward
ground-to-air defense, the Boeing Company received a contract for a
ground-to=-air pilotless airecraft {GAPA) for use against high per-
formance aircraft, and the General Electric Company and the {niver-
sity of Michigan undertook basic design for ballistic trajectory
rockets capable of intercepting and destroying hostile missiles.
Conducted at the Willow Run Research Center, the Michigan University
study was designated Project Wizard.l0 1In the course of exploiting
captured German technological data, the Air Materiel Command's
Project Paperclip brought a number of prominent CGerman scientists
to Wright-Patterson Air Base, Included in the group was ex-Major
General Walter R. Dornberger, who had headed the German military
rocket development program., These German scientists assisted in
drafting the missile research and developmenit program, and the Air
Force gave considered thought as to whether the group ought not to
be retained as an "in-house" research and development capability
within the Air Materiel Command. 1In the early 1920's, however, the
Air Corps had attempted to design and build aircraft at Wright Field,
and this "arsenal system' had proved inferior to the development of
aircraft by private enterprise. The Air Force therefore deliberately
made the decision not to attempt to retain the group of German
missile experts, and within a few years most of them were employed
by private industry.ll

"The aerial missile, by whatever means it may be delivered,”
warned Major General Hugh J. Kneer, Secretary~General of the AAF
Air Board, on 26 February 1946, "is the weapon of the Alr Corps.
Unless we recognlze it as such and aggressively establish ourselves
as most competent in this field, the responsibility therefore will
become established by the Army or the Navy."l2 Since only a
limited quantity of "brains and materials" was available for
research and development in the United States, Knerr feared that
scarce resources mi%ht be saturated by competing Avmy, Navy, and
Air Force projects.l3 Under the terms of a War Department directive
issued on 2 October 1944, the Army Alr Forces was responsible for
the development within the Army "of all guided or homing missiles
launched from the ground which depend for sustenance primarily on the
1ift of aerodynamic forces."l4 The first organization dealing
exclusively with guided missiles was established early in 1945 by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the purpose of reviewing projects
concerned with the development of rockets comparable to the German
V-1's and V-2's, This was called the Committee on CGuided Missiles
and existed to review programs and recommend action,l3 Long
familiar with the arsenal system of development, the Army Ordnance
Department began research on artillery-type missiles at Fort Bliss,
Texas, and White Sands, New Mexico, before the end of World War II.
A WAC-Corporal research rocket was fired at White Sands in September
1945, and in the autumn of that year Dr. Wernher wvon Braun and about
120 other German scientists were brought to Fort Bliss to assist
with experimental firings of captured V-2 missiles. The main
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objective was a scientific high-altitude rvesearch program, but the .
Fort Bliss group was given an additional task of developing a small
research vehicle called the Hermes II. Looking back at his work
at Fort Bliss, von Braum would describe the general attitude as
being: '""The war is over; let us utilize these interesting new toys
that we imported from Europe, and let us put them to use for high-
altirude research."16 Early in 1946, the Navy Bureau of Aeronautics
awarded four research contracts for feasibility-design studies of
space vehicles, and in August 1946 the Naval Research Laboratory
contracted with the Martin Compsny for an improved research version
of the German V-2 which was called the Viking.l7

Looking toward the coordination of research and development
activities the Secretaries of War and Navy established the Joint
Research and Development Board on 6 June 1946, under the chairman-
ship of Dr, Vannevar Bush, who had headed the wartime Office of
Scientific Research and Development. The Joint Research and
Development Board prompitly established a Committee on Guided
Missiles.1l8 1In view of a further need to clarify arguments as to
what the jurisdiction of the Army and the Army Air Forces would be
for missile development, the War Department on 7 October 1946 made
the Army Air Forces responsible "'for the research and development
activities pertaining to guided missiles.'" Three days later, the
War Department provided that this assigunment of responsiblity was |
only for research and development and should not be necessarily
applicable to the assignment of operational respensibility for such
guided missiles as were developed and procured.l9 The enactment .
of the National Security Act of 1947 vested over-all review authority
for national military research and developwent in the National
Military Establishment's Research and Development Board, where
Dr. Bush would remain on duty as the chairman until 5 October 1948,
and the Committee on Guided Missiles would continue to function as
a board activity. In the separation of the Air Force from the
Army, the Air Forxce was relieved effective on 19 July 1948 of its
responsibility for the gulded missiles research and development
program required to accomplish roles and missions of the Army.zo

By committing a total of more than $34 million of its fiscal
year 1946 funds to research in missiles, the Air Force appeared to
have solidly grounded its future on the new technology. The decision
to award the missile development contracts rather freely also
reflected an appreciation of the faet that the United States lacked
basic technical knowledge on the subject and of the faect that World
War II bad knocked out Western Europe's capacity to provide basic
technological knowledge for some years to come.2l Almost at once,
however, the most imaginative item of the Air Force research
program--the 5,000-mile MX-~774 Hiroc intercontinental ballistic
missile whose study contract had been allocated to the Consolidated-
Vultee Aircraft Corporation--began to meet difficulties. As
previously noted, Dr, Bush, while testifying before the Senate
Committee on Atomic Energy in December 1945 completely discounted
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. the technical feasibility of a high-angle intercontinental rocket.22
The technical problem was indeed a large one. The early model
atomlc bowb weighed a little over five tons and had a half-mile kill
radius, The Hiroc would thus have to be a very large missile with
an extremely powerful thrust, but even this would not solve the
problem of accuracy. The average accuracy possible with a Norden
bombsight was 15 mils, and, even with this accuracy, a Hiroc fired
from a distance of 5,000 miles would theoretically miss its targec
by about 75 miles, Obviously, in view of the half-mile kill radius
of the warhead, this was not very attractive,23 The missile also
presented technical difficulties. The specific impulse of the
oxygen and alcohol fuels was too low to give the missile a 5,000-
mile range. The warhead would encounter very high temperatures
when it reenterved the earth's atmosphere. Some scientists suggested
that the Air Force was proposing to develop a meteor which would
burn upon reentering the atmosphere,24

Although scientists would later declare that Bush's evaluation
of the technical feasibility of an intercontinental ballistic
wissile was entirely sound in the light of the technology of 1945,
Bush continued to suspect both pilotless aircraft and guided
missiles. 1In his book, Modern Arms and Free Men, published in
1949, Bush pointed out that the Cerman V-1 pilotless aircraft fired
against London had been easily countered, '"When the defense
dispositions reached their climax,'" he wrote, "they brought down
some ninety-five percent of the buzz-bombs that came within range,

. and they repeated or bettered this performance later at Antwerp."
Flying slowly at constant altitude and in a straight line, the V-1
buzz bombs had made almost ideal targets. Based on these analyses,
Bush urged that the manned bonber was far cheaper and superior to
either a pilotless aircraft or a ballistic missile. He dismissed
the ballistic missile quite summarily: "It would never stand the
test of cost analysis. If we employed it in quantity, we would he
economically exhausted long before the ememy," For the near future,
Bush suggested that only small and short-range missiles would have
practical application to air warfare.Z25

Even though he gave strong support to the development of
missiles during his tenure as Deputy Chief of Staff for Research
and Development of the Air Force, Major General leMay was quite
unwilling to admit that the heavy bomber lacked growth potential.
"We in the Air Force," LeMay wrote in May 1946, "are assuming that
guided missiles will be fired at bombing vehicles whatever their
form may take and are already taking measures to develop our own
defensive missiles which will intercept and destroy enemy vehicles
whether they are fighter planes or guided missiles. Granted as
the science progresses, tactics will change, new weapons will be
employed, but destruction of enemy industry and means to wage war
calls for large quantities of destructive power., It may well be
that in the future this power may be more efficiently delivered
by rockets or guided missiles than by heavy bombers; however, it is
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not here yet and the science of strategic bombing and the develop- .
ment of bombing equipment will keep pace with the defensive migsiles
used to stop it. The heavy bomber will only go out of existence
when a new weapon is invented ‘'hich will do the job more cheaply
and efficiently. . . . Even whzn the efficient guided wissile of
large weight carrying capacity and extreme range is developed,
military flexibility may still demand the existence of manned
vehicles capable of delivering tremendous blows on spots inaccessible
to rocket fire. . ., or to conduct mopping up operations after
guided missile attacks, or to conduet operations against targets of
opportunity. No one weapon will meet all the requirements of modern
warfare, and it cen be szfely assumed that warfare in the future will
become even more complex,'26

When he appeared before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations
on 6 March 1947, Lieutenant General Ira G. Eaker, Deputy Commarnding
General of the Army Air Forces, emphasized the tremendous expense
of preparing for an early "push-button warfare" capability. Eakex
suggested that the day "may come" when the long-range guided
missile would replace the convantional wvery heavy bomber. With
unlimited funds and resources in a development effort equivalent to
that which had produced the atomic bomb, Eaker estimated that a
5,000-wile guided wmissile could be developed in five years. ''Ten to
fifteen years from now, by working hard and with at least a quarter
of a billion dollars annualily for experimentation in that field
alone," Eaker estimated, "we can produce a rocket of 5,000-mile
range., The prototype. . . will probably cost 200 million each, and .
individuel rockets of that size and type thereafter may cost as
much as 7 million." 'We cannot, therefore," Eaker concluded,
"abandon the development of the very long-range very-heavy bomber
as a primary weapon of our long-range striking force but we should,
as a wise precaution, spend the necessary experimental funds to
insure that we are the first in the field with a long-range guided
missile which may be the primary weapon at_some future date, but
probably not within 15 years.''Z27

While the Air Force had assumed that some of the missile
projects established in 1945-46 would prove infeasible and would be
dropped after a year or two, it was not prepared for the reductions
in research and development funding that would occur in £iscal
year 1947. As has been seen, the Bureau of the Budget impounded
and transferred Air Force research and development funds, In the
guided missiles field, the reduction in funds from $29 million to
$13 million which took place in December 1946 forced the Air Forxrce
to terminate some 11 of 28 guided missile projects, even though
it had not received the technical data it needed to make well-advised
decisions. The reduction was especially unfortunate at the particular
time because some missile contractors were progressing from a study
phase to one of testing of small-scale missile mock~ups.28 In an
effort to establish guidelines for a drastically reduced missile
program, Major General B. W. Chidlaw, the Air Materiel Command's
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deputy commander for engineering, recommended on 6 May 1947 that the
Air Force "'should concentrate on those missiles which show greatest
promise of early tactical availability." Chidlaw also envisioned
that missile projects should be established for phased development
in a relatively few companies, thus reducing a rather high cost
arising when a number of coumpanies attempted to expand their
engineering and scientific staffs to handle individual projects.
Since the 5,000-mile MX-774 intercontinental missile did not
promise "any tangible results in the next eight to ten years,"
Chidlaw recommended that it be deleted from the Air Force program.29
In Washington a staff study signed by Brigaider General Thomas S.
Power, Air Force Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations, on
16 June 1947, based its recommendations regarding missiles on the
basic assumption that "for the next ten years, long range air
bombardment will be effected by means of subsonic bombers only."
Given this assumption, the pressing requirement would be for
operational bomber-defense and stand-off bombing missiles and con-
versely for surface-to-air and air-to-air interceptor missiles.
The study posed an urgent requirement for an early development of a
means to detect and destroy enemy supersonic guided missiles, an
early requirement for high-accuracy surface-to-surface 1,000-mile
guided misgiles, and an eventual requirement (probably by 1957) for
an up~to-10,000~-mile range supersonic surface-to-surface misgsile.
The study recommended first priority for bomber-launched air-to=
surface and air-to-air missiles; second priority for a 150-mile tac-
tical surface-to-surface missile; third priority for bomber and
missile interceptor missiles with associated detection and control
means; and fourth priority for long-range surface-to-surface
missiles, General Vandenberg approved this outlined order of
priority on 18 June 1947, and, after coordination through the War
Department, it was transmitted to the Air Materiel Command as a
directive on 12 August 1947.30

The full effect of the Air Force decision was to subordinate
the guided missile research and development program to the support
of a strategic bomber offensive, The reoxganization of the Head-
quarters of the Air Force which took place on 10 October 1947
manifested a similar preoccupation with the preparation of a force
in being. For the next several years, the Air Force policy on
guided missiles would include the twin precepts that the Air Force
would program guided missile units in addition to its manned air-
craft units pending an establishment of the extent to which the
guided missile units would be able to supplement or replace manned
aircraft units and that guided missiles would be handled in air-
craft channels throughout the Air Force. The latter precept meant
that missiles would receive no preferential treatment but would be
handled like any other piece of Air Force hardware.3l When
appropriations were reduced in the spring of 1947 the Air Materiel
Command promptly dropped the contract for the MX-774 intercontinental
ballistic missile., The Consolidated-Vultee work had nevertheless
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arrived at three important immovations: the use of the missile .
body as the wall of the fuel tanks as a weight saving measure, the
employment of swiveling rocket engines to provide directional
control in flight, and the technique whereby a nose cone would be
separated from the main missile body. Enough money remained when
the project was cancelled to permit the contractor to test three
single-stages of the missile during 1948. The results were so
favorable that Consolidated-Vultee and itk successor Convair
Division of the General Dynamics Corporation kept the key members
of the MX-774 engineering team together to continue studies of
ballistic missile systems.32 Following the demise of the MX-774,
the Air Force missile program was progreskively reduced to the
Falcon air-to~air interceptor wissile, the Rascal stand-off bomber
missile, and four pilotless aircraft missiles: the Matador, the
Snark, the Bowmarc, anhd the Nawvaho.

When it became responsible for the coordination of service
research and development programs with National Defense unification
in 1947, the National Military Establishment's Research and
Development Board recognized that guided missiles Programs repre-
sented a relatively new technical field im which little was known
and took a fairly relaxed view toward service projects that were
in some competition with one another. At the same time that the
Air Force was working on the Falcon missile, for example, the
Navy was developing the Sparrow air-to~air missile, but the two
missiles involved different approaches to the same problem.

In another respect, however, Dr. Bush was less liberal. While the .
reductions of funds for research and development in fiscal years

1947 and 1948 were a part of gemeral reductions in postwar military
appropriations, Bush arbitrarily limited the total defense research
and development budget beginning in fiscal year 1949 to approximate-
ly $500 million a year. Believing that only so much technical talent
was available, Bush insisted that larger expenditures would automat-
ically producé whste and poor results by foreing much regearch

and development work into the hands of mediocre personnel. Dz.

Karl T. Compton, who succeeded Bush as Chairman of the Research

and Development Board in October 1948, believed that the Defense
Department could wisely spend am annual research and development
budget of $650 million a year, but the precedent of the $500 million
budget had unfortunately been set. In fiscal year 1950 the Depart~
ment of Pefense spent about $550 million in research and development,
less than four cents out of every dollar appropriated for the

defense establishment.34

Facing the need to conserve scarce defense research and
development funds and acting under direction of the Secretary of
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed missile research and
development projects in the sutumn of 1949, As z result of rhis
examination, primary responsibilities for research and development
of short-range surface~to-air missiles were allocated to the Army
and Navy.35 At thils time the Boeing Compqny appeared to be making
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. good progress in developing the Air Force "Gapa" missile, but the
Army had also begun to develop the Nike~Ajax nissile in 1945 and the
Navy was developing Terrier and Talos antiaircraft missiles, either
of which might meet Air Force requirements for point-defense weapons.
The Air Force moreover recognized that a tremendous number of 25-
.mile-range beam~-rider antiaircraft missiles would be required to
defend the continental United States. In view of these factors and
the decision of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Air Force stopped
development of the Gapa antiaireraft missile in November 1949 and
contracted with Boeing and the University of Michigan to investigate
the feasibility of a 250-mile-range interceptor missile plus an
assocliated electronic control system. The feasibility study was
approved during 1950 and a development contract was formally awarded
in December for a Bomarc (Boeing and Michigan Aeronautical Research
Center) weapons system.36 Based upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff
review, the Air Force also resolved not to attempt to develop missiles
suited for close-support of ground forces. The Air Force position
was that close-support missiles ought to be handled by the Army as
an improvement of its bhattlefield artillery. Both the Air Force and
the Research and Development Board kept the tactical Matador missile
under surveillance during most of 1949 to determine whether its 350-
mile range should not be extended or whether it should be dropped
from development., Compared with other missiles, however, the Matador
was essentially simple, It was in effect a subsonic pilotless-
fighter aircraft which was guided to its target by a ground-based
. shoran bombing system, The Alr Force eventually decided that the
Matador (TM-61) system would give all-weather interdiction capa-
bilities to a tactical air force and deserved programming. The
Matador was first f£lown in 1950 and was deployed owverseas beginning
in 1954 to stations in Germany, Taiwan, and Korea.37
The other Air Force missile systems were far more complex than
Matador. Most of them were theoretically scheduled for operational
capability in the 1954-55 time period, but each of them pressed
beyond exlsting parameters of the techmological arts. Basically a
parasite pllotless aircraft which would be carried under the
fuselage of a B-36 or a B-47, the Rascal was designed as a Mach 2,
100-mile-range migsile which could be launched and controlled from
the bomber through its flight course and into a target. The Snark
(SM-62) resembled a big sleek fighter plane whose turbojet engine
gave it a Mach 0.9 airspeed and whose range was specified to be
5,500 miles, Once launched and in £light the Snark was to guide its
own course to its target by a gyrostabilized star-tracking
celestial navigation system. The Bomarc (IM-99) was designed as a
pilotless fighter which would be launched with a liquid-fuel
rocket booster and whose twin ramjet engines would give it a Mach
217 airspeed, Receiving command-control guidance from a ground
radar control system that could see both the missile and the hostile
bomber, the Bomarc was to be maneuvered into an attack position, at
which time its own radar would lock on the target and home the
missile to the target., Unlike the other missiles, the Navaho (SM-64)
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was not expected to be operational at an eaxly date, This missile .
was designed to carry a very heavy nuclear warhead (subsequently
determined to be a thermonuclear warhead) and was to have a 5,500-
mile range and a supersonic speed of Mach 2.7, The navigational
system was to be a nonemanating pure imertial system, which would
not have to refer to the stars or to the ground for course-guidance
corrections, Getting the Navaho up to flying altitude where its
ramjet engines could take over was a problem which presented some
initial complexity. One thought was.that the Navaho could be lifted
by a B-36 and launched in the air. In 1950 final design specifica-
tions provided that the Navaho would be launched pickaback from the
ground by liquid-fueled rocket engines. Each of the missiles
involved exploitations of underdeveloped technology and how soon
any of them could be placed in operation was a matter of guess. '"We
have tried," candidly admitted Major General Saville, "to make a
guesstimate of operational availability which includes the fact that
inventors have invented as scheduled and that the tests have gone on
with the noraml amount of 'snafu' that we expect,"38

\J ] ]
= o * W

Speaking in 1953, Dr. Walter G. Whitman, Chairman of the Defense
Research and Development Board, suggested that mistakes in military
research and development had included the reductions in research
and development funding after 1945 and his board's inability to
decide what program should receive the greatest emphasis at any one .
time.3? Looking backward from 1957 at the initial phase.of Air
Force missile development, Lieutenant General Charles S, Irvine,
who was #hen Deputy Chief of Staff for Materiel, observed: "What
he had done when looking at the early developments of the atemic
bomb. . , was to come to the conclusion with what we knew then of
ballistic-type machines-~-with what we knew about guidance, that
we were not ready to build essentially a ballistic machine and do
an efficient job of knocking out targets considering the number of
dollars or man-hours it would take per target. We went to the
airbreathing route, a pilotless airplane, a subsonic Spmark or Navaho
supersonic machine, which would in its time period carry a big enough
warhead and be more accurate. This appeared to be the best solution
as we saw the state of the art at that time. . . . Looking back at
it, maybe that was a bad decision. We could have developed a
guidance for the ballistic missile while we were doing the other
job. But our crystal ball was not that bright."40 Colonel Edward
N. Hall, who would become an Air Force missile expert, blamed the
early decisions equally upon ballistic advocates, who thought in
terms.of thousands of yards rather than thousands of miles, and
the aerodynamic people who were convinced that there would always be
an inverse relationship between speed and range and could not
visualige a supersonic vehicle that would have a 10,000~mile range.4l
Whatevey the exact cause, the Air Force had in effect assumed in
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. its projections that there would be a period of years in which
there would be a gap between piloted aircraft and ballistic missiles:
this gap could be most feasibly filled by air~breathing pilotless
aircraft.42

Both as a reaction to the Soviet atomiec explosion and in
recognition that research and development had lagged in the several
years that it had been subordinated to operational concerns, General
Vandenberg--with more than a little prompting from Secretary
Symington--reestablished a Deputy Chief of Staff for Development at
the Air Staff level and established the Air Research and Development
Command on 23 January 1950. Major General Saville assumed the duty
as Deputy Chief of Staff for Development without delay, but the
organization of the Air Research and Development Command required
an evolutionary period. The Command established its permanent head-
quarters in Baltimore in May 1951 and shortly took control of the
major Air Force research and development centers.#3 The mission
and basic concepts that would guide the new organization for research
and development were worked out in the period of transition. The
Ridenour report had demonstrated that past thinking on resesrch
and development had been on a project basis and that the research-
development-production eyele had been much too long. "In the past,”
noted Brigadier General Donald N. Yates, Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff for Development, "we. . . pointed toward mainly the develop-
ment of an aircraft. . . hoping that we could patch existing guns,
armament, and electronics equipment into it."44 At the request of

. General Fairchild, Major General Saville prepared a staff study
on the development and procurement of combat ready air vehicles.
This study recommended the adoption of a systems approach in the
development of new weapons, the making of a decision to go into
limited production at the time that the mock-up or breadboard model
was approved, the conduct of an accelerated and integrated test
program before the production rate was stepped up, and the
retention of development responsibility and authority within one
agency during the life span of the equipment. The weapon systems
concept gained immediate acceptance, and a weapon system was
defined as “a completely and integrally equipped aircraft, missile
or other flying device with all its airborne and ground equipment
necessary to satisfy a military operational requirement."4> During
its first year of operation the Air Research and Development
Command also faced the problem as to whether it should attempt to
build and man laboratories for Air Force research., After careful
study, Dr. Ridenour advised Lieutenant General Partridge, who had
taken command of ARDC on 24 June 1951, that '"the primary mission
of the ARDC in the field of research is to commect the Air Force ‘
with pertinent research being done elsewhere, and to stimulate work
that appears to be of direct interest to the Air Force." Broadening
the guidance, Partirdge stated the rule that the ARDC would handle
both research and development "out of shop' when contract operations
were proper and feasible. 'The ARDC," Partridge stated, "favors
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con*ract operations when such contract operations are to the
advantage of the U.S., Government,"46

Whil: the Air Force was expanding its research and development
organizat .1, the beginning of the Korean War loogened budgetary
pursestrings. Where the Air Force received $238 million for reseaxrch
and development in fisecal year 1950, amnual and supplemental defense
appropriatiods made $522.9 million available to the Air Force for
such nurposes in fiscal year 1951.47 With more money available
President Truman wanted to see the missiles program move along
faster, with especial emphasis on the development of defengive
missiles. On 30 August 1950, Truman invited Mr. K. T. Keller to a
conference at the White House and requested him as an experienced
enginzer to see what he could do to advance the guided missile
program. When he received the presidential mandate, Keller began
a 90-day fact finding tour to service research installations and
contractor facilities, including the Army's Redstone Arsenal at
Huntsville, Alabama, where Army missile research and development
had been drawn together from White Sands, Fort Bliss, and other in-
stallations in 1949. Keller determined that about 4,000 military
and 11,000 contractor persommnel were working on missile programs,
and he came to believe that the best contribution that he could
make to the programs would be to head a swmall organization that
would act as a consultant and adviser to everyone having to do with
guided missiles., Accepting Keller's conclusions, Truman appointed
him Department of Defense Director of Guided Missiles on 24 October
1950 and charged him to direct and coordinate the activities
connected with research, development, and production of guided
missiles. From his observations of the service missile programs,
Keller came to several other conclusions. He saw no reason why one
service might not be charged to conduct research and development on
a missile system that might be assigned to another service when it
became operational, Keller also thought that engineers tended to
avoid "the dirty, stinking work of getting the little problems
cleaned up;" quite frequently when they met problems they tended
to veer off to a new conception rather than concentrating on the
solution of the problem. He believed that the development process
had to stabilize its objectives "long enough to get hardware and
to find out what made malfunctioning in a piece of mechanical
apparatus.” Believing this Keller promptly embarked on a campaign
Yto get hundreds of missiles out flying so that there can be gome
kind of a sensible evaluation of the field for general policy
guidance.” Keller was impatient with the military concept that
logistieal support concepts ought to be worked in to the plan for
the development of a weapon system. 'We must get a workable article
first,” he said.48

Based upon his mandate from President Truman and his under-
standing that highest priorities should be given to the development
of air defense missiles, Mr. Keller picked out the Nike, the Terrier,
and the Sparrow as programs for expedited development, Speaking of
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. Keller, Dr. Wernher von Braun, who had moved to the Redstone
Arsenal as Director of Development Operations, recalled: 'When he
came in things began to move.''49 Limited to a ramge of 25 miles,
the Army's Nike Ajax antiaircraft missile did not significantly
compete with the Air Force Bomarc, but the Army soon began to
develop the Nike Hercules which would have a range of 75 miles.50
Apparently with Keller's enthusiastic support, the Army initlated
development of the 450-mile-range Redstone missile in 1951.51
Although the range of the Redstone was reduced to about 200 miles
when it was programmed for a heavy thermonuclear warhead, the
successes with the program indicated that it would be equally
feagible to develop another missile derived from Redstone that
would have a range of about 1,500 miles, Believing that the Army
might want to deploy its tactical support missiles far to its
rear, perhaps a thousand miles or more, Major General Gavin, who
was serving as the Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Plans and
Operations, recommended that the Army should seek to develop a
1,500-mile ballistic missile,52

While increased appropriations for research and development
benefited the Air Force missile programs that were in process in
1950, the Department of Defense emphasis on defensive missiles
naturally lent little assistance to Air Force requirements for
offensive weapons. To the Air Force and also to the RAND Corpora-
tion the development of an intercontinental ballistic missile

