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PREFACE

(U} In the summer of 1974, the Secretary of Defense requested
that a study be undertaken of the strateglc arms competition
between the United States and the Soviet Union from 1945 to
1972. The purpcse of the study was twofold: (a) to provide a
comprehensive historical account, hitherto unavailable, of the
strategic competition and (b) to provide the basis for examin-
ing various hypotheses as to its origins and development.

(U) This extensive research effort, under the direction of
the Chief Historian, 0SD, was divided into elght discrete
studies, each covering both US and Soviet developments,'and
was assigned to a number of agencles. The subject matter of
these studies included: .missiles, bombers, space, and warheads;
air defense; aircraft carriers and ballistic misslle submarines;
forces and budgets; US and Sovlet chronologles, high-level
decicsions, organization; and command and control and warning.
The eight studies are intended to provide the basic research
and analysis from which another study team will prepare an
integrated report of US and Soviet developments for the Secre-
tary of Defense. '

(U) The IDA study effort was begun in September 1974 and
completed in June 1975. The history of US command and control
and warning 1s presented in four parts that cover the tine
periods 1945-53, 1954-60, 1961-67, and 1968-72. The four parts,
in the main, treat similar aspects of the subject, including
(1) developments in command and control at the natlonal level;
(2) developments at the strategic force level, particularly
the Strategic Air Command; (3) warning developments; and (4)
command post issues. Part IV alsc presents an overall view of
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the US command and control structure as it existed at the eng
of the time frame of the study.

(U) The parallel étudy of Soviet command and control and
warning required extensive use of special intelligence material
and for that reason is being published as a separate IDA study:
S-469, The Evolution of Soviet Strategic Command and Control
and Warning, 1945-1972. ) |

(U) In this study, the term "strategic" refers only to the
forces and operations for general nuclear war. It should also
be noted that the term "warning" refers to tactical warning,
l.e., warning that the enemy has initiated hostilities. We
have not considered the interface with: intelligence in the
area of strateglc warning.

(U) A consolidated list of the sources upon which this
study 1s based appears at the end of the volume. Principal
sources Include the records and official reports of the Secre-
taries of Defense; selected records of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff as made available by them; official histories of the
military services and government agencles; governmental and
non-governmental reports on command and control; and congres-
sional hearings.

(U) Much of the material in this study dealing with the
earlier years has either become public knowledge, has been
declassified, or is in the process of being declassified.

- However, the documents from which data were drawn by the
project team were not specifically identified as'being declas-
sified and could not be presumed so by the project team.
Original classifications, therefore, have necessarlily been
retained throughout the study.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(U) This study is a history of the evolution of US strategic
command and control and warning from 1945 to mid-1972. The 27
years under review span the development of US nuclear capability
from a small number of atomic bombs and specially modified air-
ecraft to deliver them t¢ the large, complex forces and means to
control them that exlst currently.

(U) Command and control of and warning for US strategic
forces have involved the capability to accomplish several basic
functions: (1) maintain an up-to-date accounting of the status
of forces and nuclear weapons; (2) on the defensive side, secure
as early warning as possible of an enemy attack, assess it, and
pass that warning to the National Command Authorilties and to the
strategic forces; (3) communicate the orders to launch strategic
forces and maintain contact with them after launch; (4) ascer-
tain the effectiveness of strike forces and the restrike capa-
bility of those forces; and (5) maintain the capability to carry
out these functlons during and after a nuclear attack on the
United States.

(U) These functions were to become more difficult to per-
form with the passing years, bc™m as US strategic forces became
larger, more diverse, and more - nhisticated and as the Soviet
nuclear offensive capabillity ..=w. US strategic forces moved
from sole reliance on pilston-engine B-29s to jet aircraft, both
land based and carrier based, and then to a combination of jet
bombers and land-based missiles. Flnally, mlssile-launching
submarines completed the strategle trilad. The burdens of com~
mand and control in coordinating these elements grew accordingly.

xi
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A. THE COURSE OF DEVELOPMENT
1. 1845-1853

(U) The appearance of atomic energy in 1945 was to trans;
form the US military establishment, and the story of these first
eight years is one of grappling with a host of totally new prob-
lems deriving from the new force. It was a period ol techno-
logical groping, of doctrinal turmoll in the Armed Forces, and
of a growing Soviet challenge. Because of the many factors
impacting on the development of command and control in this
pericd, the subject has to be construed very broadly to include
most of the efforts to get a grip on atomic energy for military
purposes. Atomic weapons had to be given a place 1n overall
national strategy. Doctrine on when and how to use them had to
be created, along with war plans to be implemented. A system
of administrative control and custedy had to be established to
safeguard the weapons. A military force had to be established
to deliver atomic weapons. Finally, in anticipation of the
eventual Soviet acquisition of atomic bombs, an aircraft con-
trol and warning system had to be created for the ailr defense
of the United States.

(U) The US response to the challenge posed by the military
applications of atomic energy was, in the early years, fllled
with many contradictions between aspiration and actuality, words
and deeds, policy and implementation. There was only a gradual
acceptance by the military, and especially by the Air Force as
the service most immediately concerned, of the implications of
atomic weapons. Despite the tendency to brandish the atomic
bomb politically, there was astonishingly little plannling under-
taken as to how that weapon might be used. Similarly, there
was only a very slow improvement in the physical capability, in
terms of aircraft and créws, to deliver atomic bombs. Desplte
recognition that these weapons were essential to maintalning a
military balance in Europe, production of bombs moved slowly.

xii

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

Indeed, a scarcity of fissicnable material conditioned all
thinking in the first four years, though this situation was to
be totally transformed in the succeeding four years.

(U) Nuclear deterrence was adopted as the national strategy,
but 1t had few teeth in 1t until after 1950. An atomic blitz
concept was developed as the optimum form cf an atomlc offen-
sive, but the concept could not have been implemented during
the first five years. The scarclty of bombs, moreover, made it
of erucial importance that they be used against the most ecriti-
cal targets, but intelllgence on target éystems within the
Soviet Union was very poor.

(U) Although the destructive power of atomic bombs was
generally recognized, there remained for some time considerable
skepticism as to theilr war-winning capacity. Also, despite the
emphasis on deterrence, there was no assurance that the Presi-
dent would indeed authorize the use of these weapons. A system
of civilian custody of atomic bombs was carefully established
and rigidly defended during the early years, but it was relaxed
with surprising speed in the face of operational needs and a
growing Soviet threat.

(U) This was an era of flerce interservice dispute over
roles and missions, strategy, and shares of the atomic stock-
pile, yet there was almost universal military agreement on the
primacy of atomic offensive forces over defensive measures.
Even though 1t was expected that sooner or later the Soviets
would achleve a nuclear capabillty, the effort to develop an
extensive warning system was an uphill fight.

(U) The primary problem durlng these years was S€en as one
of buiiding the strategic nuclear strike force itself and the
system of bases from which it would deliver its attacks. Com-
pared with this, the problem of developing a specific command
and control structure seemed secondary. The Strategic Air Com-
mand was created in January 1946, and by 1953 1t had developed
into a powerful force with a network of overseas bases from

x1ii

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

which to launch its operations. There was a continual struggle
by SAC to develop reliable and dedicated ccmmunications, and
the perlod saw the development of a series of communications
systems--AIRCOMNET, the Strategic Operations Communications
System (SOCS), and the SAC Communications Network. None of
these, however, fully satisfied the requirement as seen by SAC.

{U) Because of its strategic nuclear mission, SAC was more
tightly contrclled by the JCS than were other military commands.
Until 1951, strategic command and control concerned SAC only,
but after that the development of tactical nuclear weapons
brought alrcraft carriers and the overseas commands into the
nuclear picture. A system of coordination of atomic operations
was initiated in 1952 to control this rapidly widening nuclear
capabllity.

(U) Concern over protection of the national‘command struc-
ture 1n a future war, a concern that increased as Soviet capa-
bilities grew, stimulated the development of command centers
and their requisite communications. JTa terms of positive
achievements, however, little was accomplished in this respect
in the 1945-53 period. The Air Force Command Post in the Pen-
tagon, not established until 1950, constituted the nearest thing
to a national =zommand post to appear in these years. An alter-
nate command pest at Fort Ritchie, Md., was also authorized and
established. Nevertheless, the survivabllity of tue command
authorities under surprise attack was increasingly in doubt by
the end of this period.

(U) The years 1945-53 also saw the slow and halting creation
of a basic aircraft warning system that was not much advanced
over that of World War II. However, there was a growlng concern
about warning and air defense, stimulated by the outbreak of the
Korean war in 1950 and by the NSC 68 estimate that by 1954 the
Soviet Union would have the capabllity to launch a devastating
attack against the United States. After years of debate, the
decislon was finally made in October 1953 (after the Soviet

xiv
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explosion of a thermonuclear bomb) to create a wholly new warn-
ing system, which would rely upcn automation and include the
building of a Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line.

(U) By the end of this period, an initial structure and
system had been developed to deal with the problems raised by
the military applications of atomic energy. Given the context
of the times, the US responses were essentially pragmatlc and
often ad hoe, but those responses dld provide a basis for the
employment of US strateglic nuclear power. Many of the major
problems and 1ssues encountered or foreseen in this period,
however, were to continue on through the changing context of
the years.

2. 1954-1960

(U) This period was essentially one of developing the
requisite operational systems for command and control of the
nation's rapidly expanding capabilitles for waging strategic
war. Building on the basically workable but limited structure
of forces, communicationé, procedures, and policles established
in the previous eight years, the Unlted States filled out the
overall structure, adding new command and contrel and warning
systems with much increased capabilities. Most of the impetus
for the improved systems came from the responsible services and,
within the services, from the-operational commands. This proc-
ess continued on an evolutionary basis until the discontinuity
produced by the appearance of the intercontlinental ballistic
missile 1in 1957, which was to transform drastlcally the concepts
of and systems for command and control.

(U) The keynote of the drive for improved capabilities was
the attempt to improve speed of reaction while malntalning
reliability. These requirements necessitated technological
gambles that were often near the edge of the state-of-the-art.
Systems became extremely complex, costs spiraled, and schedules
were delayed, but from a technilcal standpoint huge advances
were made.

Xv
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(U) The US capability for acquiring warning of strategic
attack also made immense strides during this period. A Jjoint
and combined US-Canadian North American Air Defense Command was
established in 1954. the DEW Line along the northernmecst edge
of the North American Continent, authorized in the defense pol-
icy reassessment of October 1953, was virtually completed by
1960. The Semi-Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE) computer-
ized system for integrating the entlre warning and defense net-
work was also largely constructed by the end of the period.

But costs and construction problems encountered with these ad-
vanced systems had multiplied, and the old ambivalence about

the value of air defense and warning was exacerbated by the
imminent expectation of intercontinental missiles. Cutbacks
became the order of the day for warning systems against bomber
attack, and meanwhile a major start was made in developing,
through BMEWS and satellite reconnaissance systems, a capability
for warning against misslles.

(U) During this period, SAC evolved from a force totally
dependent on overseas bases for launching 1ts bomber strikes
against the Soviet Union to a true intercontinental bombing
force that could attack from the continental United States.
Command and control was further centralized to accord with the
new operational concepts. Increasingly larger portions of the
force were placed on a 15-minute alert status, and a "positive
control" system was established for aircraft already airborne.
Increasingly sophisticated communications, data brocessing, and
display techniques were required to malntain contrel of the
strike force under such conditions. Achlevement of such capa-
pilities was marked by endless problems and fallures, epltomized
by the false starts, technical headaches, and eventual changes
in the basic concept of the SAC Control System (465L). As the
period ended, SAC still felt that the communications and com~-
mand and control systems available to it were highly vulnerable,
and planning was begun on the Post Attack Command Control System
with its airborne command post complex.

xvi
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(U) Coordination of atomic operations, along with the col-
lateral problems of targeting and allocatlon of nuclear weapons,
became increasingly complex with the enormous expansion both of
the nuclear stockpile and the means of delivery. The develop-
ment of the Polaris ballistic missile submarine at the end of
the period further complicated the problem and led to the
establishment in 1960 of the Joint Strategic Target Planning
Staff (JSTPS). After a decade of dlssatisfaction with proce-
dures for atomic strike coordination, a major step forward had
been taken that eventually resolved the problem.

(U) Throughout the period there was a gradually increasing
centralization of top-level control of the Armed Forces, with
the roles of the Secretary of Defense and the JCS strengthened
by the 1958 Defense Reorganization Act. The creation of unified
commands that were directly responsible to the Secretary of
Defense, through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, tightened control
by the top command over all nuclear operations. These develop-
ments improved speed of response, but, while command and con-
trol procedures continued to concentrate upon the execution of
a swift retaliatory strike in the face of a surprise attack, as
the period ended there was growlng awareness of the need for a
greater degree of strategic fiexibility in response to attack.

(U) In 1959, the JCS established their own Joint War Room
under the control of the Joint Staff in the Pentagon. The
Alternate Joint Communications Center at Fort Ritchie was up-
graded and designated as the emergency relocation center for
the National Command Authorities and the JCS. However, in view
of the increasing vulnerability of fixed-site headquarters other
alternatives were sought. The Navy put forth proposals for a
National Emergency Command Post Afloat (NECPA), and the Air
Force suggested a National Emergency Airborne Command Post
(NEACP).

(U) The dominant strategic fact of the period, however, was
the appearance 1n 1957 of the intercontinental ballistic missile

xvii
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and the realization that warning would soon be reduced to
minutes, that the aircraft warning system constructed after so
much debate and at such great cost would be ineffective against
these weapons, and that the US ability to command and control
1ts strategic forces in the face of a surprise nuclear attack
was therefore extremely problematical. By the end of the period,
the problem of survivabillity was dominating all other considera-
tions in regard to the exercise of political and military com-
mund and control. In the late 1940s, SAC had planned on U5 days
to go to war. By the beginning of-the 1960s, the time had been
compressed to 15 minutes.