. would serve two useful purposes: it would provide an offensive
weapon system, and the boosters employed for the intercontinental
missile would alsc be powerful enough to place military earth
satellites in orbit. Even though the Air Force was compelled to
cancel work on the MX-774 Hiroc, General Vandenberg nevertheless
signed a USAF space policy statement on 15 January 1948 which
read: 'The USAF, as the Service dealing primarily with air weapons-~=
especially Strategic--has logical responsibility for the satellite."53
Apparently as the result of continued RAND studies, Major General
Saville late in 1950 directed that a long-range rocket study be
reinstituted, and, in view of its earlier work with MX-774, Convair
received a study contract on 31 January 1951 calling for an
investigation of the relative merits of glide and ballistic type
missiles capable of a 5,500-mile range with an 8,000-pound warhead.
This study contract soon was limited to an intensive investigation
of a ballistic missile. In view of favorable results reported by
Convair and evidences of Soviet progress toward the development of
high-thrust rockets, the Air Research and Development Command
suggested in March 1952 that the MX-1593 study missile--now also
called Atlas--be reissued in the form of & general operational
requirement for the development of such a ballistic missile. At
this time, however, the Defense Research and Development Boaxd
did not agree and approved no more than the continuation of studies
of the missile and development of components for itﬂ54

The initial studies of the intercontinental Atlas migsile

. visualized large and heavy atomic warheads, but in the winter of
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1952-53 the Atomic Energy Commission's advances in the development
of new nuclear weapons pointcd the way to the design of small,
high~yield warheads. In Decerber 1952, the USAF Scientific Advisory
Board pointed out the substantially increased warhead yields meant
that accuracy requirements and guidance developments could be
somewhat relaxed. By the sumw:r of 1953, Convair was able to show
that many of the design characceristics of the Atlas could be met
from existing technology. The Atlas, for example, would be able to
use the high-thrust, liquid-fusled rocket engines that had been
designed to launch the Navaho wissile. Convair estimated that the
Atlas could be made operational by 1962, but in Washington, Major
Generel Yates, Air Force Director of Research and Development,
called attention to the fact that the Atlas development program would
be extremely expensive. Where the Air Force had received $525
million in new obligational aurchority for research and development
for fiscal year 1953, the new Fisenhower military budget for fiscal
year 1954 allotted $440 million of new money for such expenditure.
"It is extremely important,'" Yates ordered in reference to Atlas,
"that this expensive program be carried on at a velatively slow rate
with increases planned only on the accomplishment of the several
difficult phases of the program."55

At the same time that the Air Force was making a decision to
go slow in developing the Atlas, other events were occurring that
would make it necessary to spesd it up. Early in 1953 Mr, Trevor
Gardner took office as Special Assistant for Research and Develop-
ment to Air Force Secretary Talbott, and Gardner actively supported
the development of an intercontinental missile. Effective on
30 June 1953 the implementation of Reorganization Plan No. 6
abolished the National Defense Research and Development Board and
the Office of Director of Guided Missiles and vested these respon-
sibilities in a new office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Research and Development. Basad upon a request received from
Gardnexr the Departmwent of Dafense Armed Forces Policy Council ordered
the establishment in June 1953 of a study group of the nation's
leading scientists to evaluate strategic missile programs. 'To
perform this task Gardner asseribled a group of scientists under
Professor John von Neumann, which would be known as the Air Force
Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee or less formally as the
"Teapot' Committee, Holding the first of three meetings in November
1953, the von Neumann committee undertook to examine both the impact
of the thermonuclear breakthrough on the development of strategic
missiles and the possibility that the Soviet Union might be somewhat
ahead of the United States in developing ballistic missiles. Later
evidence would make it apparent that the Soviet Union had addressed
itself as early as 1946 to the same problem of transporting a
10,000-pound atomic warhead over intercontinental distances that
had confronted American planners. The Soviets had captured the Ger-
man rocket center at Peenemunde and had carried many German
technicians away to Russia, These technicians were not permitted to
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participate in the advanced Soviet development programs which were
evidently designed to boost 5-ton warheads over intercontinental
distances, but by 1933 many of the German technicians were being
allowed to return home and they brought reports of the intense Soviet
interest in all phases of missile techmology. 1In the course of
its investigation the von Neumann committee got four separate and
different intelligence estimates, but Gardner noted that the "lump
impression. . . is that the Soviets are significantly ahead of us
in the strategic missile field."56

While the von Neumann committee was at work the RAND Corporation
provided it with technical assistance, and RAND also prepared an
independent report which was transmitted to the Air Force on
8 February 1954, When the von Neumann committee report was submitted
on 10 February, it was prefaced by the observation: "Unusual urgency
for a strategic missile capability can arise from one of two prin-
cipal causes: A rapid strengthening of the Soviet defenses against
our SAC manned bombers, or rapid progress by the Soviet in his own
development of strategic missiles which would provide a compelling
political and psychological reason for our own effort to proceed
apace. The former is to be expected during the second half of this
decade. As to the latter, the available intelligence data are
insufficient to make possible a precise estimate of the progress
being made by the Soviet in the development of intercontinental
missiles, but evidence exists of an appreciation in this field on
the part of the Soviet, and of activity in some important phases of
guided missiles which it is natural to connect with the objective
of development by the Soviet of intercontinental missiles. Thus,
while the evidence may not justify a positive conclusion that the
Russians are ahead of us, a grave concern in this regard is in order."57

In its review of the Air Force missile program the von Neumann
committee noted that the employment of thermonuclear warheads would
permit significant relaxations in requirements for missile thrust
and orders of guidance accuracy, It concluded that new warheads
would make it possible to redesign the Atlas and develop it for
operational use in about five or six years, provided the Air Force
gave the ballistic missile program overriding priority, centraliza-
tion of directing authority, and exceptionally competent scientific
guidance. Not content merely to limit itself to generaglities, the
committee provided an important study of Air Forece research and
development management procedures. In its weapon system development
of the B-38 bomber and the Matador missile, the Air Force had
enployed an existing company as a weapon system single prime cor-
tractor, but the committee stated unequivocally that no single
contractor in the United States had sufficient across-the-board
technical competence to manage an intercomtinental ballistic
missile developmental program. The Air Foxce similarly did not have
sufficient in-house capabilities to manage such a program. The von
Neumann committee therefore proposed to establish a special manage-
ment group by drafting highly competent men from universities,
industry, and government.-8
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Believing that the strategic necessity for the intercontinental .
ballistic missile was at least as urgent as the wartime atomic bomb
development, Trevor Gardner worked diligéntly to get top-~level
support for such a missile. After a series of three meetings on the
subject of the entire missile program, the Air Force Council
recommended on 23 March 1954 that accuracy requirements be reduced
for all missiles carrying thermonuclear Warheads and that the Atlas
program "be reoriented so as to achieve the early establishment of
an optimum intercontinental ballistic missile system." General
Twining apptroved the recommendations on the same day, and on 14 May
the Air Force further directed that the Atlas program would be
given its highest development priority,3? In an unusual management
action the Air Research and Development Command established a
Western Development Division of its headquarters under the command
of Brigadier General Bernard A, Schriever at Inglewood, California,
on 1 July. The primary mission of the Western Development Division
was specified to be the management of the development program for
Air Force Weapon System 107A (Project Atlas) including ground
support for it and to recommend operational, logistic, and personnal
system concepts for the system. In view of the fact that procure-
ment and contracting for the Air Force was the mission of the Air
Materiel Command, this command on 15 August established the Special
Aircraft Project Office (later the Ballistic Missiles Office) on
the field location at Inglewood.60

Seeking to preserve the scientific talent available in von .
Neumann's committee, Gardner persuaded many of the men who had
served on this committee to continue to function as the Atlas
Scientific Advisory Committee., At a meeting of 20-21 July the
Scientific Advisory Committee again considered the weapon system
responsibility for Atlas and again recommended that no existing
airframe manufacturer--including Convair, which wanted to assume
the role of weapon system single prime contractor--was strong enough
in scientific depth and experience to discharge prime contractor
responsibilities. In August the Western Development Division made
a study which determined that systems responsibility could be placed
either with an airframe contractor, with a university laboratory,
with an Air Force organization, or with a specially qualified
contractor who would be independent of the contractors supplying
missile components. An available contractor of the latter type
was already in existence: in September 1953 Simon Ramo and Dean
Wooldridge, who had done pioneer management work with the Hughes
Aircraft Company in the development of the Falcon air-to-air missile,
had split off and formed the Ramo-Wooldridge Corporation. Brig-
adier Ceneral Schriever was impressed with the new corporation amd
recommended that technical direction and systems-engineering
responsibility be contracted for with it. Being authorized to
take the action on 3 September 1954, the Ballistic Missiles Office
negotiated a contract with Remo-Wooldridge to provide scientists
and engineers needed to provide complex technical and scientific
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. analysis and systems engineering direction to the several associated
contractors who made up the development team, Together with their
military counterparts in the Western Development Division, the Ramo-
Wooldridge technical and scientific personmel were integrated into
what Schriever described as "a development-management team, with all
elements working on a side-by-side, counterpart basis.'®l Given
final assurance by the Atomic Energy Commission that a small, high-
yleld warhead could be expected, the final configuration of the
Atlas missile was firmed-up in the last quarter of 1954. 1In the
firet six months of 1955 basic system development contracts were
let for the Atlas airframe and nose cone, guidance and control, and
propulsion systems,62

At its meeting in July 1954 the Atlas Scientific Advisory
Committee suggested that an alternate strategic missile to the Atlas
ought to be put under development at once. There were several
reasons for this. Convair's plants were near the California coast
and to depend upon a single location for a single strategic missile
would make the program extremely vulnerable to hostile attack, The
structure of the Atlas was "a big pressurized metal sack," which
might collapse under violent maneuvers, At any rate, a missile
with a more conventional structure would offer more prospects for
growth potential, While the reasoning was valid, the Air Force was
hard put to make a decision for a second straight strategic missile
in view of rather stringent expenditure limitations.f®3 Some further

. indecision resulted after 2 December 1954, when the Air Force issued
a general operational requirement for a tactical ballistic missile

with a range of 1,000 to 2,000 miles. Schriever feared that the

development of a tactical missile would cause competition for the
use of existing test facilities, thereby delaying the Atlas
strategic missile, He also sugpested that s tactical missile might
become a natural "fall out" from one of the stages of an intercon-
tinental missile,

Early in Januaxy 1955 Ramo~Wooldridge provided Schriever with

a favorable analysis of the prospects for developing a two-stage,

conventional-structure intercontinental ballistic missile. On

12 January Schriever formally asked approval for the alternate

strategic missile, pointing out that such a program would desirably

provide second sources for subsystems that might be interchangeable
between the Atlas and the new missile. By early March the Air

Research and Development Command and the Air Materiel Command

developed a proposal which went forward to Washington, and on

28 April Secretary Talbott approved a second source for intercon-

tinental missiles, with the understanding that the missile would be

constructed well away from either seacoast. The new missile--
degignated as the XSM-68 Titan--would also include a configuration
that could be adaptable to exploitation as a tactical ballistic
missile. From proposals submitted by several aircraft companies

an Air Force source selection board recommended that the Martin

Company appeared best qualified td develop the missile's airframe,
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and a letter contract was issued on 27 October 1955 authorizing .
Martin to design, develop, and test the airframe for the two-stage
X9M-68 and to plan a program for the development of the complete
weapon system, The Western Development Division and the Ramo-
Wooldridge Corporation management team was charged to exercise
weapon system engineering responsibility For the Titan,95

At the same time that the Air Force 'directed the Western
Develcpment Division to proceed with the Titan, it directed the
division to study and evaluate all possible approaches to the tacti-
cal ballistic missile, In line with this directive, Schriever
directed his subordinates to look into earlier research studies
concerned with solid-propellant technology. Based on this pre-
liminary work, the Air Force contracted in April 1956 for three
studies looking toward the development of solid propellant rocket
motors. During this year both the Tactical Air Command and the
United States Air Force in Europe prepared qualitative operational
requirements for a quick-reacting tactical ballistic missile, but
the Air Force could not validate the requirements because limited
funds had to be principally devoted to the development of the inter-
continental missiles. A Western Development Division working group
headed by Lieutenant Colonel Edward N, Hall nevertheless put
together a concept of a three-stage solid-propellant missile that
could possibly be employed by stages for either tactical or strategic
purposes, Such a missile would desirably be relatively cheap,
available in quantity, and capable of rapid reaction from hardened
ground silos., Growing Air Force interest in such a seceond generation .
ballistic missile caused Major General Schriever to designate the
working group in September 1957 as a small weapon system office for
what was first called '"Weapon System Q," later "Sentry," and finally
"Minuteman.'"66

The operational concepts for the Minuteman missile drawn up by
Licutenant Colonel Hall's group visualized a simple, reliable,
rugged missile with a long storage life and simplified maintenance
requirements., The missiles could be deployed in underground silos,
spaced far enough apart and sufficiently hardened so that an enemy
warhead would be able to destroy no more than one missile, The
missiles could be maintained in constant readiness to fire, and a
given complex of missiles would be controlled by an automatic
monitoring and launch system, The intercontinental solid-propellant
missile would not be able to carry as hedvy a warhead as the Atlas
or Titan, but Ramo-Wooldridge urged that '"by keeping the missile
small and the weapon system cost low, we can more readily afford to
gize the force so that a sufficently large portion of the force will
survive, irrespective of actions taken by the enemy."

we o k3 *

As late as the spring of 1935 the Eisenhower administration
apparently assumed that the Soviet Union would not be technologically
- able to counterbalance American strategic superiority until late .
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. in ‘the 1960's. Based on new information, however, the Technological
Capabilities Panel of the President's Science Advisory Committee--
called the Killian committee after its chairman, James R. Killian--
made a report to President Eisenhower on 14 February 1955 which
displayed more concern about the vulnerability of North America to
surprise attack. The Killian committee specifically recommended that
a top priority be given to the Air Force program for the develop-
ment of intercontinental missiles and that the development of
intermediate range ballistic missiles would also be essential to the
national security. Lending support to the new strategic estimates,
the Soviets displayed enough Type 39 heavy jet bombers at the May
Day 1955 celebration in Moscow to make it evident that these
equivalents of the Air Force's B-52 had been in quantity production
as much as a year before such had been anticipated.®8 Tn October
1955 the National Security Counecil accepted much of the Rillian
committee's report: it recommended the highest national priority be
extended to the development of the intexrcontinental ballistic migsile
and additionally recommended that land-baged and ship-based inter-
mediate range ballistic missiles should be considered essential to
the national security. By December, President Eisenhower had
assigned highest priorities to the Atlas and Titan and Jupiter and
Thor programs.

In March 1955 Major Genmeral Gavin had already recommended to
General Ridgway that the Army should proceed with the development of
a 1,500-mile intermediate range ballistic missile, but Ridgway

. turned him down because he anticipated that the Army could not get
the money for such a program.’0 In November 1955 the Joint Chiefs
of Staff studied the matter of intermediate range ballistic missiles,
and with General Taylor dissenting, recommended to Secretary Wilson
that the Navy had a valid requirement for a ship-based intermediate
range ballistic missile and that the Air Force had a similar require-
ment for a land-based intermediate range ballistic missile, while
the Army had no valid requirement for such a capability.’l Wilson,
however, was unwilling to accept this guidance. On 8 November he
ordered that an Army-Navy team would work together on an inter~
mediate range ballistic missile that would be based largely upon
the Army's Redstone and that the Air Force would independently
develop another intermediate range ballistic missile. In order to
coordinate the separate programs Wilson established a Department
of Defense Ballistic Missiles Committee, but he frankly stated that
he expected the interservice competition to hasten the development
of an intermediate range missile, even though the duplication would
increase the expense to the nation. At the same time that he
established the Defense Ballistic Missile Committee, Wilson brought
into being the Air Force Ballistic Missile Committee and the Joint
Army-Navy Ballistic Missile Committee.72

Recognizing that the Soviets would score a tremendous
advantage if they got intercontinental ballistic missiles into
operation before the United States possessed a similar capability,

. the Air Force did not wish anything to interfere with the development
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of the intercontinental missile. "We felt," stated Trevor Gardner, .
"yhat we had to get that weapon first.' Gardmer recorded that the
immediate effect of Wilson's directive for the competitive develop-
ment of the intermediate range missiles would be to establish com-
petition for hardware, people, money, and facilities which might
well jeopardize attainment of an early strategic missile capability.
He also described Wilson's directive as having the "amazing result
of causing committees to be borm at a rather rapid rate. Those of
us who had been running the program found we were now working part
time for committees and spending large fractions of our time. . .
justifying ourselves before these various committees at the Becre-
tary of Defense level and within the Air Force," Convinced that
Mourrent budgets in research and development would not permit us
to vemain technically superior te the Russians in airpower," lack-
ing "sympathy with the kind of organization that was set up to
manage the ballistic-missile activity,” and "alarmed that the total
Air Forxce budget would simply guarantee us the second best Air
Force in the Future,” Gardner resigned as Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force for Research and Development and gresented his views
in a series of magazine articles early in 1956, 3

Viewing the Wilson decision in retrospect Secretary of the
Army Brucker would later remark that the Army's authority to develop
an intermediate range ballistic missile stirred "another one of the
services" which was 'mot interested except passingly in the IRBM"
into immediate action and the competition advanced the missile
program "over a year to a year and a half.'"74 At Redstone Arsenal .
Major General John B. Medaris had already been designated to
command an expanded Army missile activity in October 1953, and the
Army Ballistic Missile Agency was officially established there on
1 February 1956. Paper studies on the Army's Jupiter missile had
gotten underway in the summer of 19533, and, following the Wilson
decision, plans to develop the Army IRBM went forward rapidly. The
Jupiter would use the engines that the Air Force had developed for
the Navaho booster and which would be used in the Atlas., Based on
the belief rhat nuclear warheads smaller than those planned for
land-based IRBM's and ICBM's could not be made available, the Navy
participated in the initial planning for the Jupiter. In Septembex
1956, however, the Atomic Energy Commission advised the Department
of Defense that even smaller warheads could be developed, and as a
result of this information the Navy sought permission to withdraw
from the liquid-fueled Jupiter program &nd to develop a smaller,
solid-propellant fleet ballistic missile which would e called the
Polaris. GCiven Wilson's approval in November 1956, the Navy com-
pletely withdrew from the Jupiter program an 10 December 1956,79
Following the Army arsenal concept the Army Ballistic Misgile Agency
served as designer and prime contractor for the Jupitex missile, and
the Army contracted with the Chrysler for hand-tooled test
quantities of the airframes required for assembly of the completed
missile. 76
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. Admittedly presenting an Air Force view on the subject, Lieuten-
ant General Trvine described both the Army Jupiter and the Air Force
Thor as "fall-outs" from the Atlas program. The Army disputed this
in the case of the Jupitex./7 The Air Force Thor, however, was
clearly derived from already going missile programs, following a
plan that had been developed by the Western Development Division-
Ramo Wooldridge team even before the Air Force assigned the inter-
mediate range ballistic missile project to the Air Research and
Development Command on 18 November 1955. The Thor (SM~75) would
utilize already developed engines, nose cone, and guidance systams,
and the only new contractor required for it was for the construction
of the airframe. A letter contract was issued on 27 December 1955
to the Douglas Aircraft Corporation for the development of the
SM-75 airframe and for assembly and testing of the missile. In less
than a year after its development was ordered the first Thor arrived
at the Air Force Missile Test Center, Patrick Air Force Base,
Florida, on 18 October 1956. The first Thors were handmade articles,
but the Thor had been set up on a production basis from its inception
and the Douglas Company was prepared to begin production in quantity.78

When he directed in November 1955 that both the Army and the
Air Force would develop intermediate range ballistic missiles,
Secretary Wilson had announced that development of the missiles would
not prejudice the roles and missions of the services. "I am going,"
he said, "to let Admiral Radford and the Chiefs take enough time
to worry about. ., ., the specific roles and missions at some later

. date after we know what we have.''/9 Army spokesmen mevertheless
made it very clear that they wanted the intermediate range missile.
Early in 1956 General Taylor boldly asserted the Army's claim to a
1,500-mile missile, "Our Army mission,” he said, "is to destroy an
enemy on the ground anyplace. . . . We are very interested in being
able to use for Army purposes against Army targets any missile of
any range.'80 After becoming the Chief of Army Research and
Development, Lieutenant General Gavin urged that "TAC air is going
out" and that the Army would need missiles to fight in an area such
as "from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean where TAC has no require~
ments." Army leaders also urged that the Jupiter would be mobile
and suited for field deployment, whereas the Air Force Thor would
have to be deployed in fixed positions.B81

In the event of future hostilities Secretary Wilson conceived
that Army, Navy, and Air Force weapons would be employed by a
unified commander who "would use all available weapons and all
kinds of people that were made available to him," and for this
reason Wilson was not too much concerned as to how a given weapon
that might be developed would f£it into the service roles and
missions. He nevertheless requested Admiral Radford to discuss
the effect of new weapons on the service xoles and missions with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. While Wilson considered the advice of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, he apparently exercised his own judg-
ment on the matter. The Air Force possessed recommaissance,
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intelligence, and ancillary capabilities required to employ a 1,500- .
mile missile, and, as explained by a Defense spokesman, a 1,500-
mile missile "gets into the strategic mission--strategic as distinet
from the tactical part of the battle.”82 Announcing his decisions
in a major policy document issued on 26 November 1956, Secretary
Wilson ruled that the Army would continue to develop surface-to-
surface missiles for the close support of Army field operations but
that the Army's zone of operatiens would be defined as extending
not more than 100 miles beyond the front limes and normally about
100 miles to the rear of the front lines. The dimensions of the
Army combat zone would thus place a range limitation of about 200
miles on the design criteria for Army missiles. Wilson ordered

that operational employment of land-based intermediate range
ballistic missiles would be the sole responsibility of the Air
Force, that operational employrent of ship-based intermediate

range ballistic missiles would be the sole responsibllity of the
Navy, and that the Army "will not plan at this time for the
operational employment of the Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile
or for any other missiles with ranges beyond 200 miles,"83

al, *, 2, n)
ri W ko 3

With the exception of the Army's Nike Ajax and Redstone, the
Air Force's Matador, and the Navy's pilotless aircraft called the
Regulus, Department of Defense missiles had not progressed beyond
the research and development stage by the spring of 1957. Initially .
becaugse of budgetary limitations and then because of the impact of
the Soviet Sputnik, the Department of Defense faced many moments
of truth during fiscal year 1958 when decisions had to be made on
the acceptance or rejection of new weapons Systems that were zdpproach-
ing readiness for production and operational deployment. These
would be agonizing decisions at best, and the decision making
process would be additionally complicated by the interservice
rivalry which may have proven useful in hastening research and
development but which resulted in a maze of claims and counterclaims
as to the advantages or disadvantages of particular systems.

In July 1958 the Air Force faced the problem of maintaining
a force in being that would deter large and small wars while
simultaneously bearing the expense of developing missiles for future
employment within a fiscal year 1958 expenditure ceiling of $17.9
billion.84% Monetary considerations forced a sweeping reconsideration
of the Air Force missile programs. As has been seen, Air Force
developmental planners had assumed in the late 1940's that there
would be a gap period between the time when piloted alrcraft would
be going out and ballistic missiles would be available for service
and that air-breathing pilotless missiles would be wvaluable weapons
in the transitional phase. In order to meet these requirements, the
Air Force had put the SM-62 Smark, the SM-63 Rascal, and the SM-64
Navaho under development., Following then current logistical con-
cepts an aviation company had been designated as the single prime .
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. weapon systems manager for the Snark, Rascal, and Navaho and the
Air Force had intended to pursue a "fly before buy" policy., Many
factors other than management were involved, but each of these
programs slipped badly. None of the programs would be capable of
operational employment by the middle 1950's, The elapsed time from
program approval to the first operational unit deployment of the
Snark would be 13,4 years. With all-out developmental priorities,
including the Western Development Division-Ramo Wooldridge prime
weapon systems management and a new concurrency concept of develop-
ment--the cycle of development to unit deployment of the SM=75 Thor
and the 8SM-65 Atlas was reduced to 3.3 and 4.9 years respectively.
Had the Thor and Atlas been developed on a "fly before buy" concept,
the Air Force estimated that their development to deployment cycle
would have been nearly four years longer.83 By early 1957 it was
evident that the pilotless aircraft and the ballistic missiles would
enter the operating inventory not at staggered intervals but at
approximately the same time, and it was equally evident that the
ballistic missiles would be the superior weapons.,

By the spring of 1957 the Aix Force had invested $679.8
million in the research and development of the Navaho spread out
over the many years of the program. TFacing the fact that the high-
altitude cruise-type Navaho had been superseded by the Atlas and
Titan, the Air Force cancelled the Navaho program on 8 July. While
the Navaho program would never produce a weapon system, the Air
Force nevertheless considered it had been "anything but an unquali-

. fied failure." TFor several years the Navaho program had permitted
a continuing development of the large liquid-fueled rocket engines
which in the end powered the Atlas, Thor, and Jupiter missiles.

The inertial guidance system developed for the Navaho enabled the
Navy's Polaris-equipped submarines to fix accurate positions at sea
needed for missile firings. The design for the Mach-~3 B-70 bomber
was heavily based on a scale-up of the Navaho missile. And the
North American X-10 test vehicle rhat was developed in the course
of the Navaho program provided many of the design features which
would be incorporated into the Hound Dog GAM-77 light-weight air-
to-ground missile that would be speedily developed in lieu of the
never satisfactory Rascal, At the cancellation of the Navaho,
moreover, the North American Company was able to use its design
team and facilities for the accelerated development of the Hound
Dog when the contract for the development of this air-to-ground
missile was awarded on 16 September 1957.86 Unlike the Navaho, the
Snark would be only a partial casualty to technological progress
since it could enter the operating inventory prior to guided
ballistic missiles. Although it would not be as efficient as a
manned B-52 the Snark insured against a loss of aircrews, had guick
reaction time, and could be programmed for low-level attack. Weigh-
ing these factors, the Air Force made the decision to reduce the end
objective of the Snark program from one wing with 120 missiles to a
group with 30 missiles which was programmed to enter the inmventory
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in Avzust 1959, The Snark--tec mically the world's first inter- .
continearal missile after irs + :ccessful 4,400-mile test £light on
31 October 1957--was considere. ko be a complement to the manned
bouber Force since it would co wound an enemy's defense problem,87

On the basis of thea high . velopment priorities that President
Eigenhower had extended to th. intercontinental and intermediate
ranze ballistic nissiles, the r Force and the Western Deve lopment
Division (which was rvedesignac. | as the Alr Force Ballistic Missile
Divicion on 1 June 1957) asgsuw I that the Atlas, Titan, and Thox
would be programsad for full v ipon systems development during
fiscal year 1958. Alarmed abow budgetary ceilings, however, the
Secretary of Defense senr the ° :tional Security Council a list of
propoged changes in the ballis:ic missile program, and in August
1957 tie Hational Security Cow ¢il sand President Eisenhower
concurred in the Secretary of | >fense's recommendations. In brief,
only Atlas would continue ir *; ‘pon system production; Titan would
rewmain in a status of a lictle iore than development; and a Defense
commitcee would evaluate Thor « ud Jupiter to determine which would
continue in development.88 1In the summer of 1957, Secretary Wilson
promised to make the choice bz reen Thor and Jupiter before
retiving from office, This an. other decisions, however, were going
to be made by Secretary of Def nse Neil H. McElroy, who succeeded
Wilson on 9 October 1957, just in time to have to reevaluate U.S.
missile programs in the light I the Soviet Sputnik,89

Following the impact of & = Soviet satellite, Secretary
McElcoy accepted Air Force plava for some acceleration of Atlas .
production and for programming nine Atlas squadrons, but he chose
to continue to make evaluation: of Titan, Thor-Jupiter, and an
antimissile defense system. Tc32 Thox-Jupiter problem continued to
be greatly complicated. In Garexal Taylor's mind the assignment of
operational Jupiter missiles &~ the Air Force amounted ''virtually
to killing the program, becaus this Army-built weapon has never
appealed to the Air Force,"90 [jeutenant General Irvine on the
other hand thought that the Thur and Jupiter were '"about as alike
as the Ford and the Chevrolet,' and that one of them but not both
of them ought to be selected for production, To produce both would
be wasteful in duplicative tra.ning and ground support equipment.
Trvine also argued that the Thoc had been developed with "hard
tooling" and was ready for preoluction, whereas Jupiter was still an
"experimental and prototype mi.sile."9l After deliberation, Secre-
tary McElroy evidently felt th:t the combination of the two IREM
programs would accelerate the sccumulation of knowledge in an area
where little background was ov:ilable, and on 25 November he decided
that both Thor and Jupiter wou!d be produced for the operational
inventory. At this time McElr:-y directed the Air Force and the
Army to produce and deploy 4 1lvor and 4 Jupiter IRBM squadrons to
recipient NATO nations between December 1958 and March 1960.92
This decision did not immediati.ly end the interservice difference
over the concept as to whether the intermediate range ballistic
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missiles should be employed from a fixed but semihardened emplace-
ment as the Air Force conceived or from mobile field positions as the
Army wanted. The Army continued to program Jupiter for field
mobility until November 1958, when the Air Force concept prevailed.93

In its post-Sputnik proposals for an accelerated intercontinen-
tal ballistic wmissile program, the Air Force recommended that Titan
be expanded into a full scale weapon system and that Minuteman be
put into development. On 12 December the Department of Defense gave
its approval for a nine squadron Atlas force and a four squadron
Titan force.%4 On 27 February 1958 the Department of Defense also
authorized the Air Force to proceed with research and development
on the SM-80 Minuteman wissile, but it now appeared reluctant to
proceed with the authorized weapon-system status for Titan possibly
because of the expectation that the second-generation Minuteman
would prove to be a superior missile, At any rate, the Department
of Defense demanded a number of studies of the Titan as compared
with the Atlas. Made during the summer and early autumn of 1958,
these Air Force studies admitted that the cost for the logistical
support for two ICBM systems would be about $200 million more than
for a single system, but the Titan nevertheless held many potential
advantages. It had more growth potential than the Atlas both for
the extension of its range and for an increase in its payload, and
the solid-structured Titan promised to provide a better vehicle for
gpace exploitation purpeses. Bringing both Atlas and Titan into
the combat inventory would provide more missile units in a shorter
time and would maintain a larger production base for migsiles,
Neither Atlas mor Titan had been fully tested, and the Air Force
was reluctant to risk the security of the nation by adopting a
single system until complete research and development proved it to
be irrefutably superior. The task of hardening the Titan promised
to be easier than would be the case with the thin-skinned 2{ las,
and Titan would use storable liquid fuel thus giving it a better
reaction time.95

Jolted as much as the other military services by Sputnik the
U.S5. Navy promptly ianstituted an independent reevaluation of the
Polaris intermediate range ballistic missile program which had
gotten underway in December 1956. This program involved the deploy-
ment of solid-fuel Polaris missiles aboard nuclear submarines. By
the earlier projections the Navy had planned to have the Polaris-
equipped nuclear submarines ready for operation in 1963, but the
Navy believed that it would be possible to accelerate the program
and move the date of use up to 1960, Secretary McEliroy approved this
accelerated program in early December 1957,96 Although the Polaris
program involved a marriage of solid-propellant missiles with light-
weight high-yield thermonuclear warheads, which had not been perfect-
ed, with nuclear submarines, that would have to be built, the
Department of Defense considered Polaris to be a "low risk" program.
The lightweight warhead had been guaranteed by the Atomic Energy
Commission, the solid propellant missile had benefited from earlier
technology, guidance systems were well underway because of the
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Atlas program, and the nuclear submarine Nautilus had been at sea .
for some time, The only thing thdt was not certain was whether or

not a submarine would be able co launch the Polaris missiles from

uader the surface of the sea: if this proved impossible it would

still be possible for the submwarine to "pop-up'" and launch its

missiles.?7

* < 3 W%

Only a small suspicious cloud in the early 1950's, a divergence
in Army and Air Force concepts of air defense stormed up rapidly
with the development of what appeared to be competing technological
capabilities but which was actually, as General White pointed out,
"a disagreement or different point of view on what is the proper
and most economical defense, point defense or area defense.'?

As viewed by Gemeral Taylor thz Joint Chiefs of Staff agreement of
1949 which allocated primary responsibility for the development of
short-range surface~to-air missiles to the Army and Navy was pred-
icated on the understanding that the line of demarcation in air
defense research efforts "was that the Army was interested in extend-
ing its traditional antiaircraft artillery-role, which is largely
point defense of vital targets, whereas the Air Force's legitimate
interest was more in the interceptor role, so that the missiles

they would go for would perform interceptor-type missions.''99

As previously noted, the Air Force discontinued its research
on short-range surface-to-air missiles after 1949, and it began to .
put together the Semiautomatic Ground Environment (SAGE) systems
needed to control an area defemse of the United States by fighter-
interceptor aircraft and Bomarc ground-to-air pilotless interceptor
missiles. Even though an earlier Project Wizard conducted by the
University of Michigan Air Resesarch Center revealed that there were
no promising technological developments that appeared useful for a
defense against a hostile ballistic missile attack, the Air Research
and Development Command on 6 July 1953 directed its Air Force
Cambridge Research Center-Lincoln Laboratory team to prepare a
study plan for defense against intercontinental ballistic missiles.
Based on the preliminary findings of this study, the Air Force
awarded three study contracts to three aircraft-electronic company
teams for the purpose of identifying the means needed to detect/
identify and intercept/destroy hostile ballistic missiles, On the
basis of these Project Wizard-3 study reports the USAF Scientific
Advisory Board concluded that any gquick-fix solution (such as the
use of modified Talos or Bomarc missiles against hostile missiles)
would be greztly expensive and not apt to succeed, While Wizard-3
did not succeed in its main purpose, it produced important bonus
technology in the form of the development of high-powered radar
with a detection range up to 3,000 miles, together with computers
that would permit a quick determination of a ballistic missile's
trajectory. Put into operation at a site at Milestone Hill near the
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. Lincoln Laboratory the experimental radar was able to view missile

firings from Patrick Air Force Base, Florida.l00

The production and deployment of the Army's Nike Ajax ground-
to-air antiaircraft missile beginning in 1953 did not contravene the
Army-Air Force understanding about air defense since the Ajax was
clearly a point-defense weapon with a range of about 25 miles, 1In
mid-1953, however, the Army began to develop the Nike Hercules
which would have a range of about 75 miles. Since the Nike Hercules
would extend out into the range of the Bomarc, Lieutenant General
Gavin predicted that "conflict" in air defense roles and missions
would be almost "inevitable." TIn mid-1946 Lieutenant General
Stanley R. Mickelsen, commander of the Army Antiaircraft Command,
additionally predicted: '"Nike is capable of killing any known
guided missile and will be effective against the intercontinental
ballistic missile when it materializes."l0l In November 1956 the
Army approved an additional program for the development of an anti-
missile system which would be knowmn as the Nike Zeus.l02 At the
same time that the Army was extending the range of its Nike family
of misgiles, General Taylor denounced a rumor that the Air Force
intended to procure and deploy Navy-developad Talos air-to-ground
missiles as "an invasion of the Army's antiaircraft mission,"103

When Secretary Wilson was preparing his roles and missions
clarification which he would issue on 26 November 1956, he noted
that the Alr Force wanted to dezloy Talos missile installations
around some of its air bases.l04 1In an attempt to clarify the air

. defense mission in his memorandum Wilson directed that the Commander-

in~Chief, Continental Air Defense Command, would have the authority
and duty to state his operational need for new and improved weapon
systems and for recommending to the Joint Chiefs of Staff all new
installations of any type. He further directed that the Air Force
would be responsible for "area defemse'" and that the Army would
be responsible for "'point defense." The point-defense surface-to-
air missiles would be designed "for use against air targets at
expected altitudes out toc a horizontal range on the order of 100
nautical miles." Wilson directed that the Army would continue to
develop the Nike Ajax, Nike Hercules, and would assume respongibility
for development of the land-baged Talos, The Air Force would
continue to develop Bomarc, and the Navy was given a free hand to
develop ship-based air defense systems.l05

Even though Wilson's memorandum placed a limit on the range of
Army point defenses, it did not change the Army's concept of how
the air defense of the United States ought to be built. Employing
Nike batteries of high~level coverage, Hawk missile batteries for
low-altitude protection, and missile-master radar for the control of
the individual batteries, the Army's concept of continental air
defense involved a building block approach whereby ground-to-air
missile protection would first be given to strategic air bases,
population centers, and other vital points and then would be
extended outward to protect the remainder of the nation as far as
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funds permitted. The Army urged that the independently controlled .
ground~to-air misgile batteries would be difficult to destroy. On
the other hand, it said that the elaborate communications through
which the SAGE system would ccatrol Bomarc missiles and manmed
interceptors would be easier ior an enemy to destroy,l06 The Air
Force doctrine on air defense continued to visualize an area
defense in which an air defente commander would maintain the
integrity of his forces and would not permit them to be parcelled
out, and it taught that the erigmy should be intercepted and destroyed
as far as possible from a defended area. ''The principle of ajr
defense," General White explained, "should be to strike the enemy
just as far from his target ac possible. The best defense is to
hit him before he gets off the ground with his bomber or with his
missile. . . . The worst and last~ditch business is over his
intended target over here,"107

In 1957, General Taylor along with other Army representatives
urged the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
accept "2 crash $6 billion program in order to achieve an operational
capability with the Nike-Zeus by 1961."108 At this same time, the
Air Force took a more measured look at the nation's defense require-
ments., It believed that the Soviet Union could have an initial
operational capability with prototype intercontinental ballistic
missiles sometime between mid-1958 and mid-1959 but that the Soviets
would not be able to rely solely on this swall capability te launch
zn attack against the United States. Thus up until about 1962 any
attack against the United States would have to be made by a mass of .
Soviet aircraft supplemented by intercontinental ballistic migsiles.
Based on these estimates the Ailr Force visualized a requirement for
an air defense gystem that would be able to counter a mixed-force
threat., Since the Soviets would undoubtedly aim their missiles at
American strategic retaliatory foreces, the immediate Air Force
objective was to provide three ballistic missile early warning sites
(BMEWS) which--with 3,000-mile radar developed from the Milestone Hill
model-~would be able to provide approximately 15 minutes prior warn-
ing of the arrival of hostile ballistic missiles, Even this short
warning time would permit the Strategic Air Command to launch a
part of its strategic retaliatory force and might save the lives
of many people who would have a little time to take cover,109 Other
than for this plan, General Waite was willing to admit that the
nation's air defenses were not what they should be. '"The active air
defense,” he said, "is a can of worms, to be real honest; there are
so many different kinds of weapon systems. We have got the Nike; we
have got the Bomarc; we have manned interceptors; we have the radar
for not only the early warning but the actual tracking and control
of fighters and of Bomarcs."1l0

Expressing himself aes lacking enthusiasm for the manner in
which continental air defense was being handled in terms of "area"
and "point" defenses, Secretary McElroy amnounced that effective on
7 February 1958 he was going to establish the Advanced Research
Projects Agency (ARPA) within the Deparitment of Defense and would .

454

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

. charge it to provide unified direction and managemsmt of the anti-
missile programs and for outer space projects.lll Uithout awaiting
the establishment of ARPA, McElroy directed the Air Force on 16 Jan-
uary to continue as a matter of urgency that portion of the Wizard
program that would perfect early-warning radars, tracking and
acquisition radars, communications links between early-warning
radars and the active air defense system, and the daca-procersing
components required to form an integrated system. He simultaneons-
ly directed the Army to continue its developmeant effort on the Hilw
Zeus as a matter of urgency, concentrating on a system developosnt
that would demonstrate the feasibility of achieving an effcctlve,
active anti~ICBM system that could disecriminate against electronics
countermeasures and decoys. The Army would limit itself to wvork
on the missile and launch system and to the development of acquini-
tion, tracking, and computer components required for an integrated
missile system. McElroy's directive thus made the Army responaible
for designing an antimissile wmissile, while the Air Force was
charged to create an effective missile detection system.}1Z
While McElroy stated that the principal officers in the Air
Forece thought that his plan was "a reasonable way to proceed,"
General IeMay told questioning Senators on 21 January that the
decision "does not add up to me, and it does not add up to the Air
Force. The Air Force recommended that the two missionms go together.'l13
A little later, Secretary of the Air Force James HW. Douglas expressed
the optimistic hope that the directives covered no more than develop-
. ment and that a decision as to the operational assignment respoasi-
bilities had not been made.ll4 As it was charged to do the Air
Force promptly cancelled the three study contracts in which it was
seeking means to intercept and destroy hostile ballistic missiles,ll3
but Secretary Douglas continued to hope that, once developed by the
Army, the antimissile defense--following the precedent of the
Jupitexr-~would be placed under the Air Force f£or operational employ-
ment,116 Chairman Carl Vinson of the House Committee on Armed
Services was also disappeointed at the split responsibility in the
antimissile defense, and on 28 January he sent McElroy a letter
expressing his committee's recommendation that the total responsibil-
ity for antimissile defense, operational as well as developmental,
should be promptly assigned to the Army,ll7
While the divided Department of Defense authority for the
development of an antimissile defense system would not be changed,
the interest engendered in the subject resulted in some clarification
in national air defense responsibilities. One problem that con-
cerned the Air Force was a fear that, in the confusion of a national
emergency, friendly Army air defense missiles might accidently shoot
down Air Force planes. General LeMay was adamant about the need for
a complete integration of Army weapons in a true defense in depth
that would prevent losses of friendly aircraft to friendly anti-
aircraft missiles., '"Our air offensive and our air defense,' LeMay
gsaid, "cannot be permitted to interfere with each other. This
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requires extremely close direction and control to assure protection
of our offensive and defensive forces and the most effective destruc-
tion of enemy forces,"l18 1In its report on the military comstruction
bill for figecal year 1959, the Senate Committee on Armed Services
called attention to the fact that both the Army and Air Force had been
making defense plans "without regard to the accumulation of long-
range contingent liabilities," and the final bill passed by Congress
required the Secretary of Defense to determine what missiles or
combination of missiles were to be employed in specific areas, After
more than a year's study of the very complex subject, the Secretary
of Defensge approved an Air Defense Master Plan on 19 June 1959 that
projected the air defense system that was to be operational in the
continental United States by fiscal year 1963. 1In broad detail the
Secretary accepted the Air Force concepts of area defense, an
integrated air defense in depth, and a centralized control of air
defense weapons.ll? As will be seen, however, the Air Defense
Master Flan would require marked changes and reductions in the Alr
Force continental air defense program.

2, Integrating Missiles into the Air Force

"To say there is not a deeply ingrained prejudice in favor of
aircraft among flyers," stated General White, whose service as Vice
Chief of Staff and Chief of Staff of the Alr Force spammed the
eight years after June 1953, "would be a stupild statement for me to
make, Of course there is."120 General leMay, who became Vice
Chief of Staff in July 1957 and would become Chief of Staff of the
Air Force in July 1961, was similarly candid in a speech in Phila=-
delphia in September 1961. ™I seek weapon systems," leMay said,
"that I think can do the best job and afford the nation the most
protection, In military thinking I am a comservative, I believe
we shouldn't discard a proven, reliable weapon system or concept
unless we have something that is able to replace it and do a better
job. In short, I believe in having proteéction along with progress,"

The Air Force problem of providing "protection along with
progress' greatly complicated all phases in the process of providing
modernization, "In 1946, vight after the end of the war," said
Dr. Edward Teller, "we could have said: Let us develop ballistic
missiles. . . . Well, we did go into the development of ballistic
missiles, but at an exceedingly slow and small rate. We did not
gtart a vigorous development because it could not be proved that
these missiles will be really important." While the Soviets were
apparently willing to take great gambles in their development
programs, Teller noted that Americans were willing to spend billions
when they knew there was a big payoff in prospect but were conserva«
tive when it came to spending even a few millions to begin to
develop an area which no one could predict for certain would pay
off, "In this intermediate range of practical reserach,"” he con-
cluded, "we have been rather poor."l22 Speaking about barriers in
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Air Force missile development, Colonel Hall, who became chief of
the Western Development Division's propulsion development, pointed
out: "The barrier to be overcome was not of sound, or heat, but
of the mind, which is really the only type that man is ever con-
fronted with anyway." Hall noted that the Armed Services were
compelled "to justify their development activities in terms of the
economic validity of the gains to be achieved. No new weapon,
however spectacular, can really be justified," he said, "unless it
promilses to perform military tasks at a lower gross cost than will

any weapon system preceding it."123
At the same time that new weapons had to be justified in terms

of lower gross costs, they also had to be justified within the Air
Foxce in terms of operational suitability. To some extent the
concept of force modernization impacted upon the requirement for
combat readiness and made for a dichotomy between operational con-
cerns and research and development that was closed only gradually.
The original definition of the Air Force guided missile projects in
1945-46 was generated by a small group of men within the Air Staff
who were almost entirely concerned with an expansion and exploita-
tion of technology.l24 Senior Air Force officers accepted the
proposition that the Air Force must develop experimental missiles,
but they believed that "push-button'" warfare was far from a
reality. 1In the consolidation of missile development projects in
May 1947, the Air Force gave priority to missiles that could support
or defend against a strategic air offensive. The Air Force also
accepted the decision that missiles would be integrated into the
force structure as an evolutionary rather than a revolutionary
undertaking, This policy required the Air Force "to program guided
missile units in addition to its manned aircraft units, and as the
effectiveness of the missiles is estabished the extent to which they
will replace or supplement manned aircraft units may be considered,"125
In the light of this decision the Air Force did not make efforts to
form operational concepts for missiles until 1952, nearly seven
years after the technical projects had been established. Issued on
18 September 1952, the Air Force policy letter on guided missiles
declared: '"Concepts concerning the organization of pilotless air-
craft units, their logistic support, and their tactical operation are
being developed that basically adhere to existing conecepts for
Alr Forxce operations., In short, ii has become clear that the Air
Force will incorporate pilotless aircraft into its oxrganization with
only slightly more readjustment than is necessary when new models
of more conventional aircraft types are made available to its
flying units."126

The thought that missiles had different characteristics from
aircraft matured rather slowly. By 15 August 1955, however, the
Air Force wag willing to state a stronger policy which recognized
that "guided missiles are weapons with special qualities."” "Manned
aircraft techniques,' noted the new Alr Force policy statement,
"have, of necessity, been the basis in the past for most of the
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development practices and plarning for use of missiles, Reluctance
to depart from such developmant practices and planning procedures
may prevent maximum progress.” This policy still contemplated that
a limited number of missile units would be formed by appropriate
cormands to provide operational data, but this action would have to
be initiated during the researcch and development program., Plans for
integrating missile units into the combat inventory, moreover, would
have to be made even before orerational data on the capabilities of
the missiles was complete.l27 Apparently since little thought had

been given to the conceptual problem earlier, the Air Foree found
itself in need of answers to many questions about missiles in 1956.
"Will an airpower," asked Colonel Donchew in December 1956, "repre-
sented only by ballistic missiles located in this hemisphere
represent a 'Maginot Line' concept and thereby cause a trend toward
military isolationism? . . . How long will you require a dual force,
manned and unmanned, before you are willing to accept the unmanned?
How long will you wait before you will be willing to give up a manned
unit and take an unmanned unit in its place? What gort of a kill
capability will you insist upon in the unmanned weapon knowing that
it will give you one sortie? How will you assure yourself that the
unmanned weapon is always ready to go? Can you shift your thinking
from a 'control of the air' concept based on actual combat operations
to one of ‘'deterrent control of the air' based on unmanned weapon
systems in being and capable of instantaneous launch? How much
assurance of operational capability must you have before you will be
willing to stake the future of this nation on the pressing of a
button--a button that launches an attack which canmot be recalled?"128
Answers to these conceptual questions had to be evolved separately
in the Strategic Alr Command, the Tactical Air Command, and the

Air Defense Command.,

*® % * E3

The Strategic Air Command's mission of maintaining a constant
state of split-second combat readiness greatly complicated any
aspect of force expansion or modernization. In the early 1950's
the Strategic Alr Command devised successful procedures for
reequipping and retraining some of its wings while others continued
to maintain combat readiness. The success of these procedures,
however, demanded that new equipment should be virtually combat
ready before it was assigned to strategic air wings.129 As the
result of the requirement established in 1944 the Air Force elected
to develop a Boeing six-engine, medium-range B-47 jet bomber. The
plane made its first flight in 1947, enteved production in 1948,
and in 1951 the Strategic Air Command received the first operational
aircraft, The B-47 would become the standard aireraft for replacing
the old B-29's and B~50"'s and equivalent reconnaissance types in
the 26 medium bombardment and 5 medium strategic recomnaissance
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. wings allocated to the Strategic Air Command in the Air Force 137-
wing program. Evolving from studies begun in 1945 the Boeing eight-
engine, long-range B-52 did not attain a final design configuration
until 1950. Produced from a contract issued in February 1951, the
first B~52 flew in April 1952. The firset operational B-52 would be
delivered to a SAC combat unit in 1955, and B~52's and RB-52's
were programmed to replace B-36's and RB-36's in the 7 heavy bombard-
ment and 4 heavy strategic reconnaissance wings allocated to the
Strategic Air Command in the 137-wing progrem.130

In the original planning for the 137-wing Air Force expansion,
the Strategic Air Command was allocated 8 strategic fighter wings
and 2 strategic fighter reconnaissance wings, but how these wings
would be employed or what their equipment would be reamined in
doubt. 1In March 1951, the McDonnell Aircraft Corporation's XF-88A
won the design competition for a long-range fighter, and after sub-
stantial modificetion and redesignation as the F-101A Voodoo this
plane was slated for procurement and delivery to the Strategic Air
Command in a fighter and recomnaissance configuration in the 1956-60
time period. What the Strategic Air Command actually wanted was an
intercontinental-range fighter that could precede bombers to a
target area in an advance wave and eliminate hostile interceptors,
probably by delivering nuclear weapons against airfields. The only
fighter that the Air Research and Development Command could
visualize for this role would be as big as a medium bomber, and,
declining to receive such a plane, SAC modified the 137-wing program

. to increase its B-47 wings from 26 to 28, with & corresponding
reduction in fighter wing authority. Im May 1956 SAC inactivated
another fighter wing and replaced it with a umique light strategic-
reconnaissance wing equipped at first with RB-57 aircraft, The 5
strategic fighter and 1 strategic fighter reconnaissance wings that
SAC retained continued to be equipped with F-84F and RF-84F air~
craft,l31

Neither the B-47 nor the B-52 were supersonic ailrcraft, but
studies initiated by Boeing and Comvair in 1946 indicated the
feasibility of a supersonic jet bomber and outlined its characteris-
tics. After renewed studies started in 1949, the Air Force
published a general operational requirement for a supersonic bomber
in 1952. Both Boeing and Convair submitted designs, and the
development contract was let with Convair in February 1953 for an
XB-58 aircraft, a bomber which in many respects would resemble a
"blown-up version" of Convair's F-102 Delta Dagger fighter inter-
ceptor. Following the new development concept, the B-58 would be
developed by Convair as the single prime contractor and as a com-
plete weapon system. After reviewing the B-58 program at a master
planning board meeting in December 1954, a Strategic Air Command
representative liked the supersonic capabilities of the aircraft
but bluntly stated that the plane's lack of intercontinental range
made it somewhat less than SAC desired as a replacement for the B-47
medium bomber. The Strategic Air Command continued to have reserva-

. tions about the B-58 even after it was first flown in November 1956,
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Whethex the Air Force would order procurement of the relatively .
expensive B-58 remained in doubt through most of 1957, pending
performance tests of the protoiype model,.132