3. 1961-1967

(U) This pericd was one of continulng ferment in strategic
command and control, although some of the more significant
developments of the era traced theilr origins to the final years
of the previous period. Ncnetheless, the Kennedy administration
confronted the problems of strateglc command and control more
immediately than either its predecessors or 1lts successors. It
acted vigorously to develop a secure retaliatory force structure
that could survive a surprilse missile attack and strike back
and to create a survivable command and control system that could
assure an adeguate national response. The administration
accorded command and control a high priority, perhaps higher
than it had ever recelved previously.

(U) Within the first two months of the Kennedy administra-
tion, a program had been outlined to adapt US military strategy
and force structures to the era of nuclear missiles and to
delineate the requirements of deterrence in a balanced, two-
sided strategic situatlion. A more diversified and flexible
strategic posture was sought to accord with the requirements
of a more flexible strateglc response. The problem of nuclear
strike coordination was effectlvely resolved by the JSTPS
through the development of the Single Integrated Operatiocnal
Plan (SIOP). _

xviil
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(U) While the now familiar problems of survivability and
continuity of command authoritlies recelved considerable atten-
tion, i1t 1s not clear that much progress was made on the most
intractable issue of survivability. The National Military Com-
mand System, composed of those command elements directly support-
ing the National Command Authorlties and the JCS, was established
in early 1962. It was composed of interconnected command centers,
continuously manned, with specilallzed communications and other
facilities to meet the information and other declsion-making
needs of the command authorities. The Natlonal Military Command
Center in the Pentagon was developed as a continuously manned,
unhardened facility operated by the Joint Staff to serve the JCS,
the Secretary of Defense, and the President. Combined with this
were alternates airborne and afloat. The NECPA came inte exist-
ence aboard the USS Northampton, and a number of KC-135 tanker
aircraft were converted to alrborne command posts, the NEACP.

(U) Nevertheless, unresolved 1issues about fixed versus
mobile command facilities persisted for years. Hardening re-
mained a preferred alternative for high-capacity centers,
especially if dispersed, but it was widely criticized as a low-
confidence measure against Soviet weapons expected in the 1960s.
Technical uncertainties about hardening and doubts about the
functional capabilities of mobile centers kept the controversy
alive. An effort to develop a deep underground command center
(DUCC) in Washington failed to win approval.

(U) Perhaps the greatest uncertainty and most difficult
problem in the strateglc command and control system inherlited
from the 1950s concerned the continulty of presidential author-
ity. Attempts to resolve the problem during these years in-
volved again the 1ssue of predelegation of strike authority by
the President to his subqrdinates in the military chain of com-
mand. The problem was studled and restudied in these years,
without apparent resolutlon.

*xix
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(U) In an effort to coordinate the burgecning conmand
facilities and communications systems, the World-Wide Military
Command and Control System (WWMCCS) was established in late
1962. The problems involved in developing an effective WWMCCS
were formidable, however, and subsequent years were tu see
little progress in achieving the capabilities envisioned.

(U) The attempted shift from the single-optlon strategy of
all-out retaliation to one of multiple options and selective
controlled responses presented a major command and control
challenge. Controlled response reguired standards of surviva-
bility and functicnal performance that were much higher than
those required for the relatively simple transmission of a pre-
planned “go code." It called for a command and control system
with more endurance and toughness in a nuclear environment,
during and after an attack, and adaptable to a wide range of
circumstances in its ability to assess attacks. Even with the
technology coming into use then, it was not clear that such
capabilities were achievable, except in the event of limited
attacks that deliberately avoided command and control structures.
Of all the prerequisites of such a strategy, the survivable and
effective command and control system proved the most difficult
to achieve and remained the greatest impediment to a credible
and practicable flexible response strategy.

(U) During this period, there was a steady cutback of the
aircraft warning systems created in the previous decade. Many
of the DEW Line statlons were closed down by 1963, with most of
the radars counted as superfluous, and the remainder were main-
tained to provide warning of follow-on enemy pombers in a simul-
taneous missile-bomber attack. The first missile warning system,
BMEWS, became fully operational and assumed the early warning
function. Other missile warning systems, 1like over-the-horizon
radar and the SLBM Detection and Warning System (TH7N), were
put under development. The Emergency Rocket Communlcatlons
System (ERCS) came into operation, and the satelllte-based,
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infrared-detecting surveillance and warning system (DSP), which
promised such a significantly improved capability, moved toward
an operational reality.

(U) In the latter part of the period several factors led to
a marked decline in the early high-level preoccupation with
strategic command and control. There was increased confidence
in US capabilities as a result of the ending of the myth of the
"missile gap"; there was the US success in the Cuban missile
crisis; the missile buildup planned in the early 1960s had been
accomplished; and finally there came the-diversion of the war
in Southeast Asia. This decline in top-level 1lnterest, however,
clearly was not a conseguence of having solved the major prob-
lems of command and control.

4. 1968-1972

(L{)ﬁpf/fhe 1968-72 period was marked by contlnuity in concepts
and procedures in the field of command and control and warning
and by the changing strategic relationship between the United
States and the Soviet Unlon. The outstanding feature of these
years was the final ending of the US nuclear superiority, which
had conditioned relations with the Soviet Union for the previous
two decades. Yet the impact of that event on the development
of US command and control was probably less than mlight have
been expected, because 1t had earller been recognized that even
without parity the Soviets could cripple the US strategic com-
mand.and control structure. Thus the problems did not'change
in kind during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Rather they
became ever more intractable.

g?) }ﬁﬁ Recognition of Soviet strategic parlty led, however,

o6 a renewed interest in command and control at the top level
of government. It became more apparent that almost every
element of the strateglc command and control structure was
vulnerable and that a carefully concerted Soviet effort to
confuse or destroy the US warning and attack-assessment capa-
bility before a first-strike might make 1t impossible for the
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United States to retaliate. The weaknesses in the system were
studled repeatedly in this perlod, but there was little advance
toward thelr correction.

Lu) ;27 Controversy continued over the feasibillty of doing
much of what was put forward as necessary. There was, for
example, a revival of interest in a deep underground command
center, with some proponents claiming that with enough effort

a survivable command authorlty could be achieved. The greater
the expenditure, they claimed, the greater would be the cer-
tainty of survival. Opponents continued to challenge the con-
cept on the grounds of political feaslibility, cost, and overall
reliabllity,

(U) Nevertheless, steps were taken in these years to ration-
alize the command and control structure. These efforts were in
part inspired by the poor performance of communications during
several contingenciles in 1967-69 (the USS Liberty and Pueblo
crises), which raised doubts about the adequacy of the entire
system, including those elements devoted to strategic opera-
tions, and focused high-level attention on command and control
problems. The World-Wide Military Command and Control System
was reorganized in an effort to make its underlying concept
more operative, and the Minimum Essential Communications Network
(MEECN) was developed to provide a more reliable emergency
backup to the primary and alternate faclilities supportling com-
mand authorities. The Defense Support Program (DSP), with its
satellite detection systems, came into operation'in 1971, the
newest and most sophisticated addition to the missile warning
network.

(U) This perilod also saw the bitter ABM debate within the
United States and the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks with
the USSR. The initial SALT treaty of May 1972 downgraded the
ABM issue and thereby removed what promised to be a whole new
set of command and control problems.

LSSk
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(U) This was a period of much debate but few concrete,
lasting changes in structure. There was a refinement and
elaboration of concepts and systems begun in the early 1960s.
The focus was on doctrine, concepts, and reorganization rather
than on the creation of new systems. There . was a revival of
interest in flexible response toward the end of the period,
which led to a reexamination of the same command and control
issues that were confronted in the early 1960s. With the
subsequent growth of Soviet capabilitles, however, the ambigu-

ities in the concept were even more apparent than before.

B. OVERVIEW OF STRATEGIC COMMAND AND CONTROL

U&)ch/éerhaps the dominant impression derived from the account
of these years 1s that of the persistence of most of the major
problems of command and control and warning. Several particu-
larly significant threads can be followed through the entire
period. One 1s the survivability and avallability of presi-
dential authority. Another 1s the availability of adequate,
survivable command posts for the National Command Authorities
and the SIOP-committed unified commanders. A third 1s the
availability of reliable communications from the NCA to the
SIOP-committed forces.
V) gﬂf'While the problem of ensuring the survival of decision-
makers did not become crucial until the Soviet missile threat
developed, concern over their survivability began at the outset
of the nuclear age and was mirrored in command and control
actions, especially after 1950. The difficulty of assuring the
survival of commanders, military or civilian, under conditions
of surprise attack led first to the development of hardened
underground command posts, but the growing power of weapons and
the consequent reduction in warning time led eventually toc em-
phasis on mobile and redundant ccmmand posts. Even these,
howevéf, could not provide assurance that the Natlonal Commarid
Authorities would survive cr that the command post system would
be able to function under nuclear attack.
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(‘Q) &Zf/Continuing concern over the reliability of command and:
control communications, the third thread, stemmed not only-from™
Soviet attack capabilities but also from a-series of unsettling -
physical phenomena that have been discovered ac=oss the'years;
In the early days of SAC operations in the no -ern reglons, =
communications were seriously degraded by the .uroral absorp- ‘
tion zone, Later came recognition of the communication prob-
lems assoclated with fallout, blackout, dust, pindown, electro-
magnetic pulse (EMP), and TREES (transient radiation effects

on electronic systems). Submarineg communications raised special
problems of reliability. Under conditions of nuclear attack,
communications reliability remains uncertain.

UJ LZf-Another constant thread, one related directly fto the
survivability of presidential authority, was the determination
of the President to retain sole decision-making authority over
the employment of nuclear weapons. This was reflected in the
reluctance of chief executlves to grant predelegated authority
to use nuclear weapons. The development of permissive action
links to prevent unauthorized arming of nuclear weapons also
reflected this civlilian concern.

(U) There was also a steadily increasing centralization

and simplification of the command structure. Whlle tradition-
ally command and control systems had been developed, owned, and
operated by the individual services, JCS and OSD control was
gradually asserted over all elements relating to strategilc
nuclear operations. '

(y) gﬂf Concern over the timing of nuclear operations was yet
another thread. This derived from the fact that US strategy
was always predicated upon the assumption of a first-strike
against the United States by the Soviets. In the early period,
everything was geared to the sole function of launching the
retaliatory strike as qulckly as possible. Thils concern led
:to the airborne alert concept, military custody of nuclear

weapons, dedicated communications systems, a preplanned:SIOP,
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and emphasis on warning and rapid decisionmaking and support-
ing command and control arrangements.- SAC was in a constant
battle with timet_uﬂgth the coming of the missile and improved
communications, a very rapid response seemed possible, but at
the same time it was rendered problematical by the fact that
the survival of the National Command Authorities, command cen-
ters, and communications under an enemy first-strike became
less assured. The appearance of the flexlible response concept
in the early 1960s was a reversal of the long-term trend; con-
trary to the concept of immediate response, 1t made a virtue

of a cautious reaction to an attack until its full nature could
be assessed and an approprilate response selected. Efforts were
then focused on ways to buy time for the decisionmakers.

(U) The development of US strategic command and control and
warning has been shaped by numerous influences and pressures.
The major internal influence on the evolutioén of command and
control has been, of course, its raison d'etre, namely, the
need to control and coordinate US strategic forces. This fun-
damental requiremeﬁt existed irrespective of the slze and
nature of the Soviet threat, although it clearly changed as
the threat changed. In the early period, there were a number
of internal influences that have since faded away or become
secondary. Originally, the very newness of everything related
to atomic weapons and the effort to create a military capabii-
ity to use them dominated the scene. Disputes over roles and
missions, service differences over national strategy and doc-
trine, clvilian custody of nuclear weapons, problems of coor-
dination of atomic operations, and controversies over resource
allocation between strategic offensive and defensive-warning
forces were all major issues at one time, but they no longer
influence the development of command and control.

(U) Other influences have played a role across the years,
particularly the abstract nature of strategic nuclear war plan-
ning énd the lack of any experience by which to judge 1its
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validity. This characteristic no doubt accounts in good part

for what, over the long term, has been a generally low level.. ..V

of interest on the part of senior political :authorities in
strategic command and control. It 1s true that interest was
cyclical, but national authorities tended to direct thelr con:
cern toward strategic command and contrecl only in response to
some Soviet move or strategic development.

{(U) There was, too, a sense of frustration deriving from
the apparent intractability of strategic command and control
problems. Added to this was the céntinuing struggle with tech-
nology and costs. The nature of the problems involved in
strategic command and control and warning was such that tech-
nology was often pressed to its outer limits. This problem was
compounded by advances in technology that often made for rapid
cbsolescence of systems. Sometlmes, because of 1ong lead
times, systems were obsolescent before théy reached operational
status. Finally, successful systems often provided little
improvement in capabilities for their cost; marglnal Improve-
ments seemed to be all that was feasible. Thus invariably the
question would arise as to whether such lmprovements were worth
the costs; no matter how much money was spent on command and
control and warning, the capability to carry ocut the functilons
of command and control after a nuclear attack never seemed to
become any more certaln.

(U) The impact of the "technological imperative" on the
developnent of command and control and warning 1s clear but un-
measurable. Certainly it led to more rapid obsolescence of
systems than might otherwise have been the case. Then, too,
individual service interests heavily influenced the direction
of command and control, especially in the early period.
Finally, domestic political and economic considerations also
carried an unmeasurable degree of welght in the choice of
Eystems.
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(U) The impadt_of_Soviet actions on the development of com-
mand and control:isfsimilarly clear but hard to measure. How-
ever, the applicability of the concept of "action-reaction"
between US and Soviet command and control sysfems is -
problematical. At any given polint in time, it 1s probably not
possible to judge whether internal or external influences were
more compelling. Certainly both were constantly operative and
interacting. While the overall US nuclear superiority until
the mid-1960s seemed to provide a cushion of time for improve-
ments, there were periods of heightened concern over an increase
in Soviet capapllities and thelr implications for US command
and control. This was the clearest evidence of action-reaction
with the USSR. 1In the matter of warning, of course, the entire
development was a reaction to the anticipated evolution of
Soviet offensive capabilities. '

(U) Initially, the development of the cold war and the
recognition of an historically unprecedented threat to the
nation influenced thinking and planning. Soviet nuclear break-
throughs or actions, like the first Soviet atomic explosion in
1949, the thermonuclear bomb and the ICBM in the 1950s, and the
drive for parity or superiority in the late 1960s and early
1970s, provoked high-level interest in strategic command and
control and warning. Increasing Soviet capabilities to damage
the United States led to heightened interest in protecting the
command and control structure. When a situation of mutual
assured destruction was fully recognized, US interest arose in
ways to preserve the respective command structures as a means
of controlling a nuclear war.

(U) Certainly in the early period, if command and control
is construed broadly, as it is in this study, the whole process
can be viewed as a US reaction to Soviet actions, actual or
anticipated. The very slow growth of atomic forces 1in the
first,%hree years reflected the slow development of the cold
war and US concern over it. Only after the Czech and Berllin
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crises of 1948 did the process accelerate and then move into
high gear after the first Soviet atomlc explosion and the Korean
war. The appearance of a potential Soviet nuclear threat to

the United States clearly galvanlzed US efforts more than the
existing Soviet conventional threat to Western Europe. The
rapid increase in atomlc offensive forces to reinforce the US
deterrent and the reluctant but eventual major effort to create
a vast warning system were the results.

(U) In the 1954-60 period, the rising US concern with sur-
vival of the command structure refidected the growing Soviet
aerodynamic threat in the middle of the period and the missile
threat at the end. Throughout those years, the concern with
the speed of reaction by US retaliatory forces was prompted by
fear of a surprise attack. In the years after 1960, develop-
ments in command and control and warning were impelled both by
‘the growing size and sophistication of the Soviet threat anc
by the need to manipulate the various elements of the US stra-
tegic triad, as well as to fine tune the entire US response,
in order to achleve a goal of a multiple-option, flexible-
response capability.
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THE SETTING

(U) It has been said that although the United States emerged from
World War II with unrivaled power and prestige, only a lew years
later it found itself less secure militarily than at any time
since 1815. The events of only three or four years led the
United States to reverse its long-standing traditions and to
begin the building of a large, permanent milltary establishment.
(U) It was the appearance of atomle energy that transformed
the American military establishment, and the story of the years
from 19&5 to 1953 1s one, in its most Crucial‘eésencé, of - -
grappling with a host of totally new problems deriving from the
fabulous new force. Walter Millis has described the slituation
well. Referring to the outlook in the fall of 1945, he wrote:

This background of confusing and conflicting
issues, all interrelated yet all unavoldably
having to be met on a more or less plecemeal
basis, should be kept in mind in any assessment
of the decisions of the time. To most in those
days the greatest of all was the awesome, the
mysterious and the wholly novel 1ssue of atomic
energy. It had been presented suddenly and ]
shockingly with the fall of the bombs on Japan
in the last days of the war. Nobody understood
it, had any grasp of its impllcations or of what
to do about the startling new facts which it had
apparently injected into the international world
of war and policy. But 1t was an issue 1n which
clearly military (or strategic) considerations
appeared to come most direct.y into conflict
with clearly non military (diplomatici economic,
social and civilian) considerations.¥

(U) Atomic weapons had to be given a place in overall
national strategy. A concept for their use had to be developed.

%¥(U) Footnotes for Part One begin on p. 125.
3
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Doctrine on when and how to use them had to be created, along
with the war plans to be implemented. A system of administra-
tive control and custody to safeguard the weapons had to be
devised. A military force had to be established to use atomic:
weapons. Finally, in anticipation of the eventual Soviet ac-
quisition of nuclear weapons, a warning system had to be
created.

(U) These are the threads that will be pursued in this
study of the growth of command and control of strategic offen-
sive forces and of warning agains€ strateglic attack. 1In these

early years, command and contiyol must be construed very broadly -

to include all the efforts to get 2 grip on atomic energy for
military purposes.

(U) The struggle to fit atomic weapons into the national
armory took place against a backdrop of long-term developments
that both 1hfluenced that';‘:uggle and, in tﬁfn, were influ-
enced by 1t. These included the following:

(1) The process of unification of the Armed Forces
and, most particularly, the creation of an independent
US Air Force. This process, especially between 1945
and 1948, occupied much of the attention of the Alr
Force leadershilp.

(2) Service rivalriles, especially between the Air Force
and the Navy, which quickly became involved with the
nniuclear weapon issue. The rivalry was both the cause
and the product of broader issues that fundamentally
impinged on strategy and force structure.

{(3) The changing perception and reality of the Soviet
threat. The real watershed of the period was the
first Soviet nuclear explosion in August 1949. The
steady growth of Soviet capabllities provided the
background for US developments.

(4) The erratic pattern of military budgets in this
period. The years 1945-U6 saw a tremendous contrac-
tion in the military budget; 1947-48 a modest expan-
sion; 1949 to mid-1950 a contraction; mid-1950 to 1952
a huge expansion; and 1953 on, the end of the Korean
e war and the Eisenhower New Look with its projected

. economies. To be sure, the budget for strateglc for-
ces never fluctuated as much as the budget as a whole;

L
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the strategic nuclear striking capability showed a
steady, 1frsurprising1y slow, 1ncrease.

(5) The continuing battle over resource allocation be-
tween offensive striking forces and air defense. Whille
the JCS disagreed bitterly among themselves on the

issue of overall budget allocations, they usually stood

together in supporting the primacy of a strategic

offensive capability over a strategic defensive capa-
bility and tended to resist the expenditure of large

funds on air defense and warning.

(U) In terms of the breadth and speed of US developments,
the eight-year period divides 1into two parts, from 1945 to the
outbreak of the Korean war in June 1950, and from mid-1950
through 1953. Through most of thils period a military stale-
mate existed between the American atomic bomb and the Soviet
ground forces. Soviet forces held Western Europe hostage
against American pressure con the Soviet Union, while, in turn,
Américaﬁ atomic airpower held Soviet cities and industry hos-
tage agalnst any Soviet attempt on Western Europe. Yet, the
US Armed Forces grew slowly from a 1946 demobilization low
point. By June of 1950 there were only 10 understrength Army
divisions and 48 air wings. Nevertheless, Winston Churchill
articulated the generally accepted truth when in March
1949 he declared that 1t was certain that Europe would have
been communized and London under bombardment some time ago but
for the deterrent in the hands of the United States.

(U) The Soviet development of the nuclear bomb in mid-1949
threatened to undermine this balance. Henceforth, Amerilcan
cities would be at risk. The Korean war provided another
shoek, for the war seemed to make perfectly clear to US
decisionmakers the Soviet willingness to use force. 1In all
the crises of the preceding three or four years, the Soviets
had been cautious. Now it appeared that they might be changing.
Thus, Korea led to a major expansion of the active forces and
especially of the strategic atomic forces. The first step, in
concert with the creation of NATO, was aimed at bullding -
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something of a counterbalance to the Soviet ground forces in
Europe. The second was designed to increase the probabllity

of deterrence by making the atomic striking forces sufficlently
strong to absorb any Soviet atomic attack. The great growth :
of the strategic offensive forces and increasingly elaborate
machinery to control them came after 1950.

(U) The incompatibilities between the two efforts soon be-
came obvious, however. Advocates of strategic alrpower pointed
out that the United States was attempting to maintailn a pre-
carious and very costly balance between two basically distinct
concepts of war--atomic deterrence and containment wilth ground
forces large enough to block the Soviets in a land battle,
Achievement of the latter objective was turning out to be much
more problematical than achievement of the first, both finan-
cially and politically. -This fundamental disagfeement over
broad sﬁraﬁegié coﬁcepts permeated~the‘sécond part of the
period into the Eisenhower administration, when the disagree-
ment reached its peak.

(V) The chapters that follow cover two main topics. The
first, Chapters II-VI, deals with the efforts to develop an
of fensive capability. The second, Chapters VII-IX, concerns
certain of the defensive measures taken by the Unlted States
in response to the Soviet atomic offensive capability.
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THE IMPACT OF ATOMIC ENERGY AND THE CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK FOR ITS MILITARY EMPLOYMENT

(U) The abrupt ending of the war 1in the flash of two atomic
bombs gave the military leadership of the United States little
time to contemplate the new force. While the political leader-
ship clearly recognized the new dimensiog in war and natlonal
power equations, as was evidenced by the activity to establish
some international control of atomic energy, the leadership of
the Army Air Forces (AAF), those most lmmediately concerned
among the military, was generally much more conservative in its
approach. For many, the real remaining question for the future
was how to perfect a better delivery system in the form of a
very long range bomber.

(U) In 1945-46 and, to a lesser degree, even into early
1948, there were two groups of strategic thinkers in the AAF/
USAF. The majority held that the atomic bomb, despite 1its
power, did not fundamentally transform the nature of war or 1its
strategy. Furthermore, it was a relatively unknown weapon and
was and would be scarce. The minority view held that the po-
tential of atomic weapons was lmmense and incalculable.

(U) It was not until 1948 that there was a general awaken-
ing to the significance of atomic weapons.' Even then, ambiva-
lence continued to exlst in some surprising quarters. For
example, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC),
David Lilienthal, recorded that at a 30 June 1948 meeting with
Secretary of the Army Royall, Secretary of Defense Forrestal
"said again that the American public has a mlstaken idea of the
value of atomic weapons. In his view they are powerful but not
decisive." Royall felt they might be decisive.?
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UJ gﬁf/éeneral Arnold, the commanding general of the Army Air
Forces, in September 1945 had appointed a board under General
Spaatz to consider the impact of atomic weapons on the AAF,
its deployment, size, organization, and composition. The find“
ings and recommendations (for the period 1945-55) were quite
conservative. The board found that atomic energy did not war-
rant a major change in the nature of the postwar AAF or in the
concept of the strategic air offensive. It stressed the need
for all types of air forces wilth Qonnuclear weapons and for
outlying bases. However, the report did stress, as an assump-
tion, a fundamental change--that the United States would not
have the time to arm after a war began, and thus required a
force in-being.? The board's conclusilons actually dealt mostly
with air defense, the need for an intelligence warning system
of unprecedented. effectiveness, and.the need for & large R&D
program. Curiously, the Spaatz board falled to recommend
specifically the creation of an atomic striking force, although
1t did state that the United States would have to be prepared
to take retaliatory or preventive action."

(U) By early 1946, the more farsighted of the AAF leaders
had come to recognize the fundamental change in strategic con-
cepts that was required. No longer could the United States
rely upon a small military force in-being that could be en-
larged after war began. Both offensive and defensive forces
had to be war-capable at all times.

(U} Among political authorities and scientlsts, the initial
reaction in late 1945 and early 1946 to atomic energy was one
of grave concern. The wartime relationship with the Soviet
Union was rapidly breaking down, and while international ccn-
trols were generally favored, the US secret could not be given
up until such controls were certaln. Even General Spaatz at

+this time advocated world government and international control
of atomic energy.’ o
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(U) In view of Soviet hostility and the unlikelihood that
the United States could continue to maintain a nuclear monop -
oly, the prospect of an atomic arms race with the Soviets was
soon anticipated. Accordingly, AAF leaders began to plan on
the basls of three key assumpticns: that the atomic bomb was
essentlally a strateglic weapon; that the United States would
have to maintain undisputed leadership in strategic alr weapons
development; and that such primacy would depend on major pro-
grams of RE&D.

[U) (87 The Bikini tests of mid-1946, Operation CROSSROADS,

led to significant results. The final JCS evaluation did not
become available until June 1947, but 1ts findings were earlier
apparent. The report stated three main theses: (1) that US
security required a policy of instant readiness to defend the
United States against atomic attack, until it became certailn
that there would not be an atomic war, presumably because of
international controls; {(2) that offensive strength would be
the best defense; and (3) that as long as atomic bombs could

be used against the United States there ought to be a continu-
ing production of fissicnable materlal and an R&D program in
all phases of atomic war

{ U} gsf The CROSSROADS tests indicated to the AAF leadership
the need for an effective means of delivery in the form of a
specialized atomlc striking force, a coordinated development

of weapons and delivery vehicles, and a greater 1nvolfement of
the AAF 1n the atomic energy program. Lt. General Curtis LelMay
even felt that the JCS evaluatlion of CROSSROADS suggested both
a need to redefine an aggressive act and a US readiness to
launch a striking force to prevent another and greater Pearl
Harbor. This was one of the rare instances when a senior air
officer seemed to suggest the possibility of preemptive attacks,
although the Spaatz board had hinted at the point as well.’

Y
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A. CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENTS: DETERRENCE

(U} It was early sensed that an atomic striking force, no
matter how powerful, cculd not guarantee the nation security
from attack. With few exceptions, both political and military
leaders recognized that the United States would never strike
first in an atomic war and that a determined enemy could get
through any air defense system. As for the defense of Europe,
there was no assurance that atomic destruction of Soviet cities
and industry would hamper or prevent a Soviet advance to the
Znglish Channel.
(U) The dilemma grew with time. Because there appeared to
be no real alternative, military planners seemed to find a
solution in the concept that a US capability to strike with
great force and speed would deter an enemy from attacking in
the first place--the costs ultimately would outwelgh any ex-
pected benefits. A concept of "deterrence'" had first been
mentioned during the war and began to appear in formal JCS
papers by early 1946. By the following year, it had gained
wlde acceptance in the AAF.
(Q) (87 The concept received final sanction as national strat-
\egy at the highest levels of government with the publication

of NSC 20/2 on 25 August 194B. The document, a statement of

US obJectives concerning relations with the Soviet Union,
stated that "the US defense effort must be based on the prin-
ciple of the deterrent."® Another NSC document,'NSC 2074,
approved 24 November 1948, also declared that attainment of US
security required military readiness, maintained as long as
necessary "to act as a deterrent to loviet aggression."? While
deterrence thus became the keystone of US national strategy,
the concept did not go unchallenged. Linked as it was to the
concept of atomic blitz, 1t came under attack by the Navy in
the interservice controversies that culminated in the B-36
hearings of late 1949 (see Chapter V). 1In a sense, the concept
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was predicated to a considerable degree on wishful thinking
about a preferred course of enemy action. Theoretically, de-
terrence should have been most effective during the period of
the US nuclear monopoly. In reality, the US atomic capability
was so small that the US ability to destroy the Soviets in an
exchange for Western Europe was very questionable. An intrigu-
ing question can be raised on this point. Did the Soviets have
knowledge of the weakness of SAC in these years and of the
smallness of the atomic stockpile?