As soon as the B-52 was committed to production, Major General
Power, then Vice Commander of the Strategic Air Command, requested
on 30 March 1953 that the Air Force should undertake new develop-
mental studies for a 1960~65 time period high-performance intercon-
tinental bomber which should "embody the longest range, highest
altitude, and greatest speed (in that order of priority), capable
of attainment in the time period under consideration and consistent
with requirements of military payload and defensive systems.'" Power
pointed out that missiles would have to attain a high degree of
accuracy and reliability before they could replace or supplement
manned aircraft units. He further noted: "Regardless of the
missile program, it is the opinion of this headquartexrs that the
continued advance in the art of manned flight to high altitudes and
long ranges should be at all times a priority objective of the Air
Force's development program,'"133 While Air Force aireraft had
always utilized petroleum fuels, the Boeing Company, when given a
one-year contract to study Power's request, proposed a new approach
to the twin requirements of speed and endurance. The application
of nuclear energy had been under study since 1946, and more recent
investigations promised to develop a new high-energy chemical fuel,
Boeing proposed to develop a nuclear-cruise bomber which would
utilize high energy chemical fuel for a high-speed dash., In mid-
1954 both the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy and .
the Air Force Council were enthusiastic about the importance of
nuclear airecraft power, and Weapon System 110A--Advanced Strategic
Weapon System-~-accordingly included a requirement for extensive studies
on a nuclear crulse-chemical dash bomber. 1In July 1954, however,
the Air Force ordered that as a hedge against the failure of the
development of a nuclear power plant, parallel development would be
devoted to a weapon system designed only for chemical power. After
additional study the Air Research and Development Command in April
1955 effectively divided the two power projects: Weapon System 110A
became the "chemical bomber' and a new Weapon System 125A was
established for the development of a nuclear-powered bomber,134

In the autumn of 1950 when it became apparent that research and
development might soon provide strategic missiles the Strategic
Alr Command established a guided missiles project office in its
Directorate of Plang. The Strategic Air Command's criteria for
pilotless aircraft was soon stated to be wveliability, accuracy,
minimum vulnerability, and operational suitability.135 On 17 August
1951 General LeMay stated that the Strategic Aix Command's policy
was "to get into the guided missiles business at the earliest
possible date and further to get guided missiles into the war plans
at the earliest possible date. These two objectives are to be
accomplished without sacrificing combat capability."136 "It is
only by staying ahead," wrote Brigadier General R. M. Montgomery,
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the SAC Chief of Staff, om 2 October 1953, "that we can stay on top."
Montgomery nevertheless expressed SAG's concern that the Alr Force
appeared to want to program the Rascal missile into SAC's wings
before the Rascal demonstrated any operational capability, and he
pointed out that SAC could not afford to put B-36's or B-47's into

a modification for conversion to a capability that appeared to be of
questionable operational worth.137 In response to an Air Staff
request for an exaect statement of SAC policy on guided missiles,
Montgomery stated on 18 April 1954: '"the nature of the mission
assigned to the Strategic Air Command by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
requires the maintenance of a constant state of combat readiness.
This is turn establishes a firm requirement for any weapon system
which is integrated into the SAC inventory to possess a proved and
demonstrable combat capability in terms of range, accuracy, and
religbility." At this time the Strategic Air Command could see

some compatibility between the Rascal and the B-36, but it believed
that if the B-47's were required to carry the stand-off missile they
would be serlously degraded inm range and in altitude characteristics,
The Strategic Air Command was even more skeptical about the poten=-
tial operational worth of the Smark: in its existing configuration
the Snark appeared to have little potential as an operational weapon
system,

In the Air Force in the early 1950's there were predictions
that guided missiles would be the "exclusive vehicle for future air
war" and that the Soviet Union might skip the jet bomber stage of
aircraft development technology and jump directly into guided missiles.
Brigadier General Dale 0. Smith argued against the first prediction
in November 1953. Smith believed that the art of war would continue
to be "a contest of wills, strategy, and quick decision based upon
fragmentary information." Only g pilot in a manned air wvehicle
would be able to appraise situations that could not be predicted in
advance.139 The second prediction” appeared invalid when the Soviets

gave no signs of skipping jet bombers and develoﬁing missiles., On
May Day 1954 in the f£ly-by over Moscow the Soviet Air Force openly
paraded numbers of new TU~16 medium jet Badger bombexrs, which
evidently were in quantity production, and a single Type 37 Bison
heavy turbojet bomber, which apparently was a prototype of an
intercontinental aircraft needed to attack the United Statesg.!40
Following an Air Research and Development Command briefing on new
weapon systems late in 1954, General LeMay accepted the proposition
that the ICBM would be the ultimate weapon in the SAC inventory,

but he asserted that mammed bombers would be the primary weapon for
a long time to come. He urged the assignment of the highest
priority possible to the development of the Weapon System 110A
together with penetration aids to include an air-to-surface missile
expansion of the heavy bomber force, and early development and
production of an air-to-surface missile for the B-52. He recommended
discontinuation of the Rascal program and elimination of the Snark
if it detracted from Weapon System 110A.141 In a study prepared for
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the Alr Research and Developmen: Command on 27 May 1955, Major .
General Yates described the deficiencies in guided missile programs
as tracing back to a superficia recognition at top=-levels of the
government of the potential dominance of missiles and the relative
underemphasis on guided missile development within the Air Force
primarily due to a preoccupation with manned aircraft,l42

In the spring of 1955 American intelligence continued to be
fearful of Soviet aireraft deve’iospment. At the May Day 1955 cele-
bration in Moscow the Soviets displayed 13 Type-37 Bisons and at
least 3 (some observers counted 9) turboprop TU-95 Bear heavy bombers.
Thigs display indicated that the Soviets had put the intercontinental
Bison into production fully a year before such was predicted and
that the even more formidable Bzar might also be in production. At
this same air show the Soviets displayed 43 twin-place all-weather
Flashlight jet interceptors, encugh to make it evident that these
"gery dangerous" swept-wing fighters were already operational in air
defense units.l43 These aircraft sightings demanded an immediate
reassessment of Air Force capabilities. The size and composition
of the Strategic Air Command had been computed early in 1954 on a
war gaming of the then-existing JCS target list and expected combat
attrition rates. Based on a f£leoasting D-~day B-52 production rates
were fairly leisurely and were predicated on a 40-hour week without
overtime at Boeing's plant in Seattle. Tn order to reduce the
potential vulnerability of a single~source production of B-52's the
Air Force had already asked for a second source of production. When
he received the news of the Soviet aircraft sighted over Moscow, .
Secretary Wilson acted swiftly :o expand B-52 production and to
bring a second Boeing plant into operation in government owned
facilities in Wichita, Kansas., In an expeditious action, Wilson
secured Eisenhower's approval for the action within the National
Security Council and by-passed the Bureau of the Budget. On 26 May
Secretary Talbott and General Twining appeared in executive session
with the Senate Armed Services Committee and received approval for
accelerating B-52 production by 35 percent. Emexgency budget actions
added some $356 million for incceased aircraft procurement to the
budget for fiscal year 1956.144

Even though Secretary Wilsom supported the expansion of B-52
production he announced his opposition to any enlargement of the
Air Force beyond its goal of 137 wings slated for attainment by the
end of 1956.145 Since 137 wings had become a "magic number" repre-
senting the "ultimate in airpowesr,” the Strategic Air Command had
to effect changes within its internal for¢e structure in order to
schedule more bombers against an expanding target spectrum. While
SAC had programmed 7 heavy bomber wings and 4 heavy reconnaissance
wings as separate functions, it quickly determined that the require-
ment for bombs on targets would be more important than poststrike
reconnaissance and secured authority to shift reconnailssance wings
into bombardment work om 1 October 1955, This represented a more
than 50 percent increase in long-range B~52 bombardment capability.l46
soon &s it got some operational experience with B-52's, the Strategic .
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. Air Command also found it feasible in the spring of 1956 to program
45 B-52's Zer wing as opposed to the former allocation of 30 B-36's
per wing.l47 Based on these actions, and also counting additional
planes allotted for combat support and testin% the Air Force ended
up with a total authorization for 603 B-52's, 48

In spite of the authorized auvgmentations of the Strategic Air
Command General LeMay was anything but optimistic when he appeared
before the Symington air power committee hearings in April 1956.
leMay explained that in order to get best results from a small
number of well-qualified technical personnel, SAC had formerly
concentrated its air units on a few air bases. Now LeMay emphasized
that SAC would have to expand its base system in order to reduce
its valnerability. Pending a new war gaming of Soviet capabilities,
LeMay was not prepared to say how much larger the SAC foxrce should
ba, but he knew that it should be larger, He wished the Air Force
to press forward with the development of an intercontinental
ballistic misgsile, but he doubted that the f£irst models of these
weapons could be as efficient as manned bombers, "I think," he
said, '""it is reasonable to say that the first ICBM will augment the
manned bomber force; and at some later date will supplant a portion
of the manned bomber force. But I do not believe that in the fore-
seeable future the ICBM will replace all of the manned bomber force,"
LeMay urged that the ICBM be developed '"with the utmost urgency,"
that a follow-on manned bomber to the B~52/KC-135 combination be
produced "at the earliest possible time," but, "before then," he

. said, "we need more B-52's."149 1In meetings in Omaha and Washingron
on 6 and 13 June 1956, LeMay and key SAC officers stated the follow-
ing priorities for production and development: (1) B-52's, (2) B-52's
plus penetration aids, (3) Weapon System 110A, (4) Weapon System 110A
plus penetration aids, (5) Navaho, (6) Atlas, and (7) Weapon System
125A. 1eMay stated that even after the Navaho and Atlas were fully
developed, the Strategic Air Command would still require maznned
bombers in order to strike the targets designated for it,150

Although the basic idea had long been tacitly accepted, the
Air Force definitely announced in 1956 that it would adhere to a
concept of maintaining a mixed force of mammed air vehicles and
guided missiles, In an article published in September 1956, Major
General Richard C., Lindsay, Air Force Director of Plans, pointed out
that missiles had unique characteristics but were still characterized
by relatively large circular error probabilities and would be
operationally inflexible once they were launched. ''It appears
unlikely,'" he wrote, "that guided missiles will completely replace
aircraft in any mission area during the foreseeable future. It looks
as if the future force structure will be mixed in varying degrees
depending upon the job to be accomplished. . . . A look at the
technical estimates of the surface-to-surface missiles' future
capability in relation to manned aireraft and the targets to be
attacked indicates that about fifty percent of the Strategic Air
Command's misgion could sometime be accomplished with guided

. missiles."131 QGenerzl Twining suggested early in 1957 that the phase
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out of manned bombers and fighters would have to be slow and could .
not be undertaken until missiles were operational and had proven their
worth. In Twining's opinion missiles with large warheads would be
effective against area targets, but they would not be effective against
precise targets such as enemy airfields for many years. '"As I see
it now,” he said, "I would employ a bombexr force to go get the air-
fields rather than gamble on missiles,"”132 Expressing basic agree-
ment with the Air Force Chief of Staff, Major General Schriever
stated: "This ballistic missile is largely a retaliatory weapon, and
it would be used against an enemy's economy."133 Summing up the Air
Force position on a mixed force, Colonel John B. Tipton of the Air
Force plans directorate pointed out in May 1957: "The unique charac-
teristics of missiles of all types, both offensive and defensive,
make them superior to manned systems in many respects and they will
replace manned systems when demonstrated capabilities indicate
those tasks which they can do better or cheaper. In most respects
however, missile systems are complementary and not competitive."lS&
As it had been projected to do the Strategic Air Command com-
pleted its expansion to the 51 wings authorized to it under the 137-
wing program in May 1956, but even as this objective was accomplished
the changing world environment was already rendering the force goal
obsolete and it was also apparent that the Air Force could not
support 137 wings and continue to modernize them without additional
appropriations. Based upon an appreciation of the fact that "the
numbexr of bombers we require is a function of the targets we must
hit, the time pexiod in which our strikes must be completed, the .
effectiveness of the enemy warning and defense system and the degree
of protection and dispersal we can provide our force against his
attacks,” General Twining agreed that the Strategic Air Command
needed additional B-52's. In preparation' for the fiscal year 1958
budget estimates, Twining asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to accept
a requirement for six additional B~52 wings, making a total of 17
heavy bombardment wings. Given the development of an air-to-surface
stand-off missile, Twining estimated that the B-32 could continue
to be an effective delivery system through 1965 and very probably
beyond that period. As long as the Strategic Air Command's medium
bomber groups had been equipped with relatively-slow B-36 bombers,
SAC required strategic fighter aireraft, but the B-52's would be
expected to defend themselves and SAC's six fighter-type wings
could be eliminated thus making way for higher priority programs.
According to Twining, the Joint Chiefs of Staff refused to accept
the requirement for expanding the number pf B-52 wings, particular-
1y since the aircraft complement of each of the 11 B-52 wings was
being expanded from 30 to 45 aircraft. As a result, the Air Force
budget for fiscal year 1958 visualized the already approved 11
wings of B-52's, Twining accepted this decision with evident
reluctance: "If the enemy continues his building program of long-
range bombers," he warxned, '"we will again examine the size of our
B-52 force.'"135 The Strategic Air Command nevertheless divested
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itself of its fighters. In the first half of 1957 the four most
experienced strategic fighter wings were transferred to the Tactical
Air Command, and the other strategic fighter wing and the strategic
fighter reconnaissance wing were inactivated.

At the same time that he sought additional numbers of intercon-
tinental bombers to program against an increasing number of targets
in an increasingly severe defense environment, LeMay also subscribed
to the concept which defined a deterrent force as "an effective nuclear
offensive force which is secure from destruction by the enemy regard-
less of what offensive and defensive action he takes against it.''157
At its esgtablishment, the Strategic Air Command had inherited many
bases in the United States thatr had been built in good-weather areas
for use in training units that would fight overseas. Most of these
bases were thus in the southern part of the United States, and were
poorly located for transpolar intercontinental air missions. During
the 137-wing expansion, moreover, nearly all SAC bases had to
accommodate two wings. Even with inflight refueling the medium-
range B-47's had to be programmed to conduct their offensive strikes
from bases in Europe or in the Pacific, bases which were hazarded
by Soviet TU-16 Badgers during the middle-1950's and would soon be
covered by Soviet intermediate range ballistic missiles.l158 Seeking
to provide increased security and to compound the enemy's offensive
force requirement, General LeMay recommended in 1956 that no more
than one squadron of B-52's and one wing of B-47's should be located
on a single base. The Air Force accepted the objective of so
dispersing the B-52's during fiscal year 1958, but it could not
immediately afford to disperse the much larger number of B-47 wings.159
As eventuelly worked out the solution for the dispersal of the B-47
wings included thinning them down to one wing per base and designat-
ing an additional 80 to 100 alternate airfields to which B-47's
would disperse in periods of international tenmsion.160

The survival of strategic airceraft on a given air base was also
related to the degree of alexrt practicable and the amount of warniag
time available. With the Distant Early Warning line in operation
against Soviet jet aircraft, LeMay counted on getting two hours
tactical warning time and believed that it would be possible to get
something like 60 percent of his aircraft into the air in this time.
Against a Soviet ICBM attack, however, the zone of interior bases
could count only on about 15-minutes tactical warning, and oversea
bases would be fortunate to get as much as 10-minutes advance notice
of Soviet IRBM strikes. As a part of their normal training some
aircraft crews were always in a state of readiness for missions and
could quickly be diverted to retaliatory strikes. Already looking
forward to the era of intercontinental wissiles, LeMay began prep-«
arations in 1956 to secure a degree of ground alert readiness which
would enable his wings to launch as many aircraft as possible in 15
minutes, "If we can get this alert concept worked out to a point
where we can operate under it with a high degree of efficiency,” he
said, "then I think that even though the Russians have the intercon-
tinental missile that they will still have to consider that question:
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Will we accept this number of bombg?"16l The ground alert concept
wag expensive in requirements for alert facilities and additional
airerews, but by the winter of 1956-57 SAC was planning to keep

30 percent of its crews and aircraft on ground alert., This planning
was quickly matured after September 1957, and in July 1958 the
command placed approximately one~third of its combat-~ready fleet on
continuous ground alert.l62

One of the principal reasons why LeMay wished to build up SAC's
B-52/KC-135 intercontinental capability was a realization that over-
sea bases would become increasingly vulnerable to Soviet medium-
range bombers and IRBM's.l63 Rather than to continue to risk entire
wings at advance bases, the Strategic Air Command instituted a
"Reflex concept' of forward deployment to bases in North Africa in
July 1957. Under this concept designated B-47 wings periodically
rotated small numbers of crews and aircraft to the forward bases
where they stood runway alerts for short intervals of time. The
"Reflex'' concept was subsequently extended to deployments at bases
in Spain, the United Kingdom, and in Alaska. In foxrward deployments
to the Pacific an "Airmail" concept maintained alert B-47 aircraft
in place on Guam, while aircrews were rotgpted to and from Guam at
monthly intervals.l64 As SAC increased its force of intercontinental
B-52 bombers, oversea bases beacame less vital to the accomplishment
of the strategic air mission, 165 Speaking as a RAND expexrt Albert J.
Wohlstetter argued in 1959 that overseas bases had so little warning
time as to make them of little value in case of a general war. On
the other hand, Air TForce officers maintained that the continued
use of these adwittedly vulnerable bases gave additional flexibility
and efficiency to the strategic attack, added complexity to the
timing of a Soviet surprise attack, and permitted the B-47's to
operate from ranges nearer to their targets. '"The knowledge that
SAC is a truly global force," pointed out Lieutenant General Walter
C. Sweeney, Jr., Commander of the Eighth Air Force, "complicates
Soviet targeting and dilutes his war effort." In view of the
increasing danger of Soviet IRBM attack the Strategic Air Command
began to reduce the size of the "reflex" deployment in August 1959,
but both "Reflex" and "Airmail" would continue to maintain alert
B-47's at oversea bases.l66 ‘

As he was nearing completion of his long assignment as
commandexr of the Strategic Air Command in the spring of 1957 General
LeMay was dissatisfied with the rate of modernization of the
strategic air arm, but he believed that the Strategic Alr Command
had made the plans which would permit it to maintain its effective-
ness both as a deterrent and a war-winning force. Looking toward
the era of intercontinental missiles, LeMay's plan required the
development of an all-intercontinental foree including ICBM's,
maximum dispersal, and maximum ground alert.l67 Because it was
concerned about finances and the maintenance of combat-ready
capabilities the Strategic Air Command continued to question Air
Force plans to put Snark end Rascal into operation. Saark seemed
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. to be of questionable superiority to other strategic systems and
Rascal appeared Lo be practically useless in an environment requir-
ing alert forces. After attending a briefing in Omaha, Secretary
of the Air Force Quarles stated on 9 February 1957 that "a tried
and proven manned bomber force should not be reduced and replaced
by an untried missile force, However, it is vital that the Air
Force get on with development and procurement of missiles,'168

Writing in the summer of 1957 shortly after he became Alr Force
Chief of Staff, General White agreed that the ballistic missile was
"less flexible than the manned bomber" but he pointed out that "its
addition will definitely add a considerable measure of flexibility
to our forces as a whole.," He reasoned: '"Its reaction time and
speed of flight are wvery valuable characteristics in a situation
requiring immediate response to an attack. The ballistic missile
will also permit greatex versatility for our forces by relieving
the manned bomber of those heavily defended targets where the cost
of attacking with bombers would be too high and where precise
accuracy is not mandatory. In considering the characteristics of
the bomber and the ballistic missile, it appears that for many years
to come an optimum force will make best use of both Weapons."16g
Even though White believed that ''there is no question that SAC as
presently constituted is the only thing between us and oblivion and
will be for a long time to come,'" he also believed that "the Aix
Force was late in realizing the potential of missiles" and that
"the top level of the Air Forece does not know enough about missiles."

. When he addressed an Air Force Gommanders' Conference on 30 Septem-
ber 1957, White warned: "The senior Air Force officer's dedication
to the airplane is deeply ingrained and rightly so, but we must
never permit this to result in a battleship attitude. We cannot
afford to ignore the basic precept that all truths change with time."
He pointed out that money limitations would not permit an indefinite
continuation of overlapping missile and aircraft capabilities. More
thought should be given to missiles and to the effect that antiair-
craft missiles would have on high~level bombing, White thought that
Air Force officers had never respected antiaircraft artillery, and
he directed SAC to begin a study of the potential effect of nuclear
antiaircraft missiles on high-level bombing. White also stated that
he wanted Air Force officers to stop criticizing Snark and Rascal,
This was not intended to curtail individual thinking, but the Air
Force would need to present a solid front on the subject of missiles.
'"With the advent of the guided missile,'" White emphasized, "the U.S.
Air Force is in a critical era of its existence. It is essential
that we all pull together in the effort to properly utilize this
family of new weapons systems for the defense of our Nation,"170

In his address to the Air Force commanders on 30 September,
White presented an Air Force "eredo" on missiles, and this statement
was soon released to all major commanders and to the public as the
USAF policy on missile development and employment. This policy
statement read:171

467

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

1. The USAF has long recognized the potential of ‘
missiles. According to current roles and missions the
Air Force has the greatest need for such weapons.

2. Missiles and aircraft can be combined, capital-
izing on the performance and characteristics of each,
to create a formidable instrument of air power conslder-
ably greater than the use of missiles or aircraft alone.
The creation of such an instrument is a primary object
of the Air Force.

3. Missiles, as they are perfected, will supple-
ment and complement the manned airxcraft. However, to
preserve the required capability and flexibility of
opervations, it is essential that the air force maintain
a significant force of manned aircraft during the fore-
seeable future.

4, The Alr Force has and is continuing to dewvelop
missiles for use in the strategic, tactical and air
defense roles as fast as technology and the availability
of funds will permit.

5. As rapidly as missiles become operationally
suitable, they will be phased into units either to com-
pletely or partially substitute for manned aircraft
according to military requirements.

During the 1950's General LeMay had demanded that new weapon
systems must not be assigned to the Strategic Air Command until they .
were operationally perfected., In view of this demand as well as in
an effort to provide the earliest initial operational capability for
intercontinental ballistic migsiles the Air Force had assigned the
whole responsibility of readying missile squadrons to the Aixr Reseaxch
and Development Command on 18 November 1955. Seeking to compress

time schedules tc the maximum the Western Development Division and

its successor Air Force Ballistic Missile Division instituted a new
concept of concurrent development whexeby operating personnel were
trained, base facilities were built, and the missiles were developed
and tested all at the same time.l72 Seversl factors impeded this
concurrent development planning. Base construction funds wexe hard

to come by, and the siting of IRBM's in NATO countries required
intergovernmental negotiations. In 1956 Secretary Quarles directed

a "poor man's approach" or a stretch-out of programs to save funds,
Planning had to be coordinated with SAC, and leMay opposed any

rigid initial operational capability plans that might freeze designs
and commit missiles to quantity production before a first missile

had been tested. Work was nevertheless begun on a "soft" missile

base at Camp Cooke, California (subsequently Vandenberg Air Force
Base) in May 1957, and in August the Air Force selected Warren Air
Force Base, Wyoming, and Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado, for develop-
ment as Atlas and Titan initial operational capability bases. With
Air Staff approval, the Air Research and Development Command
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. activated the lst Missile Division at Camp Cooke on 1 April 1957
to supervise training and operational phases of the initial opera-
tional capability progrem.l73 By the autum of 1957 the Air Force
Ballistic Missile Division had the nucleus of an initial operation-
al missile force in being, and at the Commanders' Conference in
September General White told the new SAC Commander, General Thomas
S. Power, that he wanted SAC ro get "into the picture as soon as
possible without 'rocking the boat' and upsetting the overall pro-
gram." On 29 November White accordingly anmounced that he had
transferred the lst Missile Division to SAC, along with responsibil-
ity for the initial operational capability of both the ICBM and
IRBM programs., The transfer of the lst Missile Division to SAC, and
the simultaneous establishment of an Office of Assistant Commander-
in-Chief SAC for Missiles (SAC-MIKE) in Inglewood, California,
became effective on 1 January 1958.174

After hearing General White's presentation at the September
Commanders' Conference, General Power remarked that missiles ought
to be kept in perspective lest an impression be created '"that the
bomber is through.'"175 General leMay shared this same fear. Appeax-
ing before a Senate investigating committee in December in what he
described as an "atmosphere of sputniks and intercontinental missiles,
when accusations and denials seem to be flying around," LeMay
observed: '"Our main deterrent power today is a manned bomber and a
nuclear~weapons system, It is going to be our main deterrent and

. our main protection.” Believing that ''the proposals that are in the
mill on increasing the missile program are smple for the time being,
maybe a little bit strong," LeMay argued that the main danger lay
not so much in the far future but in "not modernizing the force that
we are dependin% on teday to keep us out of trouble, not doing it
fast enough,'"176 To leMay and Power the modernization of the
Strategic Air Command required new manned aircraft as well as
missiles,