(U} As the weakness in the concept of deterrence was over-
come, a second was to appear with the development of a Soviet
nuclear capabllity and the inevitable growth of a situation of
mutual deterrence.

B. CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENTS: THE ATOMIC BLITZ

LQ) LST/Little was done by the AAF in 1946 and early 1947 to
develop cperational concepts and procedures for the fledgling
atomlc strike force. Neither specific war plans nor target
lists were readied. Organization of the atomic energy program
in the Air Force had yet to be accomplished by early 1948. An
Alr Force study in January 1948 called for the enunclation of
a pelicy giving atomic warfare an overriding priority and for
steps to ensure that the Alr Force would acquire the necessary
knowledge of atomic affairs. )
(d) SQT/The weakness of the overall atomlec program was due in
large part to the fact that some program elements had been de-
leted in earlier budgets, apparently because they were not
consldered of sufficient priority to retaln. On 1 March 1948,
the Alr Force Alircraft and Weapons Board, in a report to the
Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF) stated that:

the USAF has not establlished complete strategic

and operational plans for carrying out its mis-

sion of strateglc atomic warfare, and does not

have an Integrated high priority program for its
own development which 1s based on these plans.®®
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The report further stressed thzt atomle warfare must become the
business of the Air Staff and the commands and not be relegated
tc one agency, such as the Alr Force Speclal Weapons Group.

(U) The surprisingly slow movement toward the creation of
an atomic doctrine (and fighting force, too, for that matter)
was the result of many factors, such as widespread ignorance
about atomic matters among the military because of tight civil-
ian control; the greater emphasis placed on the R&D part of the
overall atomic program; the often difficult relations with the
Manhattan Engineering District (MED), which had created the
bomb during the war and controlled the program until the estab-
lishment of the AEC in 1946; and the confused organizational
pilcture of those early years. Because of the widespread belief
in 1645-46 that control of atomic energy should be removed from
the military, the JCS themselves were somewhat isolated from
the process of atomic energy policymaking until late 1946.

(U) The number of AAF officers familiar with atomic affairs
in 1946 was very small, and the tight security of the Manhattan
Engineering District made 1t difficult to start training pro-
grams. For the Blkinil tests, only one AAF bomb commander was
selected and tralned; five senlor and filve Junilor officers were
trained in bomb assembly, preparation, testing, loading, and

dropping.??

This hesitant apprecach to atomlec energy matters
was typlical and very self-defeating. Curiously, the Navy re-
portedly played a surprisingly active role in the atomic wea-
pon training program in these early years, and Navy weaponeers
were perhaps more numerous than those from the AAF.!'? 1In both
cases, of course, the numbers were extremely small. Even 1n
the newly created Strateglic Alr Command, most attentlon was
being given to developing loglstical programs.

(U) There also was apparently confusion within AAF head-
gquarters over Just who had the responsibllity for writling and
promulgating doctrine for the new weapon and for determining
the extent to whilch that doctrine differed from ordinary
strateglic bombing doctrine and procedures.

12
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&' Lsf/Prior to 1947, the AAF had only a very hazy view of
war operations. There were no war plans either at AAF head-
quarters or at SAC. It was during late 1946 and early 1947
that the AAF began to develop a concept of bomblng with atomic
bombs, which were regarded as purely strategic weapons to be
used only when they could contribute decisively. For several
years, the stockpile of weapons was to be limited by the avail-
ability of fissionable material. It was not until the demon-
stration of new technologies at the Eniwetok nuclear tests in
early 1948 that it began to appear that scarcity of weapons
might be ornly a passing problem. The early shortages, never-
theless, dictated targeting policy for some years, as will be
described later, so that only the most critical enemy targets
would be hilt.

(U) ;37/A ploneer study by the AAF War Plans Division in April
1947 on "Strategic Implications of the Atomic Bomb on Warfare™
foresaw the long-range bomber carrying atomic weapons as the
surest way to fight an atomic war fcr the indefinite future,
although the study prophetically foresaw the ultimate replace-
ment of the bomber by a long-range gulded missile. The study
enunciated what came to be known as the Spaatz princlple, a
concept of mass attack at the beginning of hostilltles with a
sufficient number of atomic bombs to achieve the complete de-
feat of the enemy. The report stressed the need for adequate
intelligence and for a citizenry prepared to face the results
of such an atomic blitez.
(V) While the scarcity of weapons and the concept of atomic
blitz were to influence a1l atomic planning, 1t was recognizec
that an atomic blitz would in actual fact not be a practical
objective for some time because of the lack of adequate .ogls-
tic arrangements, such as the avallabllity of personnel trained
to handle atomic bombs. It was soon clear that solution of
thesekproblems would have to precede detailed war plans.

13
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($89 It was also recognized that target studies would be
particularly significant in atomic operations, because of the ..-..
1imited number of bombs and the need for a decisive campalgn |
to avoid an extended atomic war. The first major target study
prepared by the Air Staff in the summer of 1947 consisted of-

a 1ist of cities in Eurcope and Asia on which the Soviet Unlon
relied for military supply and equipment. Forty-nine of the
most important targets, a combination of industrial areas and
the oil industry, were chosen as the basis for calculating the
number of atomic bombs required. The results showed a reguire-
ment ‘for 100 bursts. The Alr Staff, however, allowing for
heavy operational losses {possibly up to 50 percent}, felt that
200 bombs would actually be required. This estimate was used
jater in the year by the JCS in a report to the AEC on military
stockpile requirements.
(9) (#=) The atomic campaign was not expected to begin until
sometime after actual hostllities had begun, possibly as much
as six months later, after a period of Soviet advance into
Western Europe. Bases from which the atomic campaign would be
launched would be located in the United States and around the
Eurasian periphery. The provision of escort fighters for the
atomic bombers would not be possible because of the required
depth of penetration and the enormous numerical superlority
of the Soviet fighter defenses. Therefore, darkness and bad
weather would have to be relied upcon as the chief defenses of
the bombers. Ko slmultanecus masslve assault--no atomic blitz--
was considered possible at the time or in the near future be-
cause of the technical limitatlons of the atomic bombs. As &
result, the atomic campalgn would 1likely follow the pattern of
a drawn-out series of moderate-scale missions, with tactics
based primarily on single aircraft sorties. An all-out effort
would be made to launch the maximum number of aireraft, both
;Jdiversionary aireraft and actual bomb carrlers, each night and

to compress the entire campaign as much as possible.
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(€5) The Air Force Tactical and Technical Liaison Committee
developed three tactical delivefy'plaﬁé using B-29s. The first
called for night.saturation,.which.involved single atomic
attacks at night against a general area and the employment of
many diversionary aircraft that would fan out from a central
point to maximize confusion and disruption of the defenses.

The second plan used extremely long-range attacks past the
point of no return, with the crews either ditching their alr-
craft or bailing out.!® The third tactical plan involved a
daylight formation attack by a single béﬁb carrier with B-29
escorts or a multiple bomber attack on a single target.

(U> (£3) During the winter of 1947-48, planners in the Alr
Force Directorate of Planning developed the concept of "killing
a nation" in the process of drawing up target lists. Recog-
nizing the depreciation of World War II AAF population attacks
in the US Strategic Bombing Survey reports, the pianners con-
centrated instead on industrial targets. These wvere found to
be located in 70 Soviet éities, and this led to the suggestlon
that the attacks be against cities as a whcle rather than
against specific targets therein. The concept then grew that
the objective might well be to destroy not just specific in-
dustrial targets but the governmental control mechanism and
the industrial mobillization base.

(U) The "nation-killing concept" was also implied In a
letter by the first commanding general of SAC, General Kenney,
in August 1947. His letter is interesting not only as a re-
flection of his thinking but as a criticism of the slowness of
the Air Force to think hard about the problem.

A war in which either or both opponents use
atomic bombs will be over in a matter of days,
so our target analysis system should change.
Bombing of targets which will affect enemy pro-
duction in a few months is meaningless. There
is no time to destroy the enemy air force. The

air force that 1is superior in 1its capabllity of .
destruction plays the dominant role and has the
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power of decision. The inferior alr force has

no role. Before it can be bullt up, the war
will be over.

.The advantage accruing to the aggressor who
makes a surprise attack has become so0 great that
1t can almost be considered decisive. I belleve -
this should be studied, analyzed, and discussed
(Q) far more than we are doing today.?

(&) Nation-killing, however, was strongly opposed by ele-
ments within the government and was rejected by senior military
authorities. General Spaatz, too, did not subscribe to the
concept; he felt that it should be:possible to cripple
Soviet industrial power by precislion bombing c¢f a few hundred
square miles of industrilal areas in a score of Soviet cilties.
For this decisive application of atomic power, Spaatz stressed
the need for secure forward bases.'®

C. EARLY ATOMIC WAR PLANS

'(iéﬁ On 21 January 1948, the Joint Chlefs approved JCS
1745/5, which stated a requirement for 53 atomic bombs (20
kilotons each) by that month. The document also enunciated.
the principle that best results could be achieved by the ear-
liest delivery of bombs on target rather than by a protracted
campaign. The JCS paper stimulated a buildup of nuclear for-
ces and the preparation of the first formal atomic emergency
and intermediate war plans.

(Q) (#3) The target date for the intermediate plan, DARK HORSE,
was 1 January 1951. The plan emphasized the atomic strike as
the first and decisive phase--an embodiment of the "Spaatz
concept." Operations were to begin with a massive blow against
the Soviet urban=industrial complex immediately upon the open-
ing of hostilities, 1f possible, within less than 48 hours.
Thereafter, the atomic campaign would continue at maximum pos-

-sible pace for six months, during which time-a decision could
"be expected or hoped for. (A less definite third phase of the
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plan involved the forward movement of US forces to selze bases
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and lines of communication preparatory to occupying strategic
centers of the Soviet Union. The plan was to be changed con-
tinually as capabilities changed.) ‘

(9 The bases required for the atomic campalgn were to be
primarily in the United Kingdom and Olkinawa. Later use would
be made of Alaska, the Mediterranean area, Iceland, the Near
and Migdle East, India, and Spain.

(U) (#5) The attrition rates presented in the plan were lower
than previously projected. The plan ca;}ed for masking the
bomb carrier with 10 other bombers for a probability of bombs-
on-target of 70 to B0 percent. The number of targets was re-
duced to the 20 most vital, for which a total of 53 bombs,
their delivery insured by the launching of 83 bomb carriers,
would be sufficient. It was felt that if completely success-—
ful, the attack would be decisive in ending the war, and even

1f only partly successful, would be so devastating and disrup-

tive to halt the westward advance of Soviet ground forces.
dé; Work on the curfent/short—range emergency war plan,
HARROW, also began in early 1948, but the plan was much more
problematical than the intermediate one. .Given current capa-
bilities, it was thought that 30 bombs could be delivered by
D+30. It was later decided to aim for 50 bombs by D+46, given
the continued availability of forward bases. The most critical
problem in this regard was the availability of bomb-assembly
teams. Only two were avallable for the lmmedlate future, and
the estimated turnout rate was one bomb per team per 24-36
hours. The plan called for loading all operational aircraft
in the United States, flying them with bombs in a ready state
to the forward areas, and dellvering the bombs from there.
The limited 1ife of ready-state bombs would demand delivery
within a short time after arrival at the forward bases.
(V) (#) On 19 May 1948, the JCS approved a Joint Emergency War
Plan, called HALF MQON, for the period 1 July 1948-1 July 19&9,
and HARROW became the Air Force portion of 1t.
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(}) ngé'The commander of SAC, General Kenney, called at this_
‘time for planning to be geared to a capability to mount a
single massive attack of 200 bombs delivered Eimultaneously.
He pointed out that thore would be a delay of up te 5 days
before a single bomb carrier could take off, and a delay of up
to 30 days before an attack by a full bomber group was possible.
Kenney stressed that solution to the problem lay in simplifi-
cation of the bomb, fabrication of a stockpile of 200 bombs,
training of sufficient USAF bomb-agsembly teans, and control
of the stockpile by the USAF. i

(U) (yﬁ The last suggestion, as will be seen later, reflected
an issue that would become a matter of controversy among the
services and between the AEC and the Armed Forces. Kenney's
efforts did lead to increased training of bomb-assembly teams

and a much increased expected rate of assembly by the follow-
16

ing year.
(U) (?gé Early in 1949, the USAF rewrote its intermediate war
plan, now called COWLICK, for a war during FY52. The plan
called for the greater part of the atomic campaign to be com-
pleted before D+i45. Atomic bombing on a greatly reduced scale
would continue throughout hostilities, depending on the effect
of the initial assault. Non-atomic bombing would continue un-
£11 Allied forces could invade Eurcpe. The atomic offensive
would be launched from the northeast United States, Alasksa,
the Philippines, and the United Kingdom. The latter would be
heavily used for the attack.!’
(Uj ﬁﬁf’These early plans for atomic war came under question
from the political authorities. Apparently on 23 and 25 Octo-
ber 1948, Defense Secretary Forrestal had asked the JCS for
their evaluation of the probable success of strateglc bombing
operations. Secretary of the Alr Force Symington assured him
that the Chief of Staff, General Vandenberg, was "absolutely
“eertain™ that the Ailr Force would be able to drop thre atomic
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bomb when and where 1t wanted. Forrestal was well aware that
the Navy thought differently and asked that the studies go on.
(U) On 20 April 1949, the President was briefed by General

Vandenberg on SAC plans. He then sent a request to Defense
Secretary Johnson:

Yesterday afternoon I listened with interest to

an Air Force presentation of plans for strate-

gic bombing operations, in the event of war,

against a potential enemy. I should like to

examine an evaluation by the Joint Chilefs of

Staff of the chances of the successful delivery

of bombs as contemplated by the plan, together

with a joint evaluation of the results to be

expected by such bombing.'®
On 27 April 1949, Secretary Johnson notified the JCS that he
had received the request from the President on 21 April for a
joint evaluat;on of strateglc bombing operations. Reminding
the JCS of the earlier Forrestal request, the Secretary urged
expedited studies and periodic reports for the President,
since the JCS had clalmed that such an evaluation would take
considerable time.!® :
LUJ ) The Secretary reported to the President on the matter
and informed him of the earlier Forrestal request and that:

an interim report of 17 February 1949 indicated

a serlous difference of opirnion among the sev-

eral Chiefs, not necessarily wlth respect to the

appropriate conclusions, but rather with the

type of evaluation whilch should be attempted and

the validity of the intelligence data on which

to base such an evaluation.
On 14 April 1949, the Secretary continued, the JCS had in-
formed him that 1t was their unanimous conclusion that a very
thorough evaluation of the intelllgence data on whlch strategic
air coffensive plans were based must be undertaken and that the
‘Plans had been referred to the newly created Weapons Systems
Evaluation Group (WSEG) for such joint evaluation. (The JCS

had said the evaluation would take a full year.2°®) However, -
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WSEG was not formally tasked by the JCS to undertake the eval-
uation until 1 September 1949, and the report finally appeared
in Febpumary 1950. )

(y) ( WSEG Report 1, Evalua’.on of Effecttveneas of Strategzu
Air Operations, was carefully hedged; the JCS request for the w
study had "specifically excluded from consideration the effect
such bombing would have upon USSR military capabilities and
upon its will to wage war." The basis for WSEG's evaluatlon
was the emergency war plan, OFFTACKLE, which was then being
considered by the JCS. The OFFTACKLE plan called for the main
weight of the attack to be delivered by medium bombers (a

total of 370 B-29s and B-50s), mostly from UK bases; more distant
targets would be struck by the heavy bombers (54 B-36s) from
bases in US teoritory. The B-50s would go for 51 percent of
the targets; the B-29s for 35 percent; and the B-36s for the
remainder. The major portion of the atomic bombs was to be
delivered in the first 30 days, and delivery and evaluation of
results were to be ‘completed within three months. The plan
revealed the total dependence of SAC upon overseas bases, pri—
marily the British ones. Yet British bases were very vulner-
able, and the British would need 30 days warning to set up an
antiaircraft defense for the bases. Coupled with the physical
vulnerability of the British bases was the lack of a firm
politigal agreement with Britain on base use.

(‘J) Oﬁgﬁ The WSEG report was pessimistic. The findings were
that loglstics deficlencies and expected bomber attrition pre-
cluded an offensive on the scale called for in OFFTACKLE. In
view of the infeasibility of carrylng out the OFFTACKLE bombing
program as a whole (including the conventional, high- -explosive
portion), the report recommended a re-examination of the whole
target system.

(})) ) The report stated that the atomic portion of OFFTACKLE
“could be carried out, provided Soviet air defense capabilities
were not substantially better than the higher level assumed 1in
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the study and that actions were taken:

(1) To acquire both operating and staging bases, espe-
cially_ in the United Kingdom. . (These would have to_be
defended, too. The study stressed that it had not yet
been demonstrated that refueling techniques could ob-

viate the need for bases 1n the near future. )

(2) To prepare to employ nearly all available military
airlift to support the bombing offensive.

(3) To establish major aviation gas stocks in operat-
ing areas, since present stocks were not sufficlent to
support the needs of the offensive.

(}/) (TGS The WSEG report also stressed heavily the serious in-

adequacy of good intelligence on Soviet capabillitlies and tar-

get systems.?! This problem was to remain for the next dozen
years. Air Force planners had so little data that in consider-
ing Soviet capabilities and strategles they were compelled to
rely upon simple projections*ofiﬂs experience. o

(U) }Zﬂ By the time of the publication of WSEG 1, more bombs
were becoming avallable and separate low- and high-yield
families of weapons were being developed. The anticlpatec
avallability of fissionable material seemed to indicate the
eventual end of the scarcity problem that had conditioned
previous campalgn strategles.

(Q) }Zf’Despite the watershed of the Soviet atom bomb explosion
in August 1949 and the opening of the Xorean war 1n June 1950,
US strategic forces ended 1950 still weak. Decislons aimed at
a huge buildup had not yet begun to take effect. The Air Force
realized it could not prevent attack on and damage to the United
States and that NATC could not hold Europe. There was also
widely expressed doubt in Air Force circles that current capa-
bilities could indeed deter a major Soviet attack on the United
States.

tqﬁ (3 During a general war starting in 1950, Air Force plan-
“hers helieved they could complete only the atomic phase of the
strategic alr offensive outlined in the OFFTACKLE plan, which-.
would require about three months because of the lack of proper
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aircraft, prepared overseas bases, and overseas stocks of fuel.
While it recognized that for shock effect 1t would be best to‘L
strike massively ‘and quickly, the Air Force felt that it could .
do no better at the time.?? 1In these opinions, the Air Force
agreed with the findings of the WSEG report.
(U) The Air Force problem was complicated, too, by the
additional requirement laid on SAC. Until the summer of 1950,
“the 1limited atomic capabilities had been committed solely to
a strategic air campaign against war-supportlng targets within
the Soviet Union. The North Koreaﬁ attack, however, generated
concern that the Soviets might use Korea as a distraction under
cover of which they would attack NATO. It was recognized that
some form of direct atomic support for the defense of Western
Europe would have to be found. Following Air Force instruc-
tions, SAC sent a revised atomic war plan to the Alr Force on
12 August 1950. It set up three tasks:
(1) The BRAVO campaign to blunt the Soviet long-range
air capability.

(2) The ROMEO campalgn to retard the advance of Soviet
ground forces into Western Europe.

(3) The DELTA campaign to destroy vital elements of

the Soviet war-making capability.
(U) g?f'The requirements of the retardation effort would
clearly degrade severely the capablilities for executing the
other two missions, and SAC assumed the mlssion with misgivings.
The atomlc stockpile was still modest and the nafure of some
of the targets was such that alrcraft would be at serious risk
in searching for them, aircraft that SAC preferred to preserve
for the strategic attack. Retardation targets, however, had
not been selected or even given some order of magnitude. An
inecident a year and a half later 1llustrated the problem.
During a December 1951 visit to Europe, General LeMay, the
‘commanding general of SAC, discussed retardation targets with
General Norstad, commander of the Allled Alr Force Central
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Europe. They first considered giving General Elsenhower, then
SACEUR, certaih‘stbckpile data to assist him in evaluating the
military significance of retardation targets, but they declded
against the step. LeMay asked Norstad how many retardation
targets might develop in Europe and was told that the Army was
thinking in large numbers, but that Norstad would initially
recommend to Eisenhower about 20.7%°

(U) A new factor entered the equation at this point, in
that the retardation plan made provision for eventual Navy
participation in an expanded atomic offensive.?*

(U) The development of war plans was easier than the crea-
tion of an instrument to execute them, but even paper progress

was slow. For example, nc standard operating procedure (SOP)

for the atomic striking force as part of a coordinated national

emergency procedure was in effect as late as August 1948, A

tentative S0P had been prepared in SAC in November 1947 for an

exercise, but it never became official. The situation remained
complicated by the fact that the AEC held actual custody of the

weapons while the Armed Forces Speclial Weapons Project (AFSWP)
would accept, assemble, and deliver them to the Alr Force.

(U) A commentator described the painful process of creating

the doctrinel and procedural basis of an atomic air force in
these words:

The development of plans and techniques for em-
ploying atomic weapons proved to be sO slow

that air leaders worked in a continuous state

of alarm. In 1945-46 the AAF found itself in
possession of a revoluticnary weapon 1t was not
prepared to employ. In addition to having only
a few planes modified to carry the bomb and

only six weaponeers to arm 1t, the AAF had no
realistic plans or programs for explolting the
potential of atomic energy. This situatlion re-
sulted from the extreme secrecy surrounding de-
velopment of atomic weapons that allowed the AAF
1ittle familiarity with what was destined to be
i1ts primary weapon. Secrecy remained a diffi-
cult problem and hampered the AAF in achleving a
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thorough understanding of the implications of

atomic energy as they relatea to strategy,

tactics, development, and planning.
Lg gﬂ/’While certain aspects of problems mentlioned above did
improve by mid-1950, the overall capability of SAC to carry
out its concept of an atomic blitz remained dubious. Almost
five years after the appearance of atomic energy, the United
States was still not prepared to use it effectively as the
weapon on which US strategy was based. Nelther the forces,
facilities, doctrine, tactics, nor:pommunications had been
adequately developed. However, raplid develnpment was to occur
in the next three years.
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CUSTODY OF ATOMIC BOMBS AND THE AUTHORITY TO USE THEM

(U) The crganizational and prcceedural problems deriving from
the 1ssite of custedy of atomlc weapons were among the earliest
and most difficult encountered in the development of an atomic
striking force. They presented a very special and, indeed,
unique command and control problem, but one that, unlike many
of the other early problems in command and contreol of strategic
forces, has since disappeared. The controversles and problems
in regard to custody were not only between the AEC and the DoD,
but also within DoD-itself at times, between the Executive and
Legislative branches of the government, and lastly, between the
United States and 1ts alliles.

(U) The degree of control to be exercised by the newly
created AEC aroused serlous controversy. The McMahon Bill of
1946 required a purely civilian AEC, and this seemed to be
favored by both the public and Congress. Nevertheless, it
seemed clear that the limited supply of fissionable material,
the unique military wvalue of atomic energy, and the deteriorat-
ing international situation would combine to concentrate atomic
energy activities 1n the weapons field for the foreseeable
future.

(U) In order to coordinate AEC activities with the military,
the Atomic¢ Energy Act of 1946 established thie Military Liaison
Committee (MLC), which enabled the mil4tary to monitor the AEC
without beilng a member of 1t. The AEC was dlrected to advise
-and ccnsult with the MLC on all military appllications of atomic
energy .

(U) The 1ssue of custody arose during negotiations in
December 1946 between the War Department and the AEC over the
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transfer of the assets of the Manhattan Engineering District.
The military asked that some bombs and fissionable material be
transferred to them for storage, but the AEC did not feel it
necessary to decide the matter then.! i

(U) The next month, when the AEC began to function, the
joint Armed Forces Speclal Weapons Project was established to
assume the purely military functions of the old MED. The
AFSWP, responsible to the service chiefs of staff individually,
was to consolidate the technical atomic energy functions of the
National Military Establishment.? “The AFWSP was charged with
the security of nuclear weapons, but the AEC held custody. It
should be noted that the separate service command and control
arrangements for the AFSWP were also to lead to an interservice
controversy over the same 1ssue of control of the stockpille.

(U) The milltary argued for custody on the basis of a need
for centralized respohsibility for atomic weapons 1in order that
they be readily avallable for instant use. What was urgently
needed was that the bombs be placed in locations where the mil-
itary could reach them quickly.

A. EARLY ATTEMPTS TO CHANGE THE CUSTODY SYSTEM

(()} (¢) With the rise of tension over Berlin in early 1948,
‘ﬁhich was to culminate in the blockade, the issue of custedy
became a paramount one. The Ailr Force still faced the triple
problem of obtaining a better designed bomb, training more
assembly crews, and building storage sites for bombs, and the
Military Lialson Committee had to admit that the Armed Forces
were not yet adequately staffed or trained to assume responsi-
bility for the weapons. The mllitary were nevertheless deter-
mined to try to gain custody of the atomic bombs through an
Executive Order of the President. In the course of three or
four months of discussion, the major elements in the debate
ﬁere delineated.

26




UNCLASSIFIED

(U) The military based their case on two main arguments:
(1) that the user of the bomb should have custody of it, and
(2) that centralization of authority was necessary. The AEC,
on the other hand, in the person of Chairman Lilienthal, based
its opjection to the transfer of custody on the general theory
that the atomic bomb was not just another weapon but a unigue
instrument of war that carried the widest international and
political implications; that the law that created the AEC dealt
with certain constitutional relationships and prerogatlves of
the President; and that greater efficlency in terms of surveil-
lance and R&D could be achieved by leaving custody with the AEC.

(U) Lilienthal saw the dispute in broad terms. He felt
that by forcing the technical issue of custody, the military
were also looking for answers to very broad issues of policy,
such 2s whether or not the bomb would be used, against what
targets, and under what general circumstances. As will be seen, .
these questions remained unresolved and continued to hamper
efforts to develop an atomic war capability. Apart from the
fact that the question could not be answered with any precision,
the President also clearly thought i1t inexpedient, for both
domestic and international political reasons, to attempt to
codify atomic war policy.

(U) The President made no secret of his sentiments. White
House Counsel Clark Clifford ra...d the custody issue with
Truman on 30 June 1948 and was told "as long as I am in the
White House I will be opposed to taking atomic weapons away
from the hands they are now in, and they will only be delivered
to the military by particular order of the President issued at
a time when they are needed." The AEC, however, felt 1t ex-
pedient to allow a full airing of the 1ssue in company with
the representatives of the military.’®

(U) Defense Secretary Forrestal met with the President and
Seeretary of State Marshall on 15 July 1948, and in the course
of the meeting asked the President for another hearing on the-
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custody issue. Forrestal recorded that the President said that
he wanted to go into the matter very carefully and proposed--to
keep in his own hands the decislion To use€ the bomb, that he did
not propose "to have socme dashing lieutenant colonel decide when
would be the proper time to drop one.™"" Forrestal replied-that’-.
the military had no thought of denying him freedom cf action on
the subject, but that there was a serlous question as to the
wisdom of relying upon an agency okther than the user ol such a
weapon to assure its integrity and usability. At Forrestal's
suggestion of a general meeting, the President set 21 July to
hear both sides of the custody issue.