Representing the culmination of some four years of preliminary
studies and intensive design competitions, the Air Force awarded the
North Ameriecan Aviation Company a contract on 1 June 1957 to initiate
development of a long-range Mach 3 jet interceptor to be designated
the F-108. Following a similarly long and intensive study and
design competitions, the Air Force awarded North American on 24 Jan-
uvary 1958 another development contract for Weapon System 110A, a
revolutionary Mach 3 intercontinental jet bombexr that would be
designated as the B-70, The two development programs were carefully
designed to mesh and save developmental costs. The cost of develop-
ing common items such as engines, escape capsules, and fuel systems
were to be spread between the two programs, It was plamnned that both
new planes would enter the operational inventory by 1965 and would
complement missile capabilities in the decade 1965-75. 1In this
period the Air Force assumed that surface-to-surface strategic
bombardment missiles would be vitally important but that because of
uncertainties about their reliability, accuracy, flexibility of
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employment, and relative immobllity the use of missiles would be .
limited, initially at least, to unhardened and accurately-located
targets. The manned-bombexr system would provide the only known
means of destroying smaller, more fugitive, hardened targets that
required accurate attacks with high-yield weapons. The manned
weapon system would be usable in major conflict, in a limited war
with limited weapons, and in lesser conflicts in which a simple show
of force would be sufficient. "In addition," pointed out Major
General Ferguson, Air Force Director of Requirements, ''man provides
discretionary capabilities for target discrimination, malfunction
correction or override, timely evasion maneuvers and judgment in
gselection and employment of penetration aids. These attributes,
coupled with the bomber's flexibility of employment (heavy payloads
with mixed weapons, intelligence collection, damage assessment,
best altitudes and penetration routes, recallability and recover-
ability) are important considerations to the probability of success
in a strategic campaign."177 Speaking of the B-70 and the Atlas
in March 1958, Lieutenant General Irvine explained: "We think we
need both. We think we cannot afford to pin the hopes of the
nation on just 1 machine and 1 solution to the military mission, . .
From the standpoint. . . of what it costs to take_out a target,
it costs you more to take it out with an intercontinental ballistic I
missile than it does to take out a number of targets with bowbers,
plus the fact that you have control of the bomber force. You can
staxrt bombers toward the target and call them back, . . . I do not .
know how to show your teeth with a missile, patrticularly when you
have it in the silos, and you do not want the enemy to know where
they are,''178

In the winter of 1957-58 Generals White and leMay considered
that the development of intercontinental ballistic missiles and the
supersonic B-70 would take care of the future, but the immediate
task was to do somethlng more immediately to continue aircraft
modernization and give protection to the Strategic Air Command. In
the immediate aftermath of the Sputnik, Secretary McElroy requested
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to study and recommend highly important
itenms where defense could be augmented with additional funds. To
meet this request the Joint Chiefs recommended only the items which
they agreed were most Important. Originally these items ware to
have been added to the fiscal year 1959 budget, but McElroy instead
secured Eisenhower's approval to submit them to Congress in January
1958 as a supplemental appropriation for fiscal year 1958. This
supplemental request totalled $1,270 million, of which $910 million
was allocated to the Air Force., Much of the funding was designed
to provide the Strategic Alr Command with warning, dispersal, alert
facilities, and additional personnel to stand the alerts. OFf the
$1,270 million, $219 million was to accelerate the SAC dispersal
and alert program, $329 million was allocated to the construction of
a ballistic missile detection system, and $683 million was requested
to permit acceleration of the Atlas, Thor, Jupiter, and Polaris
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. programs. In his original submission of items for the added program,
White asked the Joint Chiefs to approve the construction of new
bases for tanker alrcraft in Canada and the Arctic; this request,
however, was not accepted by the Joint Chiefs as a priority item and
accordingly was not included in the supplemental request for fiscal
year 1958 funds.l79

The subject of aircraft modernization plans for the Strategic
Air Command came under debate during the consideration of the
military budget for fiscal year 1959. Already reduced to a total
of 44 combat wings, the Strategic Air Command stood in dangerxr of
being "caught with l0-year old B-47's and B-52's.” Since SAC's B-52
strength was fixed at 11 wings, the B-52 production line at Wichita
was glated to close after fiscal 1958 procurement orders were
delivered. The last B-47 was delivered to the Air Force in 1957.180
The Strategic Air Command was also "tanker-limited." While in
command of SAC, LeMay had proposed that new KC-135 tankers should
match the new B-52 bombers on a one-to-one ratio, but in view of
budget limits and with the expectation that with a little warning
some bombers might be able to operate from oversea bases LeMay had
reluctantly agreed with the Air Staff decision to procure B-52's
and KC-135"'s on a three-to-two ratio. Even if the Air Staff had
agreed to the one-to-one ratio, moreover, the rdtio would have been
difficult to have attained since the KC~135 was put into production
about a year and a half behind the B-52,181 At a meeting of the

. USAF Aircraft and Weapons Board in Jume 1957, a SAC representative
continued to reject the proposal that his command be scheduled for
six wings of range-limited but supersonic-dash B-58's. The Board
nevertheless supported the B-58 because it was the nation's only
hope for the attainment of a supersonic bombing capability prior to
1966 and because it feared that the B-52 might not be able to
penetrate hostile defenses in the early 1960's. At another meeting
of the Board in November 1957, however, the Air Force Directorate of
Operations recommended additional B-52's rather than B-58's. General
LeMay also indicated that he favored the B-32 over the B-58 because
it could carry more alectronic equipment and had an intercontinental
range. Still the Office of Secretary of Defense had ruled against
procurement of additional B-52's, and on 26 December General White
made the final decision that SAC would receive some B-58's, the
final number to be determined after operational testing., As a
result of these decisions, the Department of Defense budget for
fiscal year 1959 submitted to Congress in January 1958 contained no
funds for additional B-52's but included the purxchase of 47 B-58's
at an estimated cost of $796.6 million, This initial order was
intended to be a test quantity rather than a production oxder, and
because of increased cost quotations the pumber of aircraft to be
procured had to be reduced to 36 planes. While the budget hearings
were Iln progress, leMay emphasized that SAC ought to have one
KC~135 tanker for each B-52 bomber, but the Alr Forxce nevertheless
continued to program the three-to-two bomber-tanker ratio.l82
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At least a part of the Office of Secretary of Defense opposition
to the procurement of additional B-52's arose from the belief that
these planes would be vulnerable to Soviet missile defenses, Early
in 1958 two separate developments promised to reduce B-532 vulnerabil-
ity. The Strategic Air Command demonstrated that it would be feasible
to conduct low-altitude attacks with the B-52's, thereby redueing
the effectiveness of Soviet anciaircraft defenses. Following the
award of a research and development contract on 16 September 1957,
moreovexr, the North American Aviation Company made rapid progress in
developing the GAM-77 Hound Dog missile. This turbo jet missile
would allow B-52's to deliver nuclear warheads against hostile targets
or defenses without entering defended areas. The B-52's would be
able to carry Hound Dog missiles on pylons under their wings, thus
augmenting their armament. On the basis of these new developments,
the Air Force was authorized to submit an amendment to the fiscal year
1959 budget on 2 April 1958, As subsequently approved by Congress
the amendment authorized the procurement of 39 additional B-52G
aircraft at an estimated cost of $300.5 million. With these planes
the Air Force was able to schedule one of the B-47's wings for con-
version to B-52's, and the purchase order continued production lines
in being for a possible 1960 reorder of additional aircraft.l83 When
it was tested during 1958 the B-58 Hustler proved potentially useful.
Although the supersonic-dash B-58 could not be adapted to air-alert
tactics such as were being worked out foxr the B-52 force, SAC con-
ceived that the B-58's were admirably suited for "Reflex' operations.
They could be rapidly deployed to forward airfields overseas, from
which by virtue of their high speed they could get over theix
assigned targets very quickly., The principal drawback to the B-58
continued to be its high unit cost. In order to conserve funds,
the Air Force Directorate of Operations recommended cancellation of
B-58 purchases in August 1958, but by this time General Power was
willing to inform General White that: '"The B-58 is a program
vitally important to SAC and the nation."184

In an effort to clear up vhat appeared to be an apparent
indecision as to its requirements, the Strategic Air Command stated
on 7 July 1958 that basic Air Forxce programming ought to pursue
objectives designed to secure: (1) the modernization of the bomber
force; (2) the attainment of an effective ICBM capability as soon
as possible; (3) the aggressive support of research and development
of the most promising systems for the long term; and (4) the
attainment of compatible alert amd dispersal programs to insure
maximum response to any situation. At this time, SAC criticized
""the spoon feeding of many weapon systems in an attempt to satisfy
the projected requirements of all agencies." While it recognized
that parallel missile development programs might have been necessary
to forward the state of the art, SAC now recommended that the time
had come for the immediate termination of such programs as the SM-62
Snark, the GAM-63 Rascal, and the SM~78 Jupiter, In consonance
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. with its force objectives, SAC recommended that the prioxities in
the procurement of weapon systems should be: (1) KC-135 tankers,
(2) B-52G bombers with Hound Dog missiles, (3) B=58 bombers,
(4) B-70 bombers, (5) SM~65 Atlas missilesg, (6) SM-68 Titan misgsiles,
and (7) Minuteman missiles.185 Lending emphasis to this command
letter, Power stated in February 1959: "No. 1 priority in SAC--and
I am talking about the immediate future and taking full consideration
of time-~-in buying this country military posture of deterrent value,
is the KC-135 B-52G combination with the HOUND DOG missile,'186

During the summer and autumn of 1958 the Air Force accepted

only a part of the Strategic Air Command's recommendations. Unable
to forecast the exact capabilities of intercontinental hallistic
missiles, General White preferred to pursue a somewhat loose bomber
procurement program that would add B-52's and B-58's to the SAG
inventory in annual procurements, with two wings of B~47's to be
retired for each modern B-52 and B-58 wing that could be organized,
These annual procurements of modest numbers of B-52's and B-58's would
ensure that the production lines were kept open. General Power was
not happy with this program: he had begun to conceive that the
Strategic Air Command might have to stress an air alert rather than
a ground alert posture, and he wanted 20 wings of B-52's as soon as
possible rather than the stretched out Air Force program.l87 Al-
though the initial operational date slipped to December 1960,
General White wanted to have one squadron with 30 Snark missiles in

. place at Presque Isle, Maine, becguse the Snark would be the world's
first operational intercontinental missile and because it would
confuse enemy defenses. As SAC had long urged should be done and in
view of the fact that the B-47's would be phasing out, the Alr Force
cancelled the SM-63 Rascal program in November 1958; this program
had cost $448 million and had not provided a useful aixr-to-surface
missile., Further development on the ground-launched diversionary
SM-73 Bull Goose missile--which had cost $136.5 million--was
cancelled in December 1958. This missile would have been fired while
the B-52's were proceeding to their targets and would have compounded
the identification problems of Soviet air defense radars; it would
not be useful if the B~52's began to operate from an air alert posture
since once launched it could not be recalled,188 1In a speech
delivered in September 1958, General White summed up the Air Force
response to the missile crisis. 'First," he said, ""the missile
threat did not invalidate our bomber strike force. For a long time
to come, this force with its great range, its capacity to carry
nuclear weapons of various size and yields, and its improved
electronic countermeasures, could still perform the job it was
designed to do. Furthermore, because of the human intelligence
factor abeoard, the bomber strike force has the added advantages of
recall capability and greater flexibility in target selection and
tactics,'189
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From a purely theoretical viewpoint ground-launched guided .
missiles appeared to have unique qualifications that fitted them
for employment in both air defense and tactical air warfare missions.
A missile could maneuver more abruptly than a piloted aireraft, it
had a greater range per pound of wehicle, it was capable of greater
operational altitude, its automatic delivery system eliminated many
human frailties and errors, and it could operate at speeds far
superior to mammed aircraft., A missile could also operate at night
and in all kinds of weather without degraded capabilities. Since
no pilot would need to be protected from a weapon's blast, a Bomarc
could be provided with a large nuclear warhead, In a 24-hour air
defense alert, manned fighter efficiency degenerated as men got
tired, but a guided missile did not become fatigued and it did not
wear out unless it were fired. TIn tactical employment, Matador
missiles could be operated from widely dispersed field installatiomns,
thus augmenting security against hostile attack.190

But while missiles appeared to be well fitted to air defense
and tactical air missions, few defense strategists agreed on the
exact proportions of these missions that could eventually be per-
formed with them. In September 1956 Major General Lindsay predicted
that "only about thirty percent of tactical targets would probably
be suitable for attack by guided missiles" but he thought that in
the air defense mission guided missiles "may be capable of taking
over a greater percentage of the job than in any of the other
areas."191 Appreciation for the unique qualities of the Matador .
tactical air missile led to its production and deployment to over-
sea theaters beginning in 1954, and during this same year the Air
Force began research and development on an improved version of this
weapon system which was designated as the TM-76 Mace. Speaking of
the Matador in May 1956, however, Generaly Weyland said: "It is a
supplement to, adds to, the flexibility, but it certainly does not
replace the mammed airplane,''192 But a month later Gemeral Taylox
visualized that "the tremd will be toward the substitution of the
miggile, the Army-controlled missile, for what we call close
support of ground forces.''l93 Asked to speculate on the future of
manned fighter aircraft in February 1958, General lLeMay replied: "I
think their importance is going to diminish in the future, particu-
larly in the tactical role-~the fighter-bomber types, for instance.
I think we are going to require a manned vehicle in the alr defense
role for some time to come.''194 Only two months later, Major
General Ferguson wrote: "Io an airman, the need for manned aircraft
in tactical air operations is obvious. Tactical war is a war of
movement. After fixed targets have been attacked, the problem is to
seek out and destroy the moving targets, Often these targets are
fleeting. They must be attacked as soon as they are cbserved, or
they are gone., Here, missiles are of very limited use without
necessary reconnaissance, The manned aircraft, on the other hand,
carries with it both a reconnaissance capability to f£ind the target
and weapons to destroy it, The tactical fighter bomber is designed
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. with the flexibility for attacking not only the fixed and pinpointed
target, but also the target that must be located."195 And in aApril
1958, Weyland had occasion to repeat what he described as his '"long-
held conviction that tactical surface-to-surface missiles, ballistic
or cruise, can only be considered as a supplementary and secondary
offensive tactical weapon to the manned airplane. Their actual
tactical usefulness will be limited, will complicate the enemies'
defense, but will be more psychological than tangibly destructive
in value."196

One of the chief reasons for the confused thinking about the
comparative values of missiles and manned aireraft in the air
defense and tactical air missions arose from the fact that technologi-
cal potentialities in both media were rapidly developing and posed
a conatant strain upon limited research and development funds that
could be made available. In the early 1350"s both air defense and
tactical air units were equipped with first-generation jet aireraft
that were procured in quantity during the Korean War. Possibly
because of difficulties and costs arising from the quantity
production of the F-100 Super Sabre before the plane was adequately
tested, the Air Force pursued a very cautious porgram of procuring
new fighter aircraft which Trevor Gardner described as a '"fly-before-
you-buy philosophy."197 Because it had great confidence in the
North American Company which had produced the F~86 Sabre and because
it needed an improved day fighter to oppose vast numbers of Soviet

. MIG-15"s, the Air Force put the F-100 Super Sabre into quantity
production in mid-1953 before it was adequately tested. Since the
fire control system on the Sabre had been satisfactory it was
assumed that a similar system would be acceptable in the F-100 and
no complete weapon system specification was written for the F-100,
This was not to be the case, and trouble with the Super Sabre's fire
control system proved costly to correct and delayed operational
availability of the plane,198 After this the Air Force was unwilling
to gamble and followed the Cook-Craigie production plan quite
methodically. Aircraft were put into production at a very low
monthly rate for one or two years with a minimum of hard tooling,
while engineering tests uncovered deficiencies enabling corrections
to be fed back into the production lime. This procedure reduced
the risk of a loss of money which might occur if production tooling
were created too early, but under it from four to six years could
elapse before production could provide operational quantities of
new aircraft. Only then could operational readiness testing begin.
"It has been my unfortunate experience in the aircraft business,”
remarked Lieutenant General Irvine, ''that you can test until you
are black and blue in the face on a handful of machines, but you
never know what you really have, you never get a real operational
capability until you have a whole wing's worth, a tactical unmit
in operation and actually submit them to the test of a true
military mission a number of times.''199
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Even though the modernization of air defemse and tactical air .
wings progressed slowly and methodically, the sharply increased
costs of this new equipment, when added to the soaring costs of
missile development, made it impossible for the Air Force to retain
a modernized 137-wing force in being, once it was attained in June
1957, without promise of a substantially increased annual budget,200
As a matter of fact the Air Force attained a 137-wing strength--
which included 50 strategic, 32 air defensSe, and 35 tactieal air
wings--only by seizing upon the expedient of redesignating a
strategic fighter escort wing as a fighter-bomber wing and by count-
ing a Matador wing and four troop carrier assault wings as tactical
air wings., Five fighter wings previously| scheduled for organilzation
under the 137-wing program were cancelled.20l Reductions in force
immediately followed the theoretical attainment of the L37-wing
objective, By June 1958 Air Force strength was reduced to 117 wings,
including 28 air defense and 45 tactical air wings, and continuing
reductions were plamnmed.Z02

The Air Force did not attempt to defend the reduction in air
defense wings in terms of the development of either Nike or Bomarc
missiles.203 The severe cuts in tactical air strength, however,
closely followed the Wilson memorandum of 26 November 1956 which
stated that the Army should reexamine its requirements for air
support as it continued to develop surface~to-surface missiles for
employment within the battle zone, Admiral Radford justified the
tactical air reductions as being ''desirable and advisable' since a
tactical air force based on "big fields in close proximity to the .
enemy is very vulnerable to destruction." 'Missile support of the
Army," he said, "is probably better dispersed and not so vulnerable,''204
Lieutenant General Irvine justified the deletion of light bombers
from tactical air strength because they were duplicative of the
new capability to be provided by intermediate range ballistic
missiles.205 QGeneral White was confident that "the Army with their
Corporals, Honest Johns, atomic artillery, and so on, supplant the
tactical capability that we have eliminated."206 As has been seen,
General Taylor actively urged the concept that the Army would
prepare to perform an increasingly large proportion of its own
support with organic missiles, but he nevertheless wished to ensure
"that as the Air Force support goes down that of the Army's units
is coming up proportionately,'207

% % % *

When they talked about the subject, the top-level defense
leaders tended to equate tactical air power with the support of
ground forces, but to General Weyland, who was at the head of the
Tactical Air Command, the experience of World War II and Korea had
demonstrated that the close support of ground forces amounted to
only 15 percent of offensive tactical air effort. "Attainment of ailr
superiority through offensive operations and interdiction of
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. communications systems," Weyland pointed out, 'have always been
and continue to be primary wissions of theater or tactical air
forces,"208 Within the Tactical Air Command it appeared that the
portent of tactical nuclear weapons promised to accentuate the
lessons of World War II and Xorea. ZExperience obtained from the
testing of Army and Alr Force forces under nuclear battle conditions
during Exercise Sagebrush in November and December 1955 tended to
confirm the Tactical Air Command's thinking., "Air superiority,"
wrote Major General John D. Stevenson, the Tactical Air Command's
Director of Plans, 'has had a different meaning as a result of
Exercise Sagebrush., No longer does the force with numerical air
superiority alone necessarily enjoy air superiority, Air superior-
ity cammot be established as long as the opposing force retains
any bases from which to launch a strike force with an atomic
capability. One of the most important lessons learned from the
exercise was that the force initiating the attack attained a
tremendous advantage. In fact in both tactical phases the force
initiating attack was able to attain and waintain air superiority
and to win the counterair war. Although initiating an attack is
not recommended, an operational concept that will give friendly
forces a chance of survival during the initial phase of a nucleax
war is very much needed,''209

Based upon the lessons of Korea and projected tactical air

atomic warfare requirements, the Tactical Air Command conceived the
need for the employment of a family of tactical air fighters in a

. forward area: fightexr-bombers, day fighters (air superiority), and
fighter-interceptors (all-weather). Experience indicated that each
of these plane types ought to be able to perform the other's
missions in the event of an emergency, but the same experience also
Indicated that 1t would be difficult, costly, and perhzaps impossible
to design and procure an all-purpose fighter.210 In 1952, for
exanple, the Tactical Air Command placed a requirement for a light-
weilght, high-performance day fighter that would be cheaper and vet
able to out-perform heavily stressed fighter-bombers in sir-to-air
combat.21l The conceptual difference between the tactical day
fighter and the air defense fighter involved building into the
former an ability to close on and destroy multiple air targets in
fighter sweeps; the air defense fighter required all-weather
capabilities and a high probsbility of single-pass destruction of
hostile bombers and fighters.212 The fighter-bomber weapon system
was designed to destroy enemy targets during daylight hours and in
good weather, but its limited, night, all-weather, and ordnance
carrying capabilities established a companion requirement for a
tactical bomber weapon system which was envisioned as a system
that would provide a capability to pexform missions previously
handled by light bombardment and night intruder aircraft.Z13 The
Tactical Air Command also had a requirement for "a reconnaissance
vergsion of the latest day fighter. . . to obtain eritical wisual
and/or photographic reconnaissance of targets, such as airfields
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and missile sites located in highly defended areas." While tactical .
air forces had in the past needed a reconnaissance version of a
light bomber to perform all-weather and electronic reconnaissance,
the Tactical Air Command believed that the advancing state of the
art could enable these functions to be performed by an all-purpose
reconnaissance fighter,21l4

Even before the Sagebrush maneuver the Tactical Air Command
recognized that any aircraft based on forward airfields would be
extremely vulnerable to ememy air attack, especially since the enemy
would have to be accorded the privilege of the first strike, This
vulnerability eould be reduced by new concepts of tactical employment
and by the development of new tactical air equipment. The tactical
approach to the problem involved the establishment of a new concept
of forward and rear bases, with a minimum number of highly alert air
units kept in the foxrward areas and the bulk of the air units to be
located at safer rear-area bases. Beginning a scheme of operations
similar to the Composite Air Strike Force (CASF) concept in 1954,
the Tactical Air Command kept two fighter squadrons of a fighter
group in the United States and rotated a third squadron from the
group to such combat airfields in Europe as Dreux and Chaumont in
France and Aviano in Italy. Weyland felt that at the outset of
hostilities in an oversea area, '"One combat squadron, without its
dependentsg, will actually have more combat capability than the
entire wing would if it had the families and children around there
to worry about." 1In an emergency or at the outbreak of hostilities
the Tactical Air Command plamned that the two squadrons from the .
United States would immediately deploy overseas to join the single
squadron that was on the alert in the forward area.2l3 The chief
difficulty in developilng this concept to its fullest was a deficiency
in suitable tanker aircraft. 1In order to implement the CASF concept,
the Tactical Air Command secured KB-29 boom-type tankers that were
released as the Btrategic Air Command converted its force to KC-97
and KC-135 tankers. The KB-29's that had been employed by SAC were
not completely satisfactory: the Strategic Air Command could well
employ flying-boom refueling equipment since its tankers normally
refueled a single bomber at one time, but the Tactical Air Command
needed drogue-type refueling which would permit several fighters to
refuel from a tanker in one rendezvous. As soon as possible, the
Tactical Air Command secured XB-30 tankers that were equipped with
multiple refueling drogues. All of the tankers alleocated to the
Tactical Air Command were conventional aircrafit, and, just as was
the case with the Strategic Air Command, the Tactical Air Command's
jet fighters actually needed jet tankers in order to accomplish
refuelings at jet speeds at altitudes up to 35,000 feet., The jet
fighters needed to operate at higher altitudes, and at such altitudes
weather would not interfere with refueling operations,216

The development of new equipment offered some prospects for
reducing the vulnerability of tactical air forces. As has been seen,
Weyland considered that the Matador missiles which were deployed to
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Germany and Taiwan and the follow-on Mace missiles which were slated
for secrvice in Germany and on Okinawa added to the flexibility of
tactical air forces since they could be directed at fixed tarpgets
such as ports and airfields and could be employed as necessary at
night and in bad weather. But Matador and Mace were air-breathing
"buzz-bomb" missiles and they could be intercepted and destroyed by
an alert enemy. Weyland also favored the development of tactical
ballistic missiles, but these missiles would lack flexibility and
he could not consider them as substitutes for manned tactical air-
craft.217 The developmental concepts of vertical takeoff and land-
ing (VTOL), short takeoff and landing (STOL), and zero launch (ZEL)
aircraft promised to reduce the wvulnerability of tactical air units,
since these aircraft could be widely dispersed. Weyland was willing
to accept the possibility that such alrcraft might be eventually
developed but he was not too sanguine about it. By the mid-1950's
tactical aircraft were already up to a Mach 2 airspeed capability,
and none of the "tail sitter" aircraft could promise anything like
this potential performance . 218

On the basis of a great amount of thinking, Weyland considered
that the Tactical Air Command visualized an evolutionary program
that would enable it to continue to perform tactical air missions in
a nuclear age.2l9 The success of the program would depend upon a
continuing modernization of the forece with new aircraft and with an
appropriate expenditure of research and development effort. Seen in
retrospect, however, the Tactical Air Command's program required too
many different types of aircraft,220 especially since research and
development allocations for tactical air weapons systems enjoyed
very poor priorities. As nearly as could be computed, only 8 per-
cent of the Air Force research and development effort was assigned
to tactical air weapon systems in fiscal year 1959.221 Up until
1958 most fighter-bomber snd tactical reconnaissance units were
equipped with F-84F Thunderstreak and RF~84F Thunderflash planes.
As a result of Weyland's strong protest that the F-84F required
more powerful engines to perform an atomic delivery mission, the
Republic production line was changed over in 1955 and the remaining
planes on order there were turned out as F-84J Super Thunderstreaks.222
While the F~-100 was originally designed as a day fighter and the F-1004
and F-100C continued in this role, the Air Force decided in 1355 to
develop an F-100D which would have added provisions for the delivery
of external ordnance and would serve as a fighter-bomber.223 The
fact that the F-100D's could double as day fighters made the
designations of '"fighter-bombers" and "day-fighter" wings questionable.
In the autumn of 1957 moreover the Tactical Air ‘Command was committed
to deploy a fighter-bomber unit on rotation to Europe but was com-
pelled to substitute a F~100D day fighter unit.’ For these reasons
effective in July 1958, the Alxr Force dropped the day fighter and
fighter-bomber nomenclature in favor of a '"tactical fighter"
designation., The mission of g tactical fighter wing becawme one
of either attack or defense.224 Released when the Strategic Air
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Command no longer required escort fighters, the long-range all-weather .
F-101C Voodoo and the R¥F=-101 Voodoo photo-reconnaissance aircraft
entered the operating inventory of the tactical air forces in May
1957. First flown in February 1954 the Light-weight high-performance
F-104 Starfighter air superiority fighter came into use in the
Tactical Air Command in 1958.225