(U) Secretary Forrestal and AEC Chairman Lilienthal pre-
sented their cases to the President as scheduled on 21 July.
Forrestal's memorandum to the President reviewed the current
custody arrangements and recommended, "with the support of the
JCS and the Service secretaries, that the AEC be directed. to
deliver the atomic stockpile to the custody of the Armed Forces,"
as provided by law, to be heid in readiness for instant use by
the President.®

(U) Forrestal's reasons were several. First, present
arrangements resulted in a basic division of authority and
responsibility. Custody and control lay with the AEC, but
responsibility for final ass2wbly and delivery lay with the
National Military Establishment. Prompt transfer of the
weapons to the Armed Forces was essential to full millitary pre-
paredness. An enemy attack in force would expose the United
States to unreasonable risk of mistake, confusion, and fallure
to act with necessary speed and preclsion. This risk could be
removed by the transfer of custody to the Armed Forces.

(U) Second, those who were charged with delivery of the
bomb should be familiar with it. They must know its possible
defects and the alterations that might be necessary under emer-
-gency conditions. They must have confidence in the weapon and
4n their own ability to use it. Custody was required for the
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training of atomic units. Third, custody would permit storage

in the most favorable strategic locations, thus speeding up prep-
arations when needed. Fourth, military custody would further
R&D possibilities as the users became familiar with the weapon
and its characteristics. Forrestal concluded by ‘stating that

the Armed Forces needed four months to prepare to assume

custody and maintenance.

(U) Lilienthal then presented the AEC case against military
custody, as outlined above, after which the President made the
observation that the responsibility for the use of the bomb was
his and that was the responsibility he proposed to keep.®

(U) The President decilded two days later against the mili-
tary case and gave as his reason "considerations of public
policy," the necessarily close relation between custody and
weapcn research, the efficiency of existing methods of custody
‘and surveillance, and the world situation. : :

(U) According to Forrestal's diary, the President told him
personally that his negative declslon was based upon political
considerations connected with the forthcoming election. He
sald, however, that after the election it would be possible to
take another look at the question.® The President made a public
statement on the issue the next day.

(U) As a result of the President's decision, steps were
taken by the military, through the AFSWP, to have more people
trained for custody, and means for rapid transfer were revised.
The presidential veto did not end military efforts to éain
custody, however, but only temporarily suspended them. The
political authorities clearly felt no great incentive to change
the exlisting system. Forrestal ralsed the issue agaln at a
meeting with the President and Secretary Marshall on 16 Septem-
ber, but Truman deferred 1t.°*

(U) Truman remained adamant on the issue of military custody.
David.Lilienthal reported being told by Robert Oppenhelmer of
a meeting between the President and the General Advisory .
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Committee to the AEC (of which Oppenheimer was a menmber) on
6 April 1949. Truman said he had received the day before a
letter rrom Senator Tydings in which the Senator recommended
military custody and military control of weapon production.
The President told the General Advisory Committee explicitly o
that he had decided both of those questions and that they would
stay decided that way so long as he had anything to do with 1it.
He stated that he firmly believed in civilian control and had
no reason to believe he would change his mind.}®

(U) Truman's attitude on the custody issue may well have
been adversely affected by the swirl of interservice controversy
that marked the first two years after the 1947 Defense reorgan-
ization legislation. A reveallng episode was reported to
Lilienthal by Director of the Budget James Webb. On 25 May
1948, Webb had attended a White House meeting with the President,
Forrestal, and the Joint Chiefs. The President had previously
given instructions that Forrestal apparently had been unable
to enforce on the Chiefs and so Truman had called them in and
given each Chlef written instructions containing a reprimand.
Webb found the situation very disturbing and said to Lilienthal
"with that kind of situation, the idea of turning over custody
of atomic bombs to these competing, Jealous, insubordinate
Services, fighting for position with each other, 1s a terrible
prospect."!!

C/".‘
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B. LATER DEVELOPMENTS: OVERSEAS DEPLOYMENT OF ATOMIC

WEAPONS AND THE DIVISION OF CUSTODY
(U) g36 In these years, all atomic weapons were of the capsule
ball type in which the nuclear component was separate from the
nonnuclear component and mating was necessary before use. This
technological feature actually was the key to the ultimate
resolution of the custody 1ssue, in that 1t permitted the prob-
Tem to be divided and to be resolved on a more gradual tasis.

UitLkoothizt "



—- IR
tF

t 4+
I‘l ‘-. o t.nt Ul

(U)sz Until the spring of 1950, both nuclear and nonnuclear
components remained under AEC custody, except for short periods
of maneuvers or training. By this time, however, there was no
longer any doubt about the technical competence of the mili-
tary in survelllance, inspection, and maintenance activities
because the military were in fact already performing the three
functions. They carried out most of these functions as a
demonstration of competence at the storage sites. The AFSWP

by then had 1,500 trained personnel. Coqsequently, in March
1950 the AEC proposed that it turn over to the DoD custody of
the stockpile of nonnuclear components, and on 14 June 1950, 90
nonnuclear components of the Mark 4 bomb were transferred to
the DoD for training purposes.!?

( U) §87’At this time the question arose of overseas deployment
of weapons. The first step in this direction had really occur-
red in July 1946 when General Spaatz had arranged with the.
Royal Air Force to have two airfilelds in Britain equipped for
the storage of special weapons.!?® After the outbreak of the
Korean war, the DoD requested and received presidential author-
ity to receive nonnuclear components from the AEC for storage
at overseas bases. The deployment of medium bomber wings to
overseas bases logically imposed a requirement that the largest
element in the bomb, the nonnuclear component, be immedlately
available. By authorizing the transfer, a partial forward

step had solved a most difficult logistical problem.‘“'

(U) ) The nonnuclear components were transferred to DoD and
from there to specific services for custody. The nuclear
components for them remained under AEC authority within the
continental United States and were to be flown to the overseas
bases when needed. By the end of July 1950, 89 sets of non-
nuclear components were in place in Britain to support SAC units
there, and the following month 15 sets were sent to the air-
craft carrier USS Coral Sea. The JCS recommended this action _
in September for the vessel bound for the Medliterranean.
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The Alr Force had concurred reluctantliy in this actlon and
expressed opposition to further storage aboard carriers unless
they were placed under the control of SAC.!% However, non-
nuclear components were authorized alsd for stbrage abroard the
carriers USS Franklin Delano Roosevelt in May 1951 and the

USS Midway in December of that year.'® Following a request by
the JCS in November 1951, the President in January 1952 also
authorized the storage of nonnuclear components at the SAC

bases in French Morocco.!?’ (The French were not to be informed
of the move.) -

(?) }85 The Tirst transfer of complete bombs--nine in number--

was authorized by the President on 6 April 1951 under unusual
circumstances. The weapons were assigned personally to General
Vandenberg, who was designated the personal representative of
the President for custody of the weapons, acting as executive
agent of the JCS.!'® o o ' S

(U ;QT—By this time, the custody issue had become quite
ciouded, to the extent that the Chairman of the AEC stated at
an AEC-Military Liaison Committee meeting in March 1951 that.
the concept of AEC custody was empty since the military were
already doing so much in the custody area. He felt that the
real issue remaining was the proper division of responsibility
in view of existing realities. '

(V) (&7 The next month the AEC and Military Liaison Committee
jointly proposed the transfer to DoD of nuclear components 1in
numbers to match the nonnuclear components already under DoD
custody. However, the JCS--without explanation--dlsapproved
the proposal as untimely.??

(U) jﬁﬁ'In December 1951, after the Chairman of the JCS had
reopened the custody issue with the Chairman of the Mllitary
Liaison Committee by recommending an effort to delineate more
clearly the responsibilities of the AEC and the DoD, the JCS
'but forth their views to the Secretary of Defense. In a memo-
randum of 11 December 1951, they expressed the view that the
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current system of divided responsibility was not in the best

interests of the nation, and that the Armed Services should have

a sufficient number of atomic bombs in their custody to assure
operatignal flexibility and military readiness.
(J) (89 The proposal was forwarded to the President, who in

turn requested a study by the NSC's Speclal Committee for Atcmic

Energy. The study, ent:tled "Agreed Concepts Regarding Atomic
Weapons," was approved by the President on 10 September 1952.
The new guldelines provided that DoD would have custody of any
stocks of atomic weapons outside the continental limits of the
United States and of any such numbers of weapons within the
continental United States "as might be required to assure oper-
ational flexibility and military readiness." The rest of the
stockpile was to remain under the custody of the AEC.?°

(y) 987 The matter of overseas deployment of nuclear components
was first ralsed by the Navy in January 1952 and led to a
lengthy JCS dispute. By October 1852, the JCS agreed 1t was

an essential step and on 8 May 1953 they recommended to the
President that nuclear components be deployed along with non-
nuclear sets to overseas locations where the decislon to deploy
rested sclely with the United States. After conslideration by
the NSC's Speclal Committee for Atomlc Energy, the proposal was
approved by President Eisenhower on 20 June 1653. Nuclear
components egual in number to the nonnuclear sets abroad would
be deployed and would be transferred to the custody of the DoD.
The President's approval meant that nuclear components went to

Guam and to carriers, the only lccatlons that met the prescribed

restrictions and where storage facllitles were available.?!
k@) gsflAuthority to deploy complete weapons to Britain and
Moroecco was obtained in April 1954, and storage of both nuclear
and nonnuclear components was approved for West Germany two

months later. Only nonnuclear compenents, however, were author-
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ized for Japan. By mid-1954, half the authorized 183 weapons

had been dispersed abroad.
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153 The following tabulation 1llustrates the slow growth

of custody-sharing in terms of nuclear weapons in possession of
the AEC and the DoD:

AEC DoD**
1947 13 0
1948 56 0
19Lk9 169 0
1950 238 0
1951 429 9
1952 823 9
1953 1,152 9
1954 1,463 . 167
1955 1,499 ° 781
1956 2,262 1,358
1957 3,578 2,250
1958 3,385 4,017
1959 3,968 8,337

!
V) -

(._ Lcs/bespite the advances made in the custody situation in
regard'to overseas deployments, there still remained problems
in regard to the main AEC stockpile within the United States.
In March 1953, the Secretary of the NSC, Robert Cutler, for-
warded to Secretary of Defense Wilson the AEC's "Plan for
Action by the AEC for Emergency Transfer of Atomic Weapons to
the Department of Defense." Cutler reported discussing the
plan and the transmittal letter from the Chairman of the AEC
with the President. Cutler was clearly concerned over what
seemed an AEC optimism about the responsiveness of the transfer
system:

I have been informed that the AEC advises that

it takes twelve minutes from the time the Presl-

dent acts until the order to transfer arrives

at the storage plant and that the mechanics of

the plant are regularly tested. I assume the

President would like to have the opinion of the

Department of Defense as to whether in an emer-

gency this plan would successfully operate or

whether some other plan or modification of this
plan would be better.?"
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A month later, Deputy Secretary of Defense Roger Kyes

reported to Cutler on the DoD review of the AEC plan. Kyes
stated that‘the elements required for the transfer of atomic
weapons fiom the AEC to the DoD were issuance of a presidential
directive; notificatlon of the principal AEC and DcoD fleld
agencies; further notification by those agencles to storage
sites; and the physical transfer of the weapons at the storage
site.

\kD }E‘fThe AEC plan constituted the AEC portion of the second

~element and werely outlined a notification procedure whereby

principal AEC field agencies would be directed to initlate
existing atomlic weapons transfer plans. As such, Kyes reported,
the DoD found the plan satisfactory and had similar plans for
notifying its field agencies. The plans by which atomlc weapons
were transferred physically at storage sites were worked out in
great detail among the Santa Fe Operations Office, the AFSWP,
and the Air Materiel Command, and at each storage site between

the local AEC custodian and the service agency operating the site.

) et
V) {£) Kyes' chief concern with the AEC plan also concerned
its optimism:

The estimate of the AEC of twelve minutes from
the time the President acts until the order to
transfer arrives at the storage plant 1s appar-
ently based on ideal conditions. For planning
purposes, such estimates should take into con-
sideration, among other things, the difficulties
invelved in notifying many individuals at widelg
scattered locations under emergency conditions. 5

ku)gef Kyes pursued his concerns a few days later, categori-
cally telling Cutler that the DoD considered the transfer of
all completed weapcns to be necessary for the assurance of the
operational-readiness flexibility so essential to war plans and

that the current division of responsibility wes not responsive

to that need. He presented what he termed cogent reasons for
for DoD's position: atomic weapons were part of a larger

-

weapons system and should not be separated from the whole; the
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current custody arrangements involved much duplication of
effort; there were always possibilities under divided responsi~...
bility for a security leak of war plans; and with. the number of
weapons increasing, current arrangements would become more
complicated.?*

(U) A meeting of the NSC to discuss the issue was planned
for 11 May, but was postponed.

(U) It is interesting to note that the arguments raised by
the Deputy Secretary of Defense were the same as those raised
by Defense Secretary Forrestal five years before. But, while
the basic problems were the same, they had become more acute
with the changed strategic context. The Soviets by 1953 had
both a stockpile of atomic bombs and the means to deliver them,
so that the danger of a surprise nuclear attack was real lnstead
of theoretical. Because of this, the time avallable to reach
2 decision had been compressed and the DoD was clearly not con-
vinced that the exlsting arrangements could be accommodated to
the new sltuation.

C. THE IMPLICATIONS OF PRESIDENTIAL CONTROL OF ATOMIC
WEAPONS '

(U) If ... [the] problems and issues in mllitary
doctrine were not enough, there was overhanging
all of them the possibility that, in the actual
event of war, the President might decide for
political reasons not to let the A-bomb be used
at all. The services, it must be remembered,
did not even have physical possession of the
weapon that bulked so large in their disputes.
It was in the hands of a civilian agency sub-
ject only to the authority of the President,
but not the military, and the only clear
national policy with regard to the bomb was
that, under proper conditions, it would be
given up.??