Although the trend was apparently not identified when it began
in the post-Korean War years, the Air Force practice in selecting
tactical air weapons moved away from' the concept that produced air-
craft designed and optimlzed for specific roles toward a principle
of versatility in mission capability., Looking toward an all-weather
tactical bomber and reconnaissance plane that could be available at
an early date, the USAF Aircraft and Weapons Board recommended in
November 1951 that an Air Force version of the Navy's A3D attack
bomber should be utilized. The Air Force issued guantity procure-~
ment orders to this plane in 1952 and it was designated as the B-66/
RB-66.226 On the basis of a response to a qualitative operational
requirement issued in April 1952 for a new tactical bomber to
replace the B-66 in the 1958-63 rime period, a development contract
for an XB-68 was awarded to the Martin Aircraft Company.227 The
action was entirely unrelated at the time to the tactical bomber
program, but in February 1952 the Republic Aviation Company proposed
to develop an improved F-84X fighter-bomber. So many configuration
changes were specified that the plane was designated as the F-105
when the Alr Force awarded Republic a contract for its development
in September 1952. Although the F-105 thus came into being without .
a preceding general operational requirement, it was expected to be
the £irst airecraft specifically designed as a fighter-bomber. It
was to have a Mach 2 airspeed and an ability to carry either nuclear
or conventional weapons. A reconnaissance version of the Elane was
plamned, and both versions were to be operational in 1958.228

When necessary design changes were made the B-66/RB-66 emerged
as a virtually new airplane, bearing only a superficial resemblance
to the Navy A3D. But the changes were not sll satisfactory: an
already developed K-5 bowbing system, for example, had to be fitted
into the already firm airframe, and the plane would never be suited
for low-level operations. Poor results attained in the maiden
£light on 28 June 1954, necessities for many modifications, program
slippages, and shaky accomplishments brought the B-66 program to a
verge of cancellation in May 1935. Finally in January 1956 the Air
Force elected to procure only enough B-66B's to equip the light
bombardmwent wing serving in Europe with thege planeg and to outfit
the remaining aircraft on the order as RB-66 reconnaissance aircraft,229
In these same years the RF/F-105 development program progressed
slowly because of scant funding and program reductions, but the
YF-~105A performed well on its first £light on 22 October 1955 and
was heartily endorsed by the pilots who subsequently flew it,230
Seeking to find some suitable all-weather bombing aircraft after
the Air Force restricted procurement of B-66's, Weyland proposed in
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June 1956 that the F-105 be developed in a two-place version with
a modified K-5 bombing system in order that it might serve as an
interim all-weather attack aircraft until the XB-68 was available.23l

Based on the decision to develop intermediate range ballistic
misgsiles the Alr Force reviewed requirements for light bombers and
cancelled the Martin XB-68 project on 3 January 1957. Weyland
strongly protested against the elimination of all-weather attack
capabilities In theater air forces, but General White reminded him
that the Air Force could not invest in dupliecative capabilities.
White believed that tactical missiles should be employed against
most fixed targets in a theater and that strategic bombers could
destroy such targets as were not susceptible to attack by theater
air forces. "Rather than develop a separate tactical air force
all-weather bombing capability,'' White wrote on 17 May 1957, "I
feel that a plan of complementary operations between tactical and
strategic forces must be perfected, that we must reorient our con-
cept of operations to integrate the capabilities of our allies, and
that policies and guide lines must be accordingly revised.'! After
a running exchange of correspondence, Weyland salvaged some con-
cessions, As long as replacement parts permitted one wing of B-57's
and one wing of B-66's could continue in the tactical air inventory,
The Air Force also agreed to provide F-105's with all-weather attack
capabilities.232 Based on these decisions the F-105 Thunderchief
was put into large scale production in the summer of 1957 as the
designated replacement aircraft for F-84's, B-57's, B-66's, and
F-100's.233

Although General White yielded some points to General Weyland
during 1957, he continued to question whether the tactical air
forces would have a continued validity in a missile era. Justifying
the action by eiting the increased effectiveness as well as the
increased cost of tactical aircraft and the planned activation of
four Army missile commands, White announced early in 1958 that the
Air Force would be reduced fxom 117 to 105 wings during fiscal year
1959, mainly through the’ inactivation of tactical air wings.234
At the same time that these reductions wevre put forth, Air Force
program plammers offered an informal proposal for a worldwide re-
organization of tactical aix forces. This study visuwalized that at
the ocutbreak of a general war up to 500 tactical fighters and 144
tactical reconnaissance aircraft assigned to the Tactical Air
Command might well be isolated in the United States, umable to
deploy overseas or to contribute substantially to the war mission.
The study recommended that the Tactical Air Command's assigned units
be severely reduced, that oversea tactical air forces be augmented,
that rotation of tactical air units from the United States to oversea
areas be discontinued, and that the Tactical Air Command be reduced
to a replacement training mission, The study was based on the key
assumption that the Tactical Air Command could not position its
tankers to support an emergency war plan mid-Atlantic crossing with-
out conflicting with the deployments of the Strategic Air Command
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and the Military Air Transport Service.233 Weyland protested the .
drastic changes contemplated in the study. He was willing to accept
added training responsibilities, but he was not willing to give up
the concept of worldwide tactical air mobility radiating from a
central reservoir of strength in the United States. 1In response to
Weyland's protests, White was vawilling to reject the planning study,
but as had been the case with :the tactical-bomber controversy an
interchange of White-Weyland l:tters resulted in some strengthening
of the tactical air position,.230

The attention focused upon the problem of refueling tactical
alircraft during worldwide deployments was wholesome. Tests had
already shown that the Strategic Air Command's KC-97 tankers could
be equipped with a boom-to-drozue adapter that would permit them to
refuel either bombers or fightsrs. In February 1959 General IeMay
directed that the Air Force would seek to establish a single fleet
of RC-97 and KC-135 tankers equipped to serve all combat aircraft
that required aserial refueling, and on 3 May 1960 the Air Force
would establish thils single tanker force under the management of
the Strategic Air Command.Z237 Early in 1959 Brigadier General
Momyer, now the Tactical Air Command's Director of Plans, stated
that the Tactical Air Command irould attempt to move to a standardiza-
tion of its aircraft. He noted that a "multiplicity of weapon
systems had been a plague to the TAC inventory over the years.,"
During 1959 the Tactical Air Command also perfected a new comncept
of tactical air power that hinged upon a clear distinction between .
the requirements for general and small war forces. The mew concept
visualized that theater deployod air capabilities ought to begin
an evolutionary transition that would prepare them to perform
general war missions. These missions could best be performed with
missiles, Under the concept manmed tactical aircraft would be
returned to the United States and held in a central reservoir from
which they could be deployed as necessary f£or the accomplishment of
small war tasks or in support of a general war nuclear missile
exchange, After being briefed on the new concept early in 1960
General White announced: '"Oux tactical air effort, both overseas
and in the zone of interior, ie a prime function for which manned
aircraft will be needed as far into the future as I can see. We
should retain for ourselves the truly flexible weapon system--air-
craft--and turn over to our allies the relatively inflexible missile
business,™238

P = ¥ %

As viewed by the Continental Air Defense Command-~Air Defense
Command the problem of providing an air defense system for the
nation was essentially one of preparing forces capable of effective
action against a series of rising plateaus of Soviet offensive
capabilitles, Active air defenses had to be maintained against a
current plateau of Soviet threat, and forward air defense projections
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had to comprehend successive plateaus of Soviet offensive capabili-
ties. Since they were umable to forecast future technological
capabilities, the air defense plammers saw little choice other than
to credit the Soviets with the ability to possess offensive capa-
bilities that would be roughly equivalent to those that would be
possessed by the United States at predictable intervals in the
future. Air defense doctyrine taught that the four major functions
to be performed for a successful accomplishment of the mission were
detection, identification, interception, and destruction, These
functions would have to be accomplished in the minimum possible
time, since air defense plamners had to accept the probability that
the Soviets would achieve tactical surprise and that the first warn-
ing of an impending attack would be generated within the air defense
system.239 Predicated upon national aims and objectives, the Air
Force accepted the concept of providing an area defense for the
continental United States that would: (1) Provide for the earliest
tactical warning of impending attack to permit deployment of alert
strategic offensive forces and to alert active and passive defenses.
(2) Maintain continuous surveillance of attacking forees throughout
the area of combat. (3) Apply maximum-effect weapons at the maximum
possible distance from target areas., (4) Employ continuously
increasing numbers and types of defensive forces as the attack
progressed from a penetration of the combat zone toward the target
areas, And (5) provide centralized control of the air battle over
large geographical areas.240

During World War II the P-47 Thunderbolt and the P-51 Mustang
had served as all-purpose fighters, but in Janvary 1949 the Air
Force Board of Senior Officers believed that it would be impossible
to develop all-purpose aircraft in the future. This Board pointed
out that F-80 and F-84 fighters were already marginal in their
capability to intercept aircraft of the B-29 type, and that, based
on the design analysis of a few B-29's that had been forced down
in Russia during World Waxr IL, the Russians had built a copy of
the B~29 known as the TU-4. The Soviets were building a long range
air force around the TU-4, and the mission of American air defense
would demand the development of a pure interceptor aircraft to be
available by 1953-54.241 Having determined that the new interceptor
would be developed as a weapon system, the Air Foxce put its
electronics and control system under development comntract in July
1950 and initiated a design competition for the development of an
air vehicle, As these decisions were being made the explosion of a
Soviet A-bomb and the beginning of the Korean conflict demanded an
immediate augmentation of United States defense against a Soviet
TU-4 air attack capability, which might take the form of one-way
missions flown against the United States. A temporary network of
radars known as '"Lashup' was rushed to completion in California and
in the vital northeastern and northwestern sections of the nation.
Other "islands'" of air defense radar were established in Alaska and
in the Northeast Air Command. Beginnings were made to a more
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permanent system of modern radars to replace "Lashup." On 10 Novem- .
ber 1950 the United States and Canada agreed to construct a line of
aircraft control and warning radars across southern Canada that
would be known as the "Rinetree Line." In an interim action to
provide defense against the TU-4 threat,, the Air Force developed and
procured F-94, F-89, and F-86D all-weather fighters for the Air
Defense Command. The F-94 and the F-86D were adaptations of existing
aircraft,242

The Air Force description of the pure interceptor aircraft which
would be needed for service in 1954 as issued for design competition
on 18 August 1950 displayed uncertainties as to the type of ground
electronic environment in which the new plane--which would be
designed to counter a Soviet B-47 (Badgexr) or B-52 (Bison) type
threat--would be employed. The design requirements described a
single-place plane that could operate in either local or area defense
from 5,000-foct runways, have a radius of 375 nautical miles, and be
capable of an altitude of 60,000 feet., The requirements description
noted that manual techniques of aircraft warning and control would
impose ''intolerable" delays in a jet air age but did not attempt to
describe the new ground environment that would be needed.243 When
the design competition was completed the Convair Aircraft Corporation
was given a prototype development contract for the 1954 all-weather
interceptor weapon system in July 1951, Late in 1951 the Air Force
recognized that the design specifications for the 1954 interceptor
were so advanced that they could not be attained by 1954, and it
accordingly directed Convair to work toward the development of an .
interim interceptor to be known as the F-102A and to continue work
toward an ultimate aircraft that woyld later be designated as the
F-106, 244

While work was beginning on the 1954 interceptor rhe United
States substantially broadened the ground environment electronic
systems in which interceptors would be expected to work., Many of the
decisions about the ground environment were intergovernmental
decisipns, which could not be foreseen exactly in wilitary planning.
In order to provide additional early warning the Air Force won the
right in 1951 to procure Navy-developed RC-121 airborne early
warning and control airecraft that could cover the Atlantic and
Pacifie sea approaches to North America. In order to push radar
defenses farther northward, Canada and the United States agreed in
October 1953 to proceed with the construction of a Mid-Canada radar
line, and, after extended study and controversy over cosis, the
United States decided early in 1954 to build the Distant Early
Warning (DEW) line within the Arctic Circle.245 The DEW and Mid-
Canada lines were planned for warning rather than for the control
of interceptor aircraft, but it was apparent that the ground
electronic environment was being spread out over an area that could
not be covered with a 375-wmile radius-of-action F-102. The short
range interceptor fitted into '"island defense" rather than a broad
area air defense. Recognizing these facts the Air Defense Command
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. and the Air Research and Development Command began to wvisualize a
requirement for a two-place long-range jet interceptor, and on
19 February 1954 the Alir Force outlined requirements for such an
airerafe. In June 1954 the Air Research and Development Command
recommended that the single-place F-101 Voodoo, originally pro-
grammed as a long-range escort fighter for the Strategic Air
Command, should be adapted into a long-range interceptor. The Air
Defense Command was willing to accept the F-101, but the Air Force
preferred to delay a deecision until it could hold a design competition
to get information on the possibility that an optimum long-range
interceptor could be developed. Held in the summer of 1954 this
design competition would stimulate interest that would eventually
yield the design of the F-108, but it promised nothing that could
soon be available. 7The Air Defense Command apparently wanted more
than industry could provide prior to 1960 or later, unless the Air
Force would be willing to accept a four-engine fighter of virtually
the same size as an airborne early warning aircraft, TFacing these
facts the Air Council on 16 February 1955 directed the procurement
of two-place F-101B Voodoo fighters to serve as interim long-range
interceptors.246

In view of the importance of attaining the F-102/F-106

capability as soon as possible, the Air Force ordered the expedited
development of the F-102. Early in the program the contractor was
authorized to construct an initial quantity of 42 test aircraft and

' to tool up for a production of 125 a month. Even before the first
F-102 was produced it was evident that the plane would be subsonic
rather than supersonic. In cooperation with the Air Force and the
Navy, the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics had been
studying supersonic flight, and a NACA scientist provided an area-
progression rule that showed that an aircraft with a fuselage
shaped in a '""Coke bottle" configuration could sustain supexsgonic
flight of the highest regime. By the time that Convair recognized
that it would have to redesign the F~102 according to the area~
progression rule, the first 10 vehicles were sc far along the
production 1line that they had to be built in the original subsonic
configuration. The contractor then had to retool, but the next
model was also unsatisfactory because it was too heavy. Four of
the overweight versions were produced before the contracter was able
to tool up a third time for the first acceptable version of the
F-102 Delta Dagger, which made its first successful flight on
19 December 1954 and became operational in mid-1956. Development
of the follow-on F-106 Delta Dart was slowed by the attention given
to the F-102, but the F-106A made its first test flight on 26 Decem-
ber 1956 and the two-place F-106B was first flown on 9 April 1958.
The F-106 was placed in quantity production in fiscal year 1957, when
F-102 production was closed out. Viewed in retrospect the F-102
story revealed a long gap between perception of need and program
accomplishment. The time from the establishment of the requirement
in 1948 to the completion of the program in 1958 was tem years.
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The cost of the F-102 program was some $’2.3 billion, and at least .
530 million worth of tooling was said to have been discarded in the
process of developing this plane.247 1In view of the gap that was
going to exist before the F-102 and F-106 could become operational,
the Air Defense Command accepted another! interim interceptor., This
was the tactical air superiority F-104& Starfighter, which had not
been designed as a fighter-interceptor and possessed electronic
equipment that was not compatible with the semi-automatic ground
environment that the Air Defense Command was installing. Although
reluctant to take the day fighter, the Air Defense Command recog-
nized that it could get the F=-104 without great delay, and in April
1956 it asked for six squadrons of the plane. While the F-104 was
a flashy performer, it never met air defense requirements., In
August 1957 the Air Force eventually limited F-104 programming to
only two wings of aireraft and cancelled further production of the
plane. At this time the Air Defense Command was rescheduled to
receive only four squadrons of F-104's,248

At the same time that the Air Force was seeking an optimized
interceptor alrcraft it was also visualizing the requirements for a
ground control enviromment that could handle a jet air battle, A
modern jet bomber could cross the entire, area covered by one radar
in a very few minutes, The air defense rule of thumb thus visualized
that the DEW line would provide the initial detection of the hostile
attack, the mid-Canada line would confirm the attack and order an
interceptor scramble, and the Pinetrée line and the permanent
radars in the United States would direct the interception.249 Even .
before the full extent that the warning mnetwork would take had
been determined, Air Force planners -recognized that the supersonic
speeds of jet aircraft demanded a new electronic means of handling
the detection-identification-interception tasks. The old procedures
by which persomnel passed aircraft plots by voice and displayed
information manually would be too slow for the jet air age.250
Accepted conceptually by the Alr Force in April 1953, the Lincoln
Laboratory's semiautomatic ground environment (SAGE) system was
built and tested in the Cape Cod area in 1953-54 and accepted for
deployment throughout the United States, The Air Defenge Command's
SAGE plan looked toward the division of the continental United
States into eight air defense regions with eight SAGE combat opera-
tions centers and 32 air defense sectors with 32 SAGE direction
centers. The first SAGE installations would be located in the
northeastern United States, then in the midwest, and then in the
northwest and on the west coast. The remainder of the northern and
west-central states would mext be provided with SAGE installations,
and then the southeast, the southern, the southwestern, and finally
the central portions of the United States would be filled in. In
view of the time and expense involved otherwise and the probability
that an enemy would direct first strikes against U,S. strategic
retaliatory forceg, the Air Defense Command elected to locate its
SAGE installations in shock-resistant, reinforced concrete buildings

' .
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. located above ground. Following the Air Defense Command plan to
provide priority protection to the heavily industrialized sections
of the nation, the first SAGE direction center became operational
at MeGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey, in 19537 and the entire SAGE
system was scheduled for completion in Maxch 1962, Utilizing
large digital computers and digital data transmission equipment the
centralized SAGE system would receive, display, and store information
from many radars and f£light control centers, The SAGE system would
also provide air defense commanders with the capability to direct
hundreds of interceptors and missiles against hundreds of targets.251

In the same years that new interceptors were under developmant
and a modern ground environment was being laid out, the Air Defense
Command increased its unit strength and moved toward the attainment
of a family of four basic weapon systems to be employed against any
type of hostile airborne threat. The family would hopefully in-
clude long-range interceptor squadrons, medium-range interceptor
squadrons, medium-range interceptor missile squadrons, and short-
range gurface-to-air missile squadrons--all to operate within the
SAGE.252 The Air Force 137-wing program included 34 wings (102 squad~
rons) of fighter interceptors, of which 23 wings (69 squadrons) were
to be assigned to the Air Defense Command and the others were to be
committed to theater air forces. As the Air Force momentarily
attained its 137~wing program in June 1957, the Air Defense Command
attained 1ts planned strength but two fighter interceptor wings
scheduled for oversea service but not vet activated were deleted

. from the program.233 During 1953-54 the Air Defense Command main-
tained that it would require, in addition to its mamnned interceptor
squadrons, 53 Bomarc missiles squadrons for deployment around the
nation's perimeters, In the first firm planning in 1955, the Air
Force and the Air Defense Command agreed that 40 Bomarc squadrons
would be a practicable objective, At Air Force prodding, the
Bomarc objective was reduced to 36 squadrons in 1957, some of which
would be located outside the United States,254

By 1954-55 the potential scientific advances in air defense
appeared to promise a substantial breakthrough in the whole field
of activity. "Our objective," stated Major General Yates in Maxrch
1954, "is to develop a completely integrated and automatic air
defense network, including interceptor weapon systems, which will
provide as effective a defense as is technically possible,"255
Speaking early in 1955 Major Gemeral Frederic H. Smith, Jr., visual-
ized an annual expenditure of $7 billion for air defense and a total
expenditure of $42 billion for the purpose by 1960. '"Such a defense
system against manned and unmanned air-breathing weapoms systems
should inflict am attrition rate of greater than 90 percent upon
attacking foreces of sizes up to 4,000 flying objects, unless the
enemy achieves qualitative surprise,''256 Shortly before his retire-
ment as Commander-in-Chief, Continental Air Defense Command, Genexal
B. W. Chidlaw was similarly optimistic in a letter to Gemeral
Twining. "I am convinced,” he wrote on 28 May 1955, "that an air
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defense capability which will furnish a ¢tomparable deterrent to .
aggression to that poised by SAC can be achieved, if we put our

heart into it,"257 By 1955 the Air Defense Gommand possessed a

good system to meet the threat of the TU-4 offensive, and there was
optimism that the air defense system could continue to outdistance

the Soviets.

Unfortunately the Soviet:z achieved "qualitative surprise' and
demonstrated on 1 May 1955 thatthelr offensive capabilities had
risen to a new plateau much sconer than had been anticipated. '"We
now have a good system to fight the TU-4," observed General Partridge,
who became Commander~-in-Chief, Continental Air Defense Command, on
20 July 1955, "Unfortunately the Russians came along a little more
rapidly than we anticipated in their technical developments, and
they introduced the jet bombers and the Bear more rapidly than was
forecast." Partridge also warned that 'the defenses which we are
« o » planning. . . take care of the Soviet threat up through the
manned bomber, but the Soviets are said to be building an inter-
continental ballistic missile, and we must somehow devise a defense
against this type of attack.“é58 The immediate air defense problem
in 1955-56 concerned the development of capabilities to coumter the
Soviet Bison and Bear, both of which would likely possess a stand-
off missile capability equivalent to the Hound Dog. With one aerial
refueling, the Soviet Bear, moreover, would be able to fly a
circuitous route that would evade existing early warning lines in
the Arctic, Since it was a turboprop aircraft, the Bear would not .
only have a very long range, but it would also be able to operate
effectively at low altitudes.259 After he had assessed the new
Soviet bomber capabilities--which would be magpnified once they
developed intercontinental ballistic missiles--General LeMay
observed: ''"The best thing that the Air Defense Command can do for
SAC is to provide warning time, That is the most important thing
they can do for us.'"260 less optimistic than his predecessors
about the kill capabilities of the Air Defense Command, General
Partridge returned to a more limited concept of air defense, 'As
a matter of doctrine," he stated in Apxil 19556, "we believe that the
best defense is a good offense, and we believe that our primary
mission in the Air Defense Command is to defend the bases from
vwhich the Strategic Air Command is going|to operate, . . . We
believe also that we have to provide a reasonable, an equitable
protection for the key facilities, the population centers and our
industry. . . . We believe, however, that our primary objective is
to convince the enemy that he should not,attack, and if we can
deter the enemy from attacking, we have achieved a 100-percent air
defense,"261l Partridge continued to emphasize the deterrent aspects
of air defense. "Fixst of all," he said in 1957, "we want to be so
strong, from an air defense point of view, that the enemy will be
deterred from the decision, that fateful decision, to attack, . . .
The second thing we're trying to do is to insure our survival in
the event we are attacked,'262

| ®
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The Department of Defense decision to meet the challenge of
Soviet Bison and Bear aircraft by increasing procurement of B-52's
and permitting some dispersal of the Strategic Air Command increased
the importance of the warning function provided by the Continental
Air Defense Command., While Partridge was willing to provide the
Strategic Air Command with as much warning as was possible, he also
believed that the Air Defense Command should be provided with a
remote air defense weapon system that would pexmit it to intercept
and destroy approaching Soviet bombers before they could launch
stand-off bowmbing missiles., In a search for means to provide air
cover over naval forces at sea and for beachhead assaults, the Navy
commenced studies in 1955 of an Eagle-Missileer system composad of
a subsonie long-endurance control and warning Missileer aircraft
which was to be equipped to launch high-performance, long-range,
air-to-air Eagle missiles,263 The Air Force had this same option
to develop a huge missile-firing interceptor as a remote air
defense weapon system, but Partridge questioned whether anyone could
determine how to fight an air defense plane outside of the air
defense ground environment.264 The North American Aviation Company
had been studying the problem of remote air defense for several
years, and when its approach appeared feasible the Alr Force awarded
the company a letter contract to begin development of a long-range
Mach 3 jet interceptor on 1 June 1957, This plene would be designated
the F-108, and, as it was conceived, it was to be a two-place, two=
engine stainless steel plane that would maintain a Mach 3 speed.