(U) Thus has an analysis of the times described one of the
underlying dilemmas of planning and command in those years.
Early in 1948, uncertainty about the use of the atomic bomb had
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begun to grow, creating the novel situation in which the weapon
that seemed central to US strategic policy and planning was
wrapped 1in ambiguity as to the time and circumstances of 1its
use.?® Custody and the issue of weapon release were basically
two parts of the same broad iscue, the unprecedented tlght
civilian control over a cruclal weapon and thereby over the
entire body of doctrine and the organization that had been
created to use 1it.

(U) The sole authorization that speciflically placed the
responsibility for control of nuclear weapons in the hands of

the President was the provision of the Atomic Energy Act of
1946:

The President from time to time may direct the
[Atomic Energy] Commission (1) to deliver such
quantities of fissionable material or weapons
to the armed forces for such use as he deems
necessary in the interest of national defense
or (2) to authorize the armed forces to manu-
facture, produce, or acquire any equipment or
device utilizing fissionable material or atomic
energy as a military weapon.??®

This provision was interpreted as constituting a speclal author-
ity vested in the President for the use of atomic weapons.
This could be viewed as redundant, since that authority was al-
ready vested in the President as Commander in Chief. The un-
certainty at any rate was probably increased by a statement the
President made on 30 November 1946:

Consideration of the use of any weapon 1is always

in the very possession of that weapon. However,

1t should be emphasized that, by law, only the

President can authorize the use of the atomie

bomb, and no such authorization has been given.

If and when such authorization should be glven,

the military commander in the fleld would have

charge of the tactical delivery of the weapon. ?

SU) Although strategic war planning could and did go on,

the final decislon as to whether the prime weapon would be used
remained with the President. Truman insisted on keeplng the
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decision-making power on atomic use to himself; he made clear
his willingness to employ atomlc bombs--but under circumstances
he refused to define in advance. The speclal command preroga-
tive attached to atomic bombs was recognized by the military
leadership from the start. Lt. General Vandenberg, then the
assistant chief of the Air 3taff, in a memorandum in early 1946
on "The Establishment of a Strategic Striking Force," stated:
Without doubt the times of attack and tar-

gets for atomic bombs will be determined at a

very high level--probably by the President---

and the Strategic Air Force Commander will be

charged with the responsibllity of carrying out

the operations. Actual operational instructions

as to time and place will doubtless come from
Washington. !

,

)

: Y /biscussion by the Natlional Security Cocuncil of possible
use of atomic weapons occurred for the first time at the ninth
NSC meeting, 2 April 1948, but the Council'deferred further
consideration. Secretary of the Army Royall, who was apparently
among the most concerned with the problem, sent a memorandum on
the subject to the NSC in mid-May, noting with alarm its recent
deferment of the issue and stressing that the US position dn.
atomic weapons and proper organization for expeditious applica-
tion of aztomic weapons required an early and careful review in
the interest of natlonal security.. Royall urged that a decision
be made 25 to the intention of the United States to use atomic
bombs in the event of war, pointing out that there was much
doubt about whether the use of atomic bombs was indeed a "firm"
policy of the United States, given that issues other than mili-
tary ones were of prime importance. Part of the ambiguity
arose over the question of who should authorize thelr use and
against what targets. Still another lmportant 1ssue was how
the military should organize their relatively limlted resources
for possible atomic war. Also unresolved was the kind of
command structure that could best provide for use of the atomic

bomb.?? Royall's efforts to secure a decision evoked no fesponse.
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(U) Illustrative of the doubts on the part of the military
concerning the certainty of the use of atomic bombs, even in
clear case of need, were comments made by Secretary of State
Marshall before the Senate Armed Services Committee in March
1948. Marshall pointed out that strateglc bombing meant the
killing of noncombatants but thaet the United States had coun-
tenanced such actions in the war because of prior actlons by
Japan and Germany. He said, in the context of atomic weapons:

it was a terrible thing to have-to use that
type of power. If you are confronted with

the use of that type of power 1in the beginning
of the war you are also confronted with a very
certain reaction of the American people. They
have to be driven very hard before they will
agree to such a drastic use of force.?’

(U) Lilienthal, the AEC chalrman, recalled a2 meeting in

early March with Défense Secretary Forrestal, Alr Force Secre-
tary Symington, and Army Secretary Hoyall that 1llustrated the
confusion in thinking on the potential role of the bomb.
Royall stated that the thought of using atomic bombs disturbed
him greatly, while Symington commented that the American public
was completely misinformed about Yhow quickly we could go into
action and what we could do."?**

(U) The implications of such concerns were clear to the
military planners. If the sentiments of Marshall, Symington,
and Royall were correct, the concept of the atomic blitz seemed
very questionable. What should the services plan for? In July
1948, Forrestal told Marshall that in view of the Berlln Block-
ade he wished a "resolution of the question of whether or not
we are to use the A bomb in war." Forrestal seems to have
assumed that the services would continue to make scme plans on
the assumption that atomic weapons would not be used, although
‘the first priority would be given to plans depending on thelir
use. ~When the matter finally reached the President in the
September consideration by the NSC, Truman sald he would not
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shrink from the decision if he felt he had to use the bomb.

This apparently satisfied Forrestal, despite its very condi- ---

tional nature.®®

U) (27 On 10 September 1948, the Executive Secretary of the
SC finally submitted a report (NSC 30) to the NSC on "US

Policy on Atomic Warfare." It dealt with the feaslbility of

formulating at that time policies in regard to the use of atomic
weapons. The analysis stated that the "US has nothing presently

to gain, commensurable with the risk of raising the question,
in either a well defined or an equiwocal decision that atomic
weapons should be used in event of war." However, in the
absence of an established system of international control, the
United States should make no commitment to deny 1tself the use
of atomic weapons. The report concluded that "(1) in event of
hostilities the National Military Establishment must be ready
to utilize all appropriate means including atoemic weapons and
must plan accordingly, and (2) the decision as to the employ-
ment is to be made by the President."

(}J) 981 In view of these two hardly unexpected conclusions, no
action was taken at that time (a) to obtain a presidential
decision either to use or not to use atomic weapons in any

possible future conflict; or (b) te obtain a decision as to the

time and circumstances under which atomic weapons might or
might not be used.’® The JCS, it might be noted, concurred in
this decision not to decide.?’

(U) No further steps were taken on the matter for more
than two years. In December 1950, a great deal of attentlon
was given to a statement by Truman that he would not rule out
the use of atomic bombs in Korea, thils at the time of the US
defeat and the retreat from the Yalu. In April 1951, the
Executive Secretary of the NSC forwarded an NSC staff study
entitled "Procedures with Respect to a Presidential Declsicn

+0 Use Atomic Weapons" to the Secretary of State, the Secretary

of Defense, and the Chairman of the AEC as members of the NSC
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Special Committee on Atomic Energy. The purpose of the study
was to "“outline the procedures whereby the President can
effectively obtain advice whenever he is called upon to declde
in what circumstances atomic weapons should be used." "
(y) Qﬁﬁ The paper documented the earlier NSC consideratlon of
the prublem in September 1948. It pointed out that in the
succeecing two years i1t had become the practice to refer
atomic energy matters that required presidential decision and
that affected the State Department, DoD, and the AEC to the NSC
Special Committee on Atomic Energy for consideration and for
such rezommendations as 1t saw fit to the President. This
procedure had been underscored by a letter of the President of
25 August 1950. The occaslon arose in regard to the strategic
deployment of nonnuclear components overseas, & preparatory
move approved by the President, but which did not include any
authorlty to use atomic weapons. This letter had requested
that the Special Committee pass on the directives that the
President had to make that affected all three agencles, and 1t
had instructed the Secretary of Defense that those actions
must be considered by the Special Committee before the President
would approve further actions.
( U) (&F The 1951 staff study pointed out that the issue had
'also been involved in the US-UK discussions on atomic energy
in 1948 and again in the December 1950 meetings between Truman
and Prime Minister Attlee. At the latter meetings, the United
States had refused to permit any restraints on its abllity to
use the atomic bomb, restricting its commltment to 2 promise
to inform the United Kingdom of any decision to use the atomic
bomb and not to use the bomb from UK bases without UK permission.
V) 87T Responsibility for advising the President on the mili-
tary desirability of using the bomb, the staff study continued,
" rested with the Secretary of Defense and the JCS, that for
politicel effects primarily with the Secretary of State. The
final decision, of course, rested with the President. Once the
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decision to use the bomb was made, the President would give the
necessary directives to the Secretary of Defense and the Chalr-
man of the AEC for implementation. However, the staff study
went on, the means whereby the President promptly recelived the
advice of the Speclal Committee needed to be identified.
(g) gzﬂ In its analytical section, the staff study suggested
that unless there was to be an initial determination by the JCS
that the use of atomic weapons in a given situation was desir-
able, it was difficult to see how the queétion could arise in
any realistic way. In the event that pressures were to bulld
up for the use of atomic weapons in other quarters, it would be
obvicus that the first question to be asked would be whether
its use would be militarily desirable. Accordingly, the matter
should originate with or be referred to the JCS. And when the
JCS made such a recommendation, the President would want the
advice of the Special Committee. If the President were to meet
with the Special Committee and the JCS to make his decision,
additional procedures would be needed to ldentify the extent,
nature, and timing of consultations with, notificatlons to, or
requests for action by other Departments of government (e.g.,
Civil Defense), the public, and other governments.?®
(d) ng If time and circumstances permitted, the Congress should
pass and the President approve a Joint Resolution declaring war
and giving the President the right to use all US forces. This
would clearly restate the President's authority to use atomlc
weapons. In the event of surprise attack, it might be necessary
to launch an immediate counterattack, and the President would
then take action under his constitutional powers as Commander
in Chief, consulting Congress as soon as possible. In contin-
gencles short of a surprise attack, the Presldent would doubt-
less want to consult Congress.
(O)_ 587 The JCS rejected the NSC staff study as attempting to
impose restrictions on the authority and dutles of the Presi-
dent, as well as the JCS. These restrictions, the JCS asserted,
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would interfere with the proper exercise of military command
in war or national emergency. They objected to suggestlions as
to the form and manner in which the JCS should present thelr
military views to the President.®® With this effort, fufther
consideration of the issue apparently died.

\U) (LST’Another aspect of the issue of control of nuclear
weapons was revived in February 1953, when Forelgn Minister
Eden visited Washington. It was understood that Eden wanted to
discuss with the new Eisenhower administration two aspects of
the nuclear problem. He wanted a reaffirmation of the under-
standing previously arrived at that US bases in Britain would
not be used for the delivery of nuclear weapons without prior
agreement of the United Kingdom. He also sought a new commit-
ment that the United States would not employ atomic weapons
anywhere from any base without the prior agreement of the
United Kingdom. Both the State Department and the JCS concurred
that there should be a reaffirmation of the exlsting commitment
but a complete refusal to tie US hands on the second point,*?
and such was the outcome of the meeting.

(U) The concern of the military planners over whether they
would be able to count on the use of atomic weapons dragged on
into the Eisenhower administration. The matter came up as part
of the extensive review of military programs under the so-called
“"New Look." The CJCS, Admiral Radford, expressed the impact of
the dilemma over nuclear weapon availabllity in an NSC meeting
on 13 October 1953. He stressed that in the absence of an
authoritative determination of the extent to which the military
might plan on the use of nuclear weapons, the JCS were forced
to plan for several contingenciles--all-out nuclear war Oor con-
ventional war, limited nuclear war, or limited conventional
war. To prepare for all four was very costly. Radford sug-
gested that if the military could be told the type of war on
which to concentrate, and especially if they were able to count

on the use of nuclear weapons whenever it was technically
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advantageous to do so, defense coOsts could be drastically
lowered, as could manpower requirements. The Chief of Naval
Operations, Admiral Carney, and the Chief of Staff of the Army,
General Ridgway, both disagreed with the Radford thesls, as did
their civilian service secretaries, thelr feeling being that it

was not time to put all the defense eggs in one basket. Further-

more, they felt, nuclear weapons on both sides might cancel
each other out and return the situatlion to one dependent upon
conventional forces.

(U) Nevertheless, the Radford thesis did seem to win out
when on 30 October 1953 the President approved NSC 162/2, the
major NSC paper that laid down the essential policy basils for
the "New Look." The paper decreed that the JCS could plan on
using nuclear weapons, tactical as well as strategic, whenever
their use would be desirable from a military point of view.
While the President kept firmly in hls own hands the authority
to release the weapons to the military, the directive repre-
sented in effect a promise or at least a formal assumption that
such presidential release would be forthcoming upon the re&uest
of the military."!

(U) The effect of the decislon, however, was less than was
expected. Certainly, it did not epd the sharp differences
among military leaders on military priorities. Nor did it,
indeed could it, relieve the underlyling concern of the military
that the President might not after all give them authority to
use nuclear weapons. There would simply never be an absolute
solution to that problem, a problem that was to grow more acute
as Seviet nuclear capabllitles increased.
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THE CONTROL OF ATOMIC OPERATIONS

(U) The issues of custody and authority to use atomic weapons
represented half the question of overall ceontrol of atomic
operations. This half involved, as we have seen, the President,
the AEC, and the DoD. The other half involved only the mili-
tary and concerned the operational issues of who would control
nuclear delivery operations and the planning for them and how
the nuclear stockplle would be allocated among the services

and the commands. A process had to be created at the JCS level
to handle what yearly became a more complicated problem under
the impact of technologlical advances. The development of such
a process was nct simple, since the matter of control of atomic
operations became enmeshed in larger issues of controversy
among the services.

(U) While activity in the atomic weapons field did increase
year by year, there was little organized effort between the JCS
CROSSROADS reporé in June 1947 and. 1951 to look far into the
future and to examine and change tactics in the light of atomic
developments. All the services seemed occupled with adapting
atomic weapons to their established roles and missions, and
usually by employing well-established tactical procedures and
systems of weapon employment.’