It would be designed to carry a pair of new GAR-9 missiles, which
would be able to be fitted with either nuclear or conventlonal war-
heads. Its range and speed would give it ability to police the DEW
lines, but it would have an electronic system that would be able to
work either inside or outside the ground enviromment. If operated
beyond the ground enviromment, a number of F-108's would probably
£ly together in a line-abreast formation, laterally separated by
about the range limits of their self-contained airborne intercept
radars, and from this disposition the individual planes would pick
up anything ahead of them, lock onto their targets, and effect
destruction of the targets with their missiles.Z65 The problem of
combatting Soviet bombers at longer ranges and at lower altitudes
also affected the continuing Bomarc development program, for the
Bomare A was conceived to be a missile with a 125-mile range that
would be effective up to 60,000 feet but would be relatively
ineffective at low altitudes. While the Bomarc A continued in
development, the Air Force directed that a Bomarc B would also be
developed that would have a range of action of over 400 miles and
would be cgapable of dealing with a low-altitude threat.266

When Partridge reached retirement age and yielded command to
General Ruter on 1 August 1957, the North American Air Defense
Command was well along on its way to being able to counter the
Soviet Bison and Bear threat. The DEW line was nearing completion,
SAGE was becoming operational in the northeastern United States, and
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the Air Defense Command was converting to Century-series jet intex- .
ceptors. Because of the added expense of these planes as well as
their greater combat capabilities, the Air Force had programmed a
cut in its air defense strength to 28 fighter~interceplor wings
(83 squadrons) by 30 June 1958, and, since four Bomarc A missile
squadrons were scheduled to become operational in fiscal year 1959,
it planned to reduce the air defense fighter-interceptor strength
to 27 wings (80 squadrons) by 30 June 1959.267 1In order to permit
this reduction, however, the Department of Defemse had agreed to a
plan whereby 12 Air National Guard wings would be equipped with all-
weather interceptors and 8 with day-fighters to augment the Alr
Defense Command.268 Once again the United States air defense proved
to be a step behind Soviet technological capabilities, since the
Soviet Sputnik revealed that the enemy could soon possess an inter-
continental ballistic missile capability. Quite shortly, moreover,
American intelligence recognized that the Soviets had concentrated
on the development of missiles and had never produced the number of
Bisons and Bears that had been within their capability to produce
after 1955-56.269
In response to Sputnik the Air Force immediately begam the
construction of two ballistic missile early warning system (BMEWS)
gsites at Point Clear, Alaska, and Thule, Greenland. Other than for
thig action, and for the plammed reduction in Alr Defense Command
strength, General LeMay urged that immediate changes should not be
made in the North American Air Defense Command. ''Our studies now
indicate," he explained, "that even when the ballistic missile .
becomes very efficient, that the most efficient attack will be a
combination of the manned vehicle and the ballistic vehicle, using
the best characteristics of both weapon systems.' Speaking to a
question on air defense requirements in December 1957, General White
explained that the Strategic Air Command was 'perhaps the major
contributor to the air defense, because these forces will hit the
enemy at his point of launching." More particularly on the subject,
he continued: '"We need to complete the extension of the DEW line,
We need ta improve our radar. . . . We need to get on with the more
advanced and more sophisticated interceptor system, such as Bomarc.
We need to keep modern. . . our manned fighter-interceptors, and
we must develop an active weapon against ballistic missiles. ., +
T think those are the essentials of the requirements of air defense,
and we must get on with it."270 During 1958 White continued to
defend SAGE. '"The SAGE system," he said, "will permit us to meet
the combined manned jet aircraft end air-breathing missile threat
as one concise problem rather than as a series of various problems, . . .
Even on into the future, SAGE will prove valuable because the forces
of the future will undoubtedly be mixed forces--that 1s, composed
of various types of weapons--gubsonlc, supersonic, and hypersonic."271
Although the Air Force successfully secured continued budgeting
for its air defense programs in fiscal year 1959, a nuwber of factors
began to affect air defense programming during calendar years
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. 1958-59, In January 1958, Secretary McElroy remarked that he was
"hot enthusiastic about the solution we have among roles and missions
.« « o in the area of continental air defense" and revealed that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were reviewing the matter. ~As has been seen,
the Congressional appropriation of military comstruction funds for
fiscal year 1959 called upon the Secretary of Defense to determine
what missile or combination of missiles would be employed in a
given area. Early in 1959 McElroy again stated that air defense
continued to be a field in which the Department of Defense was
having difficulty making decisions.272 In March 1959 Senator
Symington was very critical of the fact that the Air Force was
"spending $5.5 billion every year to defend against, , . bombers,
but, . . not spending enough to maintain a position in the modern
weapons of reasonable equality with whatr we agree the Russians are
probably doing. . . . We are cutting down on producing Atlas and on
producing supersonic B-58's, and so forth, and yet we are still
spending $5.5 billion annually to defend ourselves against something
which we know the Russians are cutting down very heavily on and
haven't many of."273 Dpespite these criticisms, the Air Force
continued to program air defenses for fiscal year 1960 that would
defend against a mixed aircraft and missile attack. Fighter inter-
ceptor strength would be reduced to 25 wings, but this reduction was
justified by the increased effectiveness of Century-series inter-
ceptors, and increase in number and effectiveness of air-to-air

. missiles, and the acquisition of an initial operational capability
with Bomarc A missiles.274 Rather than sacrifice funds required
for the development of the Mach 3 interceptoxr, the Air Force elected
to procure no additional manned interceptors in fiscal year 1960,275
Construction of BMEWS installations in Alaska and Greenland was
funded. Work on the SAGE system was to continue, with some changes
caused by new technology, The first SAGE installations had employed
vacuum tubes and had been too large and bulky to Le easily hardened,
but the development of transitor electronic components permitted
more compact and efficient installations. Early in 1959 the Air
Force approved a plan to continue to develop the SAGE system around
10 supercombat centers which were to be hardened and 27 direction
centers.276

While the Air Force was thus prepared toc make some reductions

in air defense requirements, Lt was not prepared for the full
extent of the reductions that would be demanded during calendar
year 1959. 1In its report on the fiscal year 1960 military construc-
tion bill, the Senate Armed Services Committee comcluded that Nike
systems were virtually obsolete and should not be funded, but the
House Armed Services Committee, on the othexr hand, held that Nike
was operational and less costly than Bomarc and recommended severely

| reduced appropriations for Bomare, 1In the absence of military

agreements on air defense requirements, Secretary McElroy's eivilian

staff drew together the Master Air Defense Plan which was officially

issued on 19 June 1959, As has been seen, this Master Plan generally
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confirmed Air Force concepts of air defense requirements, but it
nevertheless included a gevere reduction in Air Force fighter-
interceptor squadrons over the next several years; the reduction of
Bomarc to a total of 16 squadrons in the United States and 2 in
Canada, all to be deployed in a peripheral setting rather than in
depth; and a limitation of SAGE to 8 supercombat centers and 22
direction centers. It recommended that the Army's Nike Zeus anti-
misgsile wmissile be continued in research and development and that
a third BMEWS installation be constructed at Fylingsdale, England.277
The Air Force did not reclama the Master Air Defense Plan, but
another development in the summer of 1959 caused General White to
spend "many sleepless nights." In Department of Defense budget
guidance for fiscal year 1961, White was told that funds could not
carry both the development of the F-108 Mach 3 interceptor and the
B~70 Mach 3 bomber, if indeed they could carry the development of
either of them. When presented with the problem, the Air Force
Weapons Boaxrd recommended that the P-108 be continued in development,
but the Air Force Council subsequently reversed the recommendations
of the Weapons Board and recommended that the B-70 should be funded
for continued development. TIn making his personal decision General
White reasoned that a long-range fighter interceptor would be vitally
needed as long as the Russians had a capability to make bomber
attacks with stand-off missiles, but he decided that the F=108 would
be cancelled and the B-70 kept in development. Explaining his
decision, White said: "I based that largely on what would be the
greatest threat to the Soviet Union, and, hands down, the B-70 wins
that argument."278 Even though the F-108 was technically feasible
and a long-range interceptor would be vital to continental air
defense, the Aix Force cancelled the F-108 development program on
23 September 1959, Development of the fire control system and the
GAR-9 missile was permitted to continue on a reduced scale for
possible use in some other airframe.279

"Somewhat of a revolution,' General White noted, 'took place
in the air defense f£ield under the Department of Defemnse master air
defense plan. . . . I think the No. 1 point. . . is that the
technology and the enemy threat are constantly changing. I think it
is fair to state it takes time, maybe too much time, for some of the
implications to seep into all the brains that have to work on these
things." White also noted that in a strict sense the Commander-in-
Chief, North American Air Defense Command, should have borne the
responsibilitcy for making necessary weapon systems recommendations
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but he also asserted: ''Somebody has
to step up to these problems, and it devolves in a military sense
upon the Chief of Staff of the service to take the initiative. . .
in the light of the overall picture--the integrated threat; the
moneys available; the weapon systems which are present and forth=-
coming; and the light of other threats.'280 Based on this reasoning,
the Air Force stepped up to the problem of translating the Mastex
Air Defense Plan into system requirements. White charged Major
General H. M. Estes, Jr., Alr Force Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff
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. for Operations, to study changes in air defense programs necessary
to respond to the Master Air Defense Plan, In this evaluation,
Estes drew heavily for technical assistance upon the Air Defense
Systems Integration Division/MITRE Corporation. Individuals from
the North American Air Defense Command/Air Defense Command alsgo
provided technical information, but Estes observed: "We did not
ask them specifically for their detailed ideas for the very simple
reason we knew already their ideas would not coincide with ours with
reference to reductions." Beginning in mid-February 1960, Estes
assembled the some 100 technicians who had been working upon separate
phases of air defense systems, and the group went into the exact
technical status of every single component of the air defense system,
when the component could become operational and how much it would
cost. The group attempted to project an air defense system that
would be effective against a combined missile-bomber threat at the
earliest possible time with a minimm expenditure of dollars. The
Estes group completed its work in late February 1960, after which
Estes briefed the group's recommendations to the Air Force, the
North American Air Defense Command, and the Air Defense Command,281
While the Estes group was functioning, General lLeMay established
another board of general officers to maintain a continuous evaluation
of the Bomarc. This board made evaluation reports in November 1959
and Januvary 1960. Working independently, .another ad hoc panel of
scientists provided evaluations of the Bomarc B to the Secretary of

Defense,

. Since evaluations of air defense requirements were underway
within Department of Defense, the fiscal year 1961 departmental
budget submitted to Congress in January 1960 represented interim
changes recommended by the six-months old Master Air Defense Plan.
The Air Force desired to reduce air defense wings from the 27 in
being on 30 June 1959 to 23 on 30 June 1960 and to 20 on 30 June 1961.
By 30 June 1960, 4 Bomarc squadrons were to be operational, and it
was planned that 8 Bomarc squadrons would be in operation by 30 June
1961, Altogether the Air Force wanted to bring 16 Bomarc squadrons
into the air defense inventory. SAGE was grogrammed for 8 super-
combat centers and 22 direction centers.283 Seaborne extensions of
the DEW line--picket ships and "Texas Towers'--would be eliminated,
but airborne control and warning aircraft would continue to function,284
On the same day--14 January--that the new Secretary of Defense,
Thomas §. Gates, Jr., and General Twining appeared before the Sub-
committee of the House Committee on Appropriations to defemnd the
budget, Soviet Premier Nikita Krushchev anmounced that the Soviet
Union would depend upon ballistic missiles and was stopping develop~-
ment of manned bomwbers. While skeptical of the Soviet announcement,
Gates and Twining agreed that air defense requirements ought to be
kept under study. ''Maybe the Russians will eliminate their air
threat completely,'" Twining remarked. 'We do not know. We certain-
1y ought to keeg watching this and not spend money on air defense
unnecessarily,''285
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In January 1960 Secretary Gates and General Twining were will- .
ing to stand behind the fiscal 1961 air deéfense program, but follow-
ing the completion of the Estes study group's work General White
appeared before the Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appro-
priations on 24 March to submit a reappraisal of air defense
programs. Since study had shown that the planned degree of hardening
would be expensive yet inadequate fully to protect the supercombat
SAGE centers, White desired to eliminate the 8 supercombat centers
and to limit the SACE programs to 3 combat centers and 22 direction
centers. On the best scientific advice he could get, White believed
that Bomarc A and B would work, but he proposed to cut Bomare pro-
curement off with the 10 squadrons that were already funded., These
squadrons would be deployed to defend the industrial area of the
northeastern United States and southeastern Canada--8 squadrons would
be sited in the United States and 2 in Canada. These reductions
would save an estimated $500 million in the fiscal 1961 budget,
and White asked authority to apply this money to accelerate deveop-
ment of the MIDAS satellite system that was designed to detect hostile
ICBM's at the earliest possible moment after they were launched, Cto
speed construction of the second and third BMEWS installationms, to
procure additional Atlas missiles and to accelerate the development
of a mobile Minuteman missile, to improve the capabilities of
Century-series fighter interceptors, and to continue technical
development for an advanced fire control and missile system for a
long-range fighter interceptor.286

Tn justifying the Air Force proposal to divert funds previously .
committed to air defense to offensive purposes, General White
explained: "Of course, our philosophy is based on the fact that
offense is the best defense, . . . I am perfectly certain that. . .
air defense could absorb the national budget, and . . . still could
not guarantee 100-percent defense. So, in the final analysis, it
is a mattero¥ judgment at what level you balance out between offense
and a minimmm adequate defense.' Major General Estes summed up the
North American Air Defense Command's requirement for "a mixed £force
of weapons, each of which has the capabilities which are not directly
attainable in the other type of weapon, to take on any attack.”
"Manned interceptors," Estes said, '"complement Bomarc by having
capabilities that are unique in having a human operator aboard. The
manned interceptor provides the only means in peace time for positive
identification and in war it is flexible in terms of redeployment to
meet threats in different areas and in capability for reattack.

The interceptor can kill one bomber and then go on te kill a second.
It can be recovered, refueled, and rearmed to again enter the

battle. . . . On the other hand, if only a force composed of fighter-
intexrceptors were available in a given area, the commander would not
have as great a capability at low level, and his ability to concen-
trate a mass of interceptor weapons in a small area against a mass
raid would be degraded to the extent that aerial nucleaxr blast

would affect his interceptor pilots,''287
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. In recommending revisions to the national air defense program,
White considered that the Air Force had "ecut through some of the
inhibitions'" and the "'clinging' to concepts" and was providing a
program that looked realigtically to the future. '"While I
recognize," he said, "the threat of the air-breathing bomber exists
as of today as the most important, most deadly threat against this
Nation, it is quite obvious that the Intercontinental ballistic
missile is to become the predominant threat to this Nation.''288
White testified that the new air defense program had been approved
by the Air Staff and by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Secretary
Gates assured Congress that President Eisenhower had reviewed and
approved the revisions in air defense.289 At Colorado Springs
where he commanded the North American Air Defense Command, however,
General Kuter did not agree that the new air defense program served
national requirements. According to White, Kuter urged that the
Bomarc and fighter-interceptor programs be continued at full
strength, that the manning of air defense units be the responsibility
of full-time Air Force persommel rather than alert Air National
Guard crews, that the F-108 development program be reinstated to
oppose the Soviet air-launched missile threat, that the supercombat
centers be bullt, and that Nike-Zeus be produced as the only
immediately prospective anti-ICBM defense.290 Duriag the spring of
1960 Congress also displayed doubts about the recommended air
defense revisions. The House of Representstives eliminated all
funds for Bomarc not already committed and added funds sufficient

. to purchase enough F-106's to equip two additional fighter-interceptor
squadrons. The Senate, on the other hand, voted funds for even
more fighter-interceptors and restored Bomarc program cuts made by
the House, plus granting additional fumds to provide two Bomarc bases
in the northwestern United States. In a conference committee,
Congress agreed to vote $100 million for additional F-106's and
$244 million for Bomarc missiles. These amounts were approved in
the Department of Defense Appropriation Act of 1961, but on 9 August
1960 Secretary Gates issued the decision that original appropriation
requests had provided substantially for air defense, including ''buy-
out" procurement of Bomarc B missiles and improvements of existing
interceptor aircraft, and that the additional appropriations would
not be used.291

The Department of Defense and the Air Force considered that
the air defense revisions of 1960 marked a recognition of the
"imminent shift in the air threat to our security from aircraft alone
to ballistic missiles and aircraft."292 At the helm of the North
American Air Defense Command, however, General Kuter continued to
disagree with the downgrading of defense. "The course of aerospace
defense," he stated as he was retiring from the Air Force on 31 May
1962, "is a rather spotty course. . ., of slow starts and some quick
stops. . . marked by a series of efforts to close gaps--gaps that
have been created by advances in offensive weapon systems." As he
Llooked backward Kuter observed that air defense had been moving
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rapidly ahead in 1957 and had almost closed the gap on Soviet .
offensive capabilities, but he thought that these efforts to compre-
hend Soviet offensive capabilities had been suddenly halted in

1959. RKuter urged that the nation was able to produce and urgently
required a long-range Mach 3 manned fighterx-interceptor. He also
urged that the Army's Nike-Zeus missile obight to be put into
production for operational deployment, since it was the nation's
only available anti-ICBM defense system. 'We know full well," he
said, "that we must have complementary strategic offensive and
North American defensive forces to present a credible deterrent or
to ensure national survival should general war occur,"293

3. Origins of Aerospace Doctrine in the Air Force
|

In a reminiscent remark about ''presputnik days," Major Gemeral
Bernard Schriever recalled that "'space' was a nasty word in
certain circles."294 At first, however, the subject of space was
more amusing than anything else, at least to the public., When
Secretary Forrestal disclosed in his fixst amnual report as Secretary
of Defense made during 1948 that the Air Force and Navy were studying
earth satellite vehicles, amused journalists asked: "Will Amexica
possess moons of war?"295 As has been seen, the first RAND study
completed for the Air Force in 1946 indicated the feasibility of an
orbital earth satellite which would be launched by the MX-774 Hiroe
missile's booster, but these early RAND studies emphasized the
scientific value of earth satellites rather than their military .
worth., Believing that progress in booster technology might reduce
the individual cost of satellites, General Vandenberg signed a
policy statement that the Air Force was the service that had
"iogical responsibility for the satellite." After reviewing Air
Force and Navy satellite studies, however, the Defense Research and
Development Board's Committee on Guided Missiles reported on
29 March 1948 that insufficient thought had been given to the mili-
tary worth of such vehicles and that, in any event, the cancellation
of the development of the MX-774 missile would delay orbital flight.
The committee further recommended that 'the only activity directed
toward satellite vehicleg as such should be a continuation of the
Project RAND studies of the utility of a vehicle."296

Authorized to continue satellite studies, the RAND Corporation
was gble to report by April 1951 that '"pioneer reconnaissance and
weather reconnaissance are suitable with the resolving power
presently available to a satellite television system.”297 1In view
of the reinstitution of the long-range ballistic missile development
program in 1951~-52, the Air Force directed RAND to proceed with
studies of components for a satellite reconnaissance system, and on
16 March 1955 it issued a genexal operational requirement for the
development of WS-117L, Strategic Reconndissance Weapon System.298
After receiving and evaluating proposals from several major contractors,
the Air Force selected the Tockheed Aircraft Corporation as the
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. prime manager for WS-117L and issued a contract in 1956.299 Other
factors were involved, but the need to establish wmilitary worth was
significant cause for the nearly ten-year lapse between first con-
ception and initiation of research and development on a satellite
recommaissance space system.

Another line of development which would lead the Air Force
to the fringes of space originated in the waning months of World
War II from a general vecognition that the nation lacked basic
knowledge about supersonilc £light. From the date of its establish-
ment in 1915 the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics had
accomplished practically all of the fundamental and basie reseatrch
in aerodynamics and propulsion for the benefit of the Army, Navy,
and civil aviation. Except for unusual cases where results of
potential military significance were withheld, the NACA promptly
published the results of the investigations that it conducted in its
laboratories at Langley Field, at Cleveland, Ohio, and at Moffet
Field, California, During World War I¥, NAGCA had served as the
"silent partner of U.S. alrpower." Its high-speed airfoil principle,
for example, had been employed on the P-51 Mustang to delay the
formation of compressibility "'burbles," thus enabling the Mustang
to withstand high-speed dives of over 600 miles ap hour. As World
War II was ending, however, NACA's chairman, Dr. Jerome C., Hunsaker,
warned that '"'the resexve of knowledge available when we entered the
war, and without which victory would have been greatly delayed,
has been exhausted. . . . As with the Wright brothers at the first

. flight, we stand at a new frontier where research to establish the
scientific prineciples and laws governing high-speed flight will
determine our future in the air,"300

Although NACA accomplished fundamental and basic research, this
research did not normally include the dewelopment of specific
aircraft or equipment. Looking toward supersonic flight explora-
tions, the Army, Navy, and NACA agreed that the Army or the Navy
would fund research vehicles, the contractor would provide initial
flight tests, the Army or the Navy would determine the military
applicability of the vehicles, and, after that, a test vehicle would
be turned over to NACA in order that its tests might provide dsta
to be published for the entire aviation industry. In order to
begin supersonic flight probes, the Air Technical Service Command
issued authorities for two supersonic airplane projects on 5 and 6
March 1945, The first project authorized the Bell Aircraft Company
to fabricate three test aircraft that would have speeds greater
than Mach 1 and which would be powered by alcohol-liquid oxygen
rocket motors. The second project with the Douglas Aircraft Cor-
poration involved a design study of a supersonic airplane., The
Bell plane would subsequently be known as the XS-1 and later the
X-1 and was to be the first of an X~ or research series of aircraft,301
Launched from an airborne B-29, the X-1 aircraft made its first
powered flight on 9 December 1946. Further refinements enabled the
conventionally structured X-1 to break the sound barrier on 14 October
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1947 with Captain Charles E, Yeager as its pilot. ILearning lessons .
from the X-1, the Army Air Forces contracted wirh Bell on 27 Novem-
ber 1945 to bulld two X-2 test plames, with monel metal fuselage
and stainless steel sweptback wings that would permit them to
attain very high speeds. The first of these planes accidentally
exploded in the bomb bay of a B-50 on i3 May 1953, but in test
flights at Edwards Air Force Base, California, the second X-2
exceeded speeds of 1,900 miles per hour and attained an altitude of
126,200 feet.302 1In this same period the Douglas Aircraft Company
built several models of a D-588 Skyrocket plane under Navy contract.
These rocket-powered planes were tested at Edwards and eventually
turned over to NACA. Flying a D-558-IT aircraft on 20 November
1953, NACA test pilot Scott Crossfield achieved a record speed of
1,328 miles per hour, thus becoming the first man to penetrate

Mach 2,303

During the spring of 1952 NACA's Committee on Aerodynamics
recommended that the several NACA laboratories begin to study
problems likely to be encountered in space flight. As 2 wesult of
these studies, the Committee on Aerodynamics endorsed a proposal to
build a Mach 7 research airplane that would be able to explore the
fringes of space, Since NACA was not authorized to procure such an
experimental plane, Dr, Hugh L. Dryden, who was now its chairman,
proposed to the Air Force and Navy on 9 July 1954 that these ser-
vices should procure the plane for cooperative testing. Favorable
to the project, the Department of Defense authorized the Air Force
and the Navy to finance the needed aircraft development. After a .
design competition administered by the Air Force, a letter contract
was issued to the North American Company on 18 November 1955 pro-
viding for the purchase of three rocket-powered X-15 aircraft and
the modification of a B-52 which would bé used to launch them. The
memorandum of understanding regarding the X¥-15 provided that NACA
would exercise technical development with advice and assistance from
a Research Airplane Committee which included Air Force and Navy
representatives. In final accounting the development of the X-15
would be extremely costly, and the Air Force would be called upon
to provide the great majority of the needed funds. ¥Following
delivery to Edwards Air Force Base the X-15 made its first powered
flight on 17 September 1959. When equipped with alternate engines
an X~15 flown by Air Force Major Robert M, White attained a record
altitude of 314,750 feet on 17 July 1962. Another X-15 achieved a
speed of 4,105 miles per hour om 27 June 1962, Each X-15 £light
furnished data for the design of high-altitude hypersonic operational
aircraft and also provided data on the physiological and zsychological
reactions of man in flights along the fringes of space .30

While the X-series aircraft were not designed in any way to
become weapon systems, Air Force developmental planners were familiar
with work that had been conducted in Germany during World War II
by Dr. Eugen Singer and his assistant, Dr. Irxene Bredt, Working
independently of the Peenemunde ballistic missile people, Singer had
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prepared plans for the use of a V~2 rocket as a second stage for a
boost-glide manned vehicle that would he launched from Germany,
rise above the atmosphere, and then glide back into the atmosphere
and become a very loung range bomber capable of circumnavigating the
earth and bombing New York, The German government did not give
serious consideration to the boost-glide rocket bomber, but both
the Russians and the Americans captured interesting data relative to
the Sanger concept. Employed as a consultant to the Alir Materiel
Command in 1947, Dr., Walter Dornberger carried the boost-glide con-
cept to the Bell Aircraft Company in 1950 when he left Air Force
employment and entered private enterprise. In April 1952 Bell
approached the Air Force with a proposal to undertake a research
study on a manned, boost-glide bomber missile which it called "Bomi."
After considerable argumentation within the Air Force, the Wright
Air Development Center completed a contract with Bell on 1 April 1954
calling for a study of an advance bomber-reconnaissance system.

Based on favorable results from the Bell study the Air Force
issued a general operational requirement for a hypersonic strategic
bombardment system on 12 May 19533, but research and development
planners nevertheless doubted the advisability of investing scarce
funds in such a system. The satellite reconnaissance system merited
priority funding, and the X-15 research aircraft project could well
provide data regarding the re-entry of a manned orbital wvehicle into
the atmosphere. In March 1956, the Air Force therefore concluded
another study contract with Bell for a research study visualizing
a piloted boost-glide reconnaissance weapon system to be known as
"Brass Bell." This reconnaissance system was to be kept separate
from the bomber-missile, now to be known as the rocket bomber or
"Robo." In November 1956 the Air Research and Development Command
stated a system requirement for a hypersonic weapon research and
development supporting system called "Hywards.'" This vehicle was
to serve as a test craft for the develogment of subsystems to be
employed in future boost-glide systems.305

The significance of advanced boost-glide systems was enhanced
on 15 February 1956, when Lieutenant General Power, then commander
of the Air Research and Development Command stated that Soviet
technological progress was so marked rhat the United States ought
to stop considering new and novel projects and start developing
some of them., During fiscal year 1957, however, the Alr Force was
able to allocate no funds for a manned glide-vocket. In April 1957,
however, the Air Force directed the Air Research and Development
Command to consolidate Hywards, Brass Bell, and Robo into one
project, and the resultant product provided by this command on
10 October 1957 was a Dyna-Soar (a compound of "dynamic soaring'')
program that appeared feasible for accomplishment in three stages:
Dyna-8oar I, an experimental glider; Dyna-Soar II, a reconnaissance
vehicle; and Dyna-Soar ILI, a bombardment system. On 15 November
1957 the Air Force approved the Dyna-Soar development plan and
allocated research and development funds for the hypersonic glider
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test vehicle. Early in 1958, the Air Force additionally reduced .
Dyna-Soar to two stages: Dyna-Soar I continued to be the unmanned
experimental space glider, while Dyna-Soar II would be a composite
manned bomber and reconnaissance system, The Soviets also appeared
to be working on the basis of S#nger's original ideas. In 1958 a
Soviet aviation journal referred to a Russian glide~bombing system
capable of attaining an altitude of 295,000 feet and of striking
targets at distances up to 3,500 nautical miles.306

Shortly after World War IT the Ailr Force also began to make a
number of studies and experiments concerned with the problem of
maintaining life at hypersonic speeds and very high altitudes. 1In
1946 the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base
joined with the National Tnstitute of Health in upper-atmosphere
experiments at White Sands/Hclloman Air Force Base, New Mexico.
Insects, fungus spores, and later small animals were sent aloft in
V-2 and Aerocbee rocket capsules to reveal the effect of cosmic
radiation and life at high altitudes., By Novewber 1948 the Air
Force School of Aviation Medicine had held a symposium on "The
Medical Problems of Space Travel,' and in February 1949 it organized
a Department of Space Medicine. The Aeromedical Laboratory began
the development of a T-1 pressure suit in 1943, and the suit saved
the life of a test pilot in 1951 when the X~1 lost its cabin
pressure on a high altitude flight., The X-15 required an even more
sophisticated full pressure suit, and the boost-glide vehicles
would need a habitable cabin. Looking toward design of space
capsules, the Air Force employad "High Man" manned balloon flights., .
The first High Man flight occurrad on 2 June 1957 when Captain
Joseph W. Kittinger reached an altitude of 95,000 feet. The second
flight on 19 August 1957 carried Major David G. Simons to 102,000
feet and vemained aloft for more than 32 hours.307 Some of these
ventures occasioned heavy-handed sarcasm, but each of them sought to
develop more knowledge about man's role in a space environment,

=2 % * &3

During the late 1940's the Army did not officially share the
Air Force and Navy interest in space satellites, but even at this
time Dr. Wernher von Braun was a foremost publicist for a manned
space station. By the autumn of 1944, von Braun was advancing a
proposal that a complete space station could be built in 10 or 15
years at a cost of about $4 billion. He believed that the nation
that first possessed a space station would be in a position to rule
the earth. When Secretary Wilson was queried about earth satellites
and space platforms at a news conference on 16 November, he said
that he knew nothing about U.S. military scientists working on plans
for a space platform or earth satellite and would not be alarmed if
the Russians built one first. He was quoted as adding: "I would
rather keep my feet on the ground, figuratively speaking as well
as physically speaking. 1 don't know that anyone knows how you
would rule the world with a space station. It ies a little dreamy, .

500

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
...~

. T think." A month later at another mnews conference, when told that
the Russians might orbit a satellite before the United States,
Wilson retorted: "I wouldn't care if they did."308 Already on
record as opposing ''boondoggling research," Wilson told newsmen on
6 June 1955 that he considered the military research and develop-
ment effort to be fully adequate, Speaking in his usual candid
fashion, he went on to describe researxrch and development as like
drilling for oil. '"The smart people in the oil business," he said,
"try to drill their holes in a likely place, so the money that is given
to the Dafense Department, I like to see spent in an area, . . of
some use to us, And maybe some other place in the nation's budget
could go the money for fundamental research, I don't know, I
don't care what Happens to some of the minor things."309

Air Force leaders shared von Braun's belief that the develop-
ment of missiles would provide the booster capability needed to
place satellite weapon systems in orbit, 1Im an address in San Diego
in February 1957 Lieutenant General Schriever stated that "about
90 percent of the developments in the ballistic-missile program can
be applied to advancing in space, satellites and other vehicles,"
Recalling this address somewhat later, Schriever remarked: "And so,
from a teclmologlcal staundpoint, it is, I think, a normal transition
to step from these ballistic missiles into satellites, moon rockets,
going to planets."310 General White also conceived that "missiles
are but one step in the evolution from manned high-performance air-
craft to true manned spacecrait; and, in the force structure of the

. future. . . we will have all three systems."31l One of the reasons
that the Air Force desired to develop the rigid structured Titan as
an alternate to the Atlas was a belief that the more sophisticated
Titan would be the "prime vehicle. . . for getting large vehicles
and apparatus into outer space.'” Except for certain "long-hailred"
research and development men, however, Lieutenant General Irvine
suggested in December 1957 that there was an insufficient awareness
that the ballistic missile was "only a short step in the evolution
of advanced weapon systems,'" "There is too much feeling., . . in
the minds of the people in this country and in Govermment," Irvine
continued, "that we air staff folks are perhaps gust a little bit
crazy when we talk gbout these modern machines."312

Although Air Force leaders saw & hopeful relationship between
first generation military missiles and eventual space technology,
this view was not shared by the Department of Defense or President
Eigenhower. In its report of 14 February 1955, the Technological
Capabilities Panel of the President's Science Advisory Committee
recommended top priorities for the development of ICEM's and IRBM's.
It glso noted that space satellites would be important in the near
future as instruments of recomnnaissance, but it believed that no
satellite as then conceived could be employed as an offensive weapon.
If a space vehicle released a homb, the bomb would not fall to
earth but would continue in orbit in the wake of the satellite.313
When he discussed security matters in a veport to the American
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people on 13 November 1957, President Eisenhower explained the .
criteriz that he desired to use in regard to space projects., "If
the project is designed solely for scientific purposes," he said,
"its size and its cost must be tailored to the scientific job it is
going to do. If the project has some ultimate defense wvalue, its
urgency for this purpose is to be judged in comparison with the
probable value of competing defense projects.''3l4

Highly critical of the Department of Defense criteria for
weapon system development, D, von Braun charged in December 1957
that military requirements for missiles were narrowly conceived in
terms of "a limited end item' and that such development became "a
dead-end street," As warheads got lighter the trend in the Depart~
ment of Defense was to build smaller, less~powerful boosters., ''It
is very significant. . .," von Braun thought, "that the development
of. . . large rocket engines. . . was not approved by anybody
simply because there is no need for these engines within the frame-
work of the existing and approved missile systems." He urged that
large and powerful rocket engines which could not be immediately
justified in terms of military worth would be required to boost
manned vehicles into outer space.31l5 To Secretary McElroy on
29 January 1959, however, the fact that Soviet rockets had more
thrust then American missiles seemed "beside the .point" from a
military point of view, but he agreed that it was significant in
regard to space,”" '"We have an adequate thrust," McElroy said, "to
take a warhead on an ICEM range to selected targets in the Soviet
Union. If you have twice that much thrust, it doesn't help you, .
from a missile standpoint. It does, of course, help you from an
outer space standpoint., . . but it is not of real importance in the
ICBM capability."316

At the same time that the Department of Defense favored the
commitment of defense research and development money to the
perfection of low-risk weapon systems of definite military worth,
President Eisenhower also hoped that a peaceful regime could be
maintained in space. Before and after becoming President, Eisen-
hower often expressed an ideal of enforced peace through arms
limitations and disarmament.317 Accepting an arms control concept
that the United States should retain its nuclear power and yet make
it clear that its purposes were peaceful, Eisenhower took advantage
of an assembly of world leadexs at the Geneva Summit Conference in
July 1955 to propose an "'open skies" worldwide inspection plan for
the prevention of surprise attack. At the conference table Eisen-
hower proposed that the United States and the Soviet Unilon would
exchange "a complete blueprint" of their military forces and each
would facilitate the other's aerial reconnaissance of their
countries, Eisenhower believed that such a step would "convince
the world that we are providing as between ourselves against the
possibility of great surprise attack, thus lesgsening danger and
relaxing tension,"318 Fisenhower's proposal at Geneva assumed an
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. immediate relationship to proposals that had been made in October
1954 by a committee of the International Council of Scientific
Unions for the launching of small scientific satellites during the
Tnternational Geophysical Year which would begin on 1 July 1957 and
conclude on 31 December 1958. The Soviet Union had announced on
15 April 1955 that it had established a Special Commission for
Taterplanetary Commmications and would produce 'a remote controlled
laboratory to circle the earth as a satellite and establish oppor-
tunities for ohservation of a hitherto inaccessible character.'
After Eisenhower returned from Geneva the White House announced on
29 July that in 1957-58 the United States would launch small space
satellites, probably instrument-bearing, that would cirecle the
earth each 90 minutes at a height of 300 miles,319

Critical of the open skies proposal from the first, the Soviets
would finally reject it early in 1956 when disarmament negotiations
reached another stalemate., While the open skies proposal was in
conception and under consideration, howevex, it had important
effects upon U.S. space policy. In view of the growing interest in
scientific satellites, von Braun had proposed in June 1954 that a
Redstone missile should be used to launch a small slug into orbit,.320
Since a Redstone was successfully test fired on 24 May 1935, it
appeared to be the most practical booster for launching the American
IGY satellite., At a meeting on 26 May, however, the National
Security Council expressed the opinion that because of the soon-to-
be-proposed open skies offer the American scientific satellite

. ought not to be launched into orbit by a military missile. In the
Department of Defense, Assistant Secretary Donald Quarles directed
the services to submit plans for a scientific satellite and established
a committee of scientists and engineers to evaluate the proposals,
When these proposals were at hand, the committee evaluated them
during June and July 1955. For their part, the Army and Navy favored
acceptance of ap Orbiter project to be boosted by the Redstome
missile, but the Navy suggested an alternate plan calling for the
use of a modified version of the old Viking test missile that was
free from military implication. The Air Force was not able to make
a serious proposal for the IGY satellite that would not inferfere
with the progress of its ICBM program. After evaluating the pro-
posals, the committee was said to have believed that the whole
satellite project was actually premature, but on 4 August it mever-
theless reported that a small satellite could be put in orbit
during the IGY period. The committee noted that use of an Atlas
booster would give the greatest assurance of success, but it
respected the Air Force belief that such an employment of the Atlas
would interfere with the ICBM program. The majority of the
committee recommended use of an improved Viking missile that would
be known as Vanguard. A minority of three committee wewbers
reconmended that the booster system for the IGY satellite should
use the existing Army Redstone rather than depend upon a development
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of the Vanguard.321 The Department of Defense approved the Vanguard .
proposal over the objections of the Army, which warned that time
consumed in developing the miszile might enable the Soviets to
launch the first satellite. Following procurement of a test quantity
of improved Redstone missiles--known as Jupiter C--Lieutenant
General Gavin again proposed that one of the missiles be used to
launch a scientific satellite. On 15 May 1956, however, Gavin
received a personal admonition that: "The Redstone and Jupiter
missiles will not be used to launch a satellite,''322

Even though the Soviets refused to accept the open skies pro-
posal, Mr. Harold Stassen, who was serving as Eisenhower's Special
Assistant for Disarmament, continued to believe that some measure
of aerial inspection could contribute to the control of arms., "I
do believe from our studies," he gaid in June 1956, "that if a
measure of inspection, particularly against surprige attack, can be
obtained, on a basis that must be mutually lived uwp to or its
violation would be immediately discovered, that such a system com-
bined with a moderate, sustained alert, armed strength will give a
greater likelihood of security and peace than either an all-out
arms race on the one extveme or a complete inspection system and
comprehensive disarmament on the other."323 1In the Air War College
Evaluation Division a study prepared by Colonel Martin B. Schofield
and entitled "Control of the Use of Outer Space" was completed in
August 1956. This study pointed out that the '"use of an earth
satellite as a recomnaissance vehicle would provide intelligence
data of the highest order of coverage and reliability." Satellites .
that could fire missiles from orbital pogitions could also be
developed, and such an "airborme ICBM" would be extremely haxrd to
defend against since speed, time, and direction of approach would
be in favor of the offensive weapon. Although missile«firing satel-
lites appeared feasible, Schofield recommended the establishment of
international controls over space. ''The presence of a variety of
devastating military forces, of many sovereign states, constantly
deployed throughout international space,” he noted, "may not be
conducive to peaceful living, . . . I might be more sound for the
United States, because it may have an early advantage in the
exploration of space, to use its position of influence to the best
advantage by strongly advocating a form of inteinational control
over the use of space."324

In his State of the Union message delivered to Congress on
10 January 1957, President Eisenhower renewed his proposal for the
open skies inspection system and additionally called for the
establishment of international control over space, "We are willing,”
he said, '"to enter any reliable agreement which would. . . mutually
control the outer space missile and satellite development.''325
Four days later Henry Cabot Lodge, U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations, presented a more detailed version of space control to the
General Assembly. Speaking on 25 July 1957, Stassen reiterated the
. need to establish control over experimentation with objects
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. travelling through outer space, He warned that the situation was
perilously close to that of 1945-46 when the Soviet rejection of the
Baruch plan for the control of atomic weapons had led to an inter-
national nuclear race., He hoped that the same mistake would zot be
made in the development of space vehicles, which would involve an
equal and perhaps an even greater danger to mankind,326

In his Air War College evaluation study on space Colonel
Schofield had believed that the United States was in a position to
adopt a positive stand on international control because it "pre-
sumably enjoys a lead in the current evolution of scientific
achievement.”"327 The Soviets not only displayed little interest in
establishing international controls over space during 1956-57 but
they would be the first nation into space effective with the
orbital flight of Sputnik I on 4 Octobex 1957. The real tragedy of
the situation was summarized by Lieutenant General Gavinm: "We have
the scientific talent and we have the brainpower, the industrial
capacity. . . . The failure was in decision-making, making the
wrong decisions,.'328 In the opinion of Dr. Clifford C. Furnas, who
had become Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Develop-
ment on 22 November 1955, the Soviets had been permitted to get
ahead of the United States in space because of the decision to
develop a '"peaceful" Vanguard rather than to use the military Red-
stone as a booster for a scientific satellite. Even with maximum
effort Furnas believed that it would have been difficult to expedite
the Vanguard program, but he later remembered that the Department of

. Defense had not considered the Vanguard IGY satellite project to be
of "first importance' and had allowed only a ''dribbling release" of
requisite funds to it.329

3 g o *

Apparently failing to recognize that administrative policy
favored the establishment of international controls designed to
secure a peaceful regime in space, Lieutenant General Schriever
forcefully asserted in his address at San Diego in February 1957 that
the United States ought to move ahead and establish space superiority,
"In the long haul," he maintained, "our safety as a nation may
depend upon our achieving 'space superiority.' Several decades from
now the important battles may not be sea battles or air battles, but
space battles, and we should be spending a certain fraction of our
national resources to insure that we do not lag in obtaining space
superiority."330 oOn the day following this address Schriever
discovered that "'space' was a nasty word" since he recalled that
he received instructions forbidding him to use the word "space" in
any of his speeches. General Power, Commander of the Air Research
and Development Command, also learned that it was "inappropriate" for
an officer in a yesponsible position to speak on the military
potential of space,331
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Breaking the silence on space matters in the aftermath of Sput- .
nik, General White defined the Air Force's perspective at what he
described as the "dawn of the space age" in an address to the
National Press Club on 29 November 1957. '"Whoever has the capability
to control the air,” he said, '"is in a position to exert control over
the land and seas beneath. I feel that in the future whoever has
the capability to control space will likedwise possess the capability
to exert control of the surface of the earth. . . . We airmen who
have fought to assure that the United States has the capability to
control the air are determined that the United States must win the
capability to control space. In speaking of the control of air and
the control of space, I want to stress that there is no division,
per se, between air and space. Air and space are an indivisible
field of operations. . . . It is quite obvious that we cannot control
the air up to 20 miles above the earth's surface and relinquish
control of space above that altitude--and still survive."332 In
numerous appearances before Congressional investigating committees
in the winter of 1957-58 White continued to emphasize the continuum
of air and space, He foresaw the use of weapons in space, both
offensive and defensive. While he confessed no ''personal expertness
in the matter,”" he believed it would be possible for a man to go to
the moon.333 In similar appearances, Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force (Research and Development) Richard E, Horner, and
Lieutenant General Donald L. Putt, Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff
for Research and Development, strongly argued that the moon possessed
valuable potential as a military base. ''We should not regard .
control of the moon,' Putt added, "as the ultimate means of insuring
peace among the earth nations. It is only a first step toward stations
on planets far more distant--in turn, from which control over the
moon might then be exercised." 1In summation, Putt said: "The
conquest of space--or, at least, its denial to an enemy--is vital to
continued United States security. . . . Within the framework of
deterrent force as we exercise it teday, space flight soon will be
employed to great advantage., And eventually, space superiority will
become the primary factor in assurance of world peace,"334

To the leaders of the Air Force space technology represented a
logical progression in the development of Air Force technology.

"The Air Force," said Secretary Douglas, 'has been engaged in
explorations of outer space and all of the associate technical fields
since the end of World War II. . . . The techniques and actual
developments involved in the X-15 are one path to man's f£light into
space.” Douglas recalled that no one at first had perceived the
military worth of the airplane and asserted: ''We must press forward
with projects for the weapons of day after tomorrow, more advanced
missiles and aircraft for £light outside the atmosphere, and
satellites even though we cannot foresee precisely their employment."
To General White "almost everything in space' fitted into the Air
Force mission, 'We foresee," he said, "that we are not only going
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to have manned bombers and missiles, but that eventually we will
have manned space vehicles as combat weapons in the future."335

The assertions by General White and others that the United
States needed to establish military capabilities in space seemed at
odds with President Eisenhower's national space-for-peace policy.
Conceptual studies made in the 0ffice of the Alr Force Deputy Chief
of Staff for Plans and Programs also indicated that "control of
space' would be a far more complex matter than control of the air,
The techniques for control of the air had rested on an air force's
capability to destroy air bases, to intercept enemy aircraft in
flight, and to destroy planes by antiaircraft fire. Aircraft
possessed great maneuverability. Tor the foreseeable future, how-
ever, space vehicles would be confined to the general vicinity
of courses or trajectories selected at the time of their launchings.
They would travel at extremely high velocities and would lack any
great degree of maneuverability.336

In a major speech delivered to the Air Force Association's
Third Jet Age Conference in February 1958, CGeneral White indicated
that he had given thought to the space-for-peace policy and to
means whereby control might be exercised in space. White said:

The United States must win and wmaintzin the capability
to control gpace in order to assure the progress and
preeminence of the free nations. . . .

You will note that I stated the United States must
win and maintain the capability to control space. I did
not say that we should control space. There iz an
important distinction here. We want all nations to join
with us in such measures as are necessary to ensure that
outer space shall never be used for any but peaceful
purposes. But until effective measures to this end are
assured, our possession of such a capability will
guarantee the free nations libexty. It does not connote
denial of the benefits of space to others.

In the past, when control of the seas was exercised
by peaceful nations, people everywhere profited. Like-
wise, as long as the United States maintains the capa-
bility to control space, the entire world will reap the
benafite that accrue. . . .

There has been some discussion concerning whether
or not the military should handle all United States
activities in space., Under our form of government, I
do not feel that this is really a problem. Over-all
civilian control will be exercised, and rightly so.
However, space research and development efforts and
space operations must give due conslderation to the
military aspects.

This is necessary because until other ironclad
methods are devised, only through our military capability
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to control space will we be able to use space for peace~ .
ful purposes. I visualize the control of space as the

late twentieth century parallel to the age~old need to

control the seas and the mid-twentieth century require=

ment to control the air. . . .

To control space we must not only be able to go
through it with vehicles that travel from point to
point, but we must be able to stay in space with human
beings who can carry out jobs efficiently,

I look upon the Aix Force's interest and ventures
into space as being logical and natural as when men of
old in sailing ships first ventured forth from the in-
land seas.

As these ancient seafarers' knowledge of the inland
seas increased and they learned more about the elements,
they built larger ships and ventured farther away £rom
land, The achievement required men who had learned the
many things there were to know about the inland seas.
Similarly, ventures into outer space require men who
know the air, There are no barriers between air and
space. Air and space are an Indivisible field of opera-
tions.

The Air Force progress toward space has been
evolutionary--the natural development and extension of
speed, altitude, and sustained flight, These qualities
have been our stock in trade throughout the fifty years
of Air Force history. We have strived continually to
fly faster, to fly higher, and to remain airborne
longer. . . .

The evolutionary process which has brought the
Air Torce to its high state of development is not
going to change in direction because there are addition-
al challenges in space. Aeronautics and astronautics
are closely allied. . . .

I feel that a dangerous trap lies ahead of us if
we partition our space efforts., We must have centralized
direction of ocur national efforts to attain the best
results from available resources, talent, and experience.
Excessive duplication of effort would not only be a most
severe economic drain on our country, but would waste
energy and time. . . .

Once we attain the space capability, a lack of
centralized authority would certainly hamper our peace-
ful use of space and could be disastrous in time of war.
Failure to properly coordinate peaceful space activities
under common direction could cause confusion, might
result in wrong decisions, and would be a safety hazazxd.
In war, when time is of the essence and quick reaction
S0 necessary, centralized military authority will surely
be mandatory.
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A strong consideration as far as military space
operations are concerned will always be the necessity
for the fail-safe concept. A substantial proportion
of our forces must wmaintain the capbility to make
last-second decisions. This is one reason I am con-
vinced that man in space will be a most imporxtant
factor,

Ninety-nine percent of the Earth's atmosphere
lies within twenty miles' altitude above the Earth.
To assure effective operastions, there can be no
divigion in responsibility between the control of the
air up to twenty milee above the Earth's surface and
the space above it, Air Force facilities, communica-
tions, and experience exist now for centralized control
of operations in the Earth's atmosphere. This
capability can easily be extended beyond the Earth's
atmosphere as our operations in space develop.

Before I close, I want to gtress that I cammot
conceive that mechanical gadgets will control gpace.
Man will develop the equipment, send it off, and
bring it back. On many occasions, and probably more
than we envision now, man will fly the equipment.

The point here is that man's judgment and skills will
always be needed.

In his address White also pointed out that '"the United States'
capability to control space could ultimately approach absolute
deterrence." This was true because reconnaissance eyes in outer
space would permit ''immediate warning of hostile action on the
surface of the Earth" and would allow "much faster reaction on our
part. . . which is not only quick, but strong and selective." 1In
response to a question as to how space could be controlled, White
responded: "One of the ways to control the sea in time of war and
stress is the blockade. . . . I think the same thing conceivably
could apply to exiting from the Earth's natural envelope into
space," It would probably be better to seek to control a hostile
nation's access to space than its reentry into the atmosphere.
"You couldn't have reentry,” he said, "if you kept people from
getting out there,"337

Although there was a general recognition that Air Force studies
of space "had only scratched the surface of the problem,"338 the
Air Force had made a good start in rationalizing a new "aerospace"
doctrine. On 29 October 19537 an editorial prepared by the Secretary
of Air Force Office of Information's Internal Information Division
first combined the words '"air" and "space™ when it referred to
"air/space vehicles of the future."” The word "aerospace' was
apparently coined by Dr. Woodford A. Heflin of the Air University's
Research Studies Institute who published an Interim Glossary,
Aero-Space Terms, on 12 February 1958.339 1In view of the mew
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thinking, the Air Policy Branch, Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff, .
Plans and Programs, proposed on 25 April 1958 that Air Force Manual
1-2, United States Air Force Basic Doctrine, should be revised.
The Air Policy Branch proposed that the new doctrine should state
that air power had "moved naturally and inevitably to higher
altitudes and higher speeds until it now stands on the threshold of
space operation.” A new term "serospace'" meaning "air and space"
had come into being, and "aerospace power'" was its manifestation.
The Air Force was the military agency predominantly responsible foxr
aeraspace doctrine just as in the past it had been responsible for
air power doctrine. In aerospace the Alr Force could not expect to
enjoy the situation earlier referred Lo as a desired dominant
position through control of the air. Instead, aerospace power would
desirably possess ''the capability to exercise the initiative in
space; 1its purpose would be to operate in space and maintain con-
trol in space, not of space.'" Mzintaining '"general supremacy in
aerospace' would be a desirable function quite similar to the func-
tion of gaining and maintaining '"general air supremacy" that was
assigned to the Alr Force by lew, The Air Policy Branch also
suggested that the new doctrine should include the statement: '"The
positioning of aerospace power geographically and/or astronautically
may have dominating significance in peace or war.'340

The concept of "aerospace' caught on rapidly within the Air
Force, 1In an article published in August 1958, General White
remarked that Soviet alr power was being rapidly expanded into
"aerospacepower."34l When he appeared before the House Committee .
on Science and Astronautics on 3 February 1959, White stressed the
word "aerospace" throughout his prepared statement, and then defined
it by stating: 'The Air Force has operated throughout its relative-
ly short history in the sensible atmosphere around the earth,
Recent developments have allowed us to extend our operations further
away from the earth, approaching the environment popularly referred
to as space, Since there is no dividing line, no matural barrier
separating these [wo areas, there can be no operational boundary
between them. Thus air and space comprise a single continuous
operational fileld in which the Air Force must continue to function.
This area is aerospace. . . . Total gerospace power Includes manned
and unmanned air-breathing vehicles, spacecraft, and satellites and
ballistic missiles, 1342

Congressional reaction to "aerospace' was somewhat less than
unanimously enthusiastic, Chairman John W, McCormack of the House
Committee on Science and Astronautics described "aerospace" as "a
very sweet term; a very all-embracing term.''343 "Boys," Representa-
tive Flood exclaimed, '"the Air Force has come up with a new phrase,
'Aerospace,' That is a beauty. . . . That means everybody is out of
space and the air except the Air Force, . . . They have now staked
out a claim to 'aerospace.'"344 To Undersecretary of the Air Force
Malcolm A, MacIntyre, however, "aerospace' was not a catchword but
an attempt "to identify, in a single word, the continuous operational

510

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

A

\. field in which the Air Force must function as technological progress
F permits us to operate farther and farther away from the earth's
surface," MacIntyre denied that the Air Force claimed exclusive
jurisdiction in aerospace. ''In the use of the word 'aerospace,'"
he explained, '"'there is no intention on the part of the Air Force to
claim aerospace as an exclusive medium of our particular service,
We recognize that the other services also have an interest, or, in
the military parlance, requirements that can or should be met in the
expanded medium of aerospace. However, each service's interest, or
requirements, is justified only to the extent to which it enhances
its ability to perform its particular missions.'345 In its final
definition incorporated in the revision of Air Force Manuasl 1-2
issued on 1 December 1959, the Air Force stated: 'The aerospace is
an operationally indivisible medium consgisting of the total expanse
beyond the earth's surface. The forces of the Air Force comprise a
| family of operating systems--air systems, ballistic missiles, and
space vehicle sgstems. These are the fundamental aerospace forces
of the nation."346
Except for the recognition that "control in aerospace' was apt
to require different rechniques from those practiced in gaining and
maintaining "econtrol of the air,” the Air Force viewed the atmosphere
and space as one realm and saw no reason why the Key West definitions
of strategic roles and missions should not continue to guide
organization of the Armed Forces. The Department of Deferife, the
Army, the Navy, and significant portions of the civilian scientific
. community differed with the Air Force positions on aerospace and
aerospace power. The resolutlon of these diverse views would have
a substantial impact on national organization for defense and for
the utilization of space.

.
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