(U\ ;25 Nevertheless, by 1953, the basic problems in the control
of atomic operations were confronted and a functioning system was
created. Command and control of strategic operations was rec-
ocgnized as being composed cof several functlonal areas. Selec-
tion of targets, allocatlon of bombs, and control of operational
dellvery were all complex lssues and were to lnvelve the'highest
levels of strategic planning. The basle factors were the role
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to be given atomic weapons 1in strategic plans and the limited
number of bombs, which made careful targeting essential and,
indeed, governing. It was the Joint Chiefs who established

the quantitative and qualitative requirements for atomic wea-
pons and who controlled SAC, and 1t was logical that they de-
termlne the precise manner of employment. The three services,
however, had different views on the relative importance of
targets. Silnce the Alr Force for the first five or six years
was the only service that could deliver atomic bembs and also
had responsibility for air intelligence, the Army and Navy could
only try to achieve some share of control over atomic weapons
by sharing 1n target selection at the highest level. Later,

as the Navy also acgquired the capabilifty to deliver atomlc wea-
pons, the problem of bomb allocation to various missions and
commands further complicated the command and control process.
The JCS were thus compelled to control operational delivery as
well as targeting.?

K. ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS

(U) During the final days of the Second World War, the
forces for the delivery of atomic bombs consisted of one bomber
group. This unit was controlled through a chain of command
that led finally to the Presldent vlia General Arnold, the com-
manding general of the Army Alr Forces, and General Marshall,
Chief of Staff of the Army, bypassing the JCS as éuch. The
operational atomic bomb force was placed under the long-range
Twentleth Alr Force, but the control channels for it were
specialized in nature.?

&p} 98{ Unified theater commands were officially formed on 14
December 1946, when the Preslident approved the Unified Command
Plan (UCP), by which one member of the JCS was designated ex-
ecutive agent for each theater command to act for the JCS.

The Strategic Air Command, which had been established within
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the AAF structure in March 1946, was considered one of those
commands. However, in the implementation of the UCP in January
1947, JCS directives were sent to the Far East, Pacific, and
Alaskan commands but not to SAC. Although SAC was regarded as
a JCS command thereafter, the JCS took no further formal steps
in regard to SAC until 22 July 1948, when JCS 1944/13 included
a directive that the commanding general of SAC prepare and co-
ordinate detailed plans based on the new Joint Emergency War
Plan, FLEETWOOD (previously HARROW).®“

(U) The precedent for a speclal-purpose force went back to
the establishment of the Twentieth Ailr Force on 4 April 1944
as the command to carry out long-range strategic attacks on
the Japanese home islands. From the beginning, there was a
general understanding that SAC, as the prime strategic bombing
force of the nation, would be centrally controlled and directed
bty the orders of the JCS. However, Air Force mission state-
ments provided that SAC should coperate in accordance with direc-
tives and peclicies received from the AAF commanding general and
later the Chief of Staff of the Air Force. Until the 1958
Reorganization Act, the CSAF was able to exert operational
control over SAC units not only as a member of the JCS but also
as executive agent for the Secretary of Defense and, after 1953,
for the Secretary of the Air Force, too. The need for this
control had been stressed by General Vandenberg during the
congressional hearings con the Air Force Organization Act of
1951. He stated that this authority was essential because he
had to be able to stop or change the attack of his SAC com-
manders immediately upon receipt of emergency political guid-
ance from the President or the Secretary of Defense,?®

(U) The Strategic Air Command could not be handled as a
normal unifled command, however, since i1t did not include Army
or Navy forces. The JCS sought a solution in the Key West
Agreements {(1948), whereby they agreed tc appoilnt executive
agents not only for unified commands but alsoc for "certain
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operations and specified commands.," A specified command thus
came to be a single service command under the JCS. While ul-
timately the JCS would assert that SAC had been responsible to
them since 14 December 1946, they did not officially assign
the mission of conducting strateglec warfare operations to SAC
until 11 April 1949 (JCS 1259/129). They then provided that
SAC, under the JCS and with the Air Force as executive agent,
was authorized to direct the strateglc air offensive, to assign
targets, welght of effort, and timing of air strikes, and to
coordinate strateglc strikes with theater air activities in
ocrder to prevent interference between forces and thus gain
maximum benefits.® By spelling out their exact relationship
to SAC, the JCS were defusing a Navy concern. The Navy had
opposed the 1dea of SAC as a unified command, fearing that
such an arrangement could lead to SAC's taking full operational
control over any naval air units placed under SAC by the JCS
for coordination. The compromise limited SAC to units specif-
ically assigned by the JCS and provided also a measure of
independence for any non-USAF units that might be assigned.

(U) On 19 January 1949, the JCS accepted an Ailr Force
recommendation that operational units assigned to SAC be ex-
empted from control by any unified commander (JCS 1255/11.5).
The possibility that SAC might not have complete control of
its forces at all times was of great concern to the Alr Force.
While a unified commander could not take control of SAC units
In his area under most circumstances, he could assume temporary
control in an emergency. The SAC forces specifically exempted
by thls directive from temporary operational control or "seil-
zure'" by a unified commander were 1 heavy bomber wing, 11 med-
ium bomber wlngs, 2 fighter wings, 1 strateglec reconnalssance
wing, and 1 strateglc support wing. The directive recognized
that aircraft not specifically equipped for atomic operations
would be required to support the atomic bombers, such as stra-
teglc reconnalssance, diversionary bombing, electronic
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countermeasures (ECM), escort fighters, and strategic support
and that the list of designated exempt units would grow as SAC
expanded.

(U) A new list of exempt units was approved by the JCS on
§ May 1950 after long debate over Army objections. To avoid
the necessity c¢f repeated revisions, the USAF in February 1952
suggested that the JCS approve force levels for SAC 1in terms of
numbers and types of units and that they authorize the Air
Force as executive agent to determine specific units to be ex-
empted. The Navy and Army opposed this unless the principle
of exemption from theater seizure was extended to all JCS com-
mands considered to have units engaged in vital tasks. The
Alr Force agreed, and in March 1952 the problem of reviewing
the unified commands and recommending exemptions in quantita-
tive terms for each was assigned to the Joint Strateglic Plan-
ning Committee. The Committee's report, approved by the JCS
on 17 February 1953, stated that all units should be exempted
from seilzure that were at the time scheduled for, or engaged
In, the execution of speciflc operational misslons under war
rlans apprecved by the JCS., This 1n effect changed the method
of determining exempted units from one of preselection to one
of employment, and eliminated a 1ist of exempt units.’

B. THE TARGETING ISSUE

QL)LSf Like other atomic warfare issues, the questioh of tar-
get selection became highly controversial and could only be
settled at high levels. The controversy lasted for over three
years, from June 1947 to June 1950. It began with the JCS
evaluation of Operation CROSSROADS., A key point made in the
report was that "the selectlon of targets for attack by atomic
weapons must take account of the number of such weapons avail-
able in the predictable future. Thus selection and priority of
targets become of prime importance in the employment of the

weapon, "®
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(U) 987 The report recommended that the JCS set up a continuing
responsibility for the selection of atomic targets. The Air
Force wanted this function assigned to it because of its role
as the JC35 executive agent for SAC, but both the Army and Navy
cbjected. The Joint Strategic Survey Committee recommended that
the responsibility go to the Ailr Force Intelligence Division,
which was already responsible for strategic target selection.
This recommendation was rejected by the Army and Navy, which
insisted that the JCS retain responsibility.

(L) Lef The final solution was complicated. The Air Intelli-
gence Divlsion was to submit its target studles .and recommenda-
tions to the Joint Intelligence Committee and the Joint
Strateglic Plans Committee successlvely, each to append recom-
mendations, after which the material would go to the JCS. The
Chlefs would then instruct the Chief of Staff of the Air Force
as to the effects desired from the strategic air offensive in
each of the war plans. With this guldance, the CSAF would
submit target annexes, including priorities. Once the JCS
approved these target lists, SAC would have the responsiblility
of preparing detalled operatiohal plans.® This action, taken
by the JCS on 18 April 1950, was another step toward full con-
trol of atomic operations and was considered to have met the
recommendation of the CROSSROADS report.!®

C. COORDINATION OF ATOMIC OPERATIONS

Luj }Cf'Between 1945 and 1950, SAC had a virtual monopoly of
the means of delivery of atomic bombs. As has been described,
the JCS had drawn SAC forces under direct operational control
in 1946 and had strengthened their control later by prohibit-
ing the usurpation of SAC forces by unified commanders. There-
fore, no coordination problems in planning and executing the
atomlc offensive existed in these years. By the early 1950s,
however, thils situatlon was being transformed by the prolifer-
ation both of weapons and delivery means.
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\f?);Qf The Navy announced in 1952 that all its new attack
planes were capable of carrying tactical atomic bombs and that
it had on hand aircraft capable of handling large bombs. Newly
activated Air Force tactical air units in Europe and the Far
East were able to deliver the new smaller weapons. The Secre-
tary of the Air Force announced that nearly all Air Force com-
bat aircraft were belng modifled to carry small weapons, and
in September 1951 the Air Force decided that all combat air-
craft would be capable of carrying atomic weapons by 1954.
With the incorporation of carriers and tactical air units into
the atomic-capable forces, the establishment of centralized
control became a matter of urgency.l!!

\y)gsf The Joint Strategic Plans Committee had been directed
in August 1950 to prepare the directives required to implement
a report by it on procedures for control and coordination of
atomic forces, but the directives were never prepared because
of service differences. The assignment of a new mission to
SAC, also in August 1950--that of retarding the advance of
Soviet ground forces into Western Europe--made clear the neces-
sity for a review and revision of the existing command and con-
trol structure. Subsequently, in early 1951 JCS 2056/7
established the new requirement that the unified commanders
concerned coordinate their operational plans pertaining to
retardation cperations and have those plans approved by the JCS.

U) ;Sﬁ'ln February 1951, a concept of operations for.the Far
East Command (CINCFE) and SAC was drawn up and signed. Each
command was to support the other; SAC would employ the atomic
bombs allotted to CINCFE for that purpose, wlth delivery to be
on targets and at times prescribed by CINCFE as long as that
did not conflict with the primary mission of SAC. The SAC
command elements (phonetic commands) for coordination purposes
were to be designated X-RAY for CINCFE, ZEBRA for CINCEUR.

(U) }Eﬁ One of the 1ssues that arose constantly was that of
the use and control of SAC units. It was finally agreed by
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SAC and CINCFE that on D-day SAC would take control of all SAC
units in the Far East Command. Although these units might not
have nuclear capabilities themselves, they could be used for
dilversionary attacks in connection with atomic missions, and
such missions would take precedence over retardation missions.
Another 1ssue was whether SAC units would stay 1n the theater
for conventional attacks. SAC agreed, so lcng as no other
missions were required of them elsewhere.

U) (ﬁ{ It was also agreed that elements of SAC headquarters
woula be established near or in the command posts of other uni-
fled commanders in order to keep them informed of the support
requirements of SAC in retardation missions and to establish
close coordination on all phases of such operations., The main
forward command elements, X-RAY and ZEBRA, were considered
deputy headguarters of SAC and were designated Hq SAC, ZEBRA
and X-RAY.!?

) }83 The system was tried out in the Far East Command in
September-October 1951. Exercise HUDSON HARBOR was conducted
to demonstrate the capabllity of combined forces to employ the
atomic bomb tactically in support of ground forces. The con-
clusions of the exerclise were that (a) the minimum time needed
to deliver a weapon was toco long; (b) while the relationship
between Hq SAC X-RAY and CINCFE was good, it was certain that
SAC's primary mission would detract from its retardation capa-
bilities (in thls regard, CINCFE suggested the need for an
avallable "on call" capability to .eliver atomic bnmbs in the
theater); and (c) CINCFE should be allocated its own weapon
supply.?!?
(U) CST‘The embryonic system and the test of it apparently were
accepted as a basls for a permanent system. In January 1952,
the JCS directed the establishment of an ad hoe committee to
submlt recommendations on the same subject. The resulting
report the next month led to JCS 2056/24, approved in March,

which was to be a major step in the achlevement of atomic
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coordination. It was in essence the refinement and final draft
of the earlier document by means of which X-RAY and ZEBRA were
established,
(9) (27 The conclusions and recommendations of JCS 2056/24 were
as follows. First, at least until 1957, there would be fewer
atomlc weapons avallable than were required in the event of a
general war,
QD gﬁ)’Second, during this periocd of relative scarcity the JCS
must preserve for themselves a positive, centralized control
over weapon allocation. Within the scope of their responsibil-
ities and without usurping the prerogatives of their commanders,
they must retain sufficient control of weapon expenditure to
insure achievement of several objectives:

(a) That appropriate forces having atomic delivery

capabilities and atomic weapons are promptly available
to and in support of commanders specified by the JCS.

(b) That a ready accounting is available to the JCS of
all atomlc weapons in the hands of the military. This
should include the ability to count those remaining as
well as those expended.

(e¢) That there be no interference between atomic air
forces.

(d) That maximum military effect is obtained in deliv-
ery of atomie weapons. This requires coordination of
plans to obtain mutual support between striking forces.

(e) That targets not be over-bombed or ignored, and
that useless action nov be taken by one force in ig—
norance of other actions.

(09(54 Third, the report went on to say that JCS supervision
of planning and executlion would require the following:
(a) Channels for lateral coordination of planning and

implementation and a rapid exchange of operational
data.

(b) A Jointly staffed war room annex at the Pentagon
wlth key data on the stockpile, presidentlally re-
leased atomic weapons, storage sites and the distribu-
tion of weapons, the deployment of atomic forces, tar-
gets, planned operatlions, and expenditures. These
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data were to be provided to the war room annex by the
services, the Military Lialson Committee, the AFSWP,
and the unified and specified commands.

(¢) Charging the Chief of Staff of the Air Force with
responsibility for undertaking the above steps. Once
the necessary machinery was in place and functloning
properly, this responsibility could be ended, at the
discretion of the JCS.

(d) Directing the unified commands to coordinate with

SAC and to prepare atomic annexes for plans.!®
(p) u?f The last point (d) required that the Commander in Chief
Europe (CINCEUR), the Commander in Chief, Northern and Eastern
Atlantic and Mediterranean (CINCNELM), and the Commander in
Chief, USAF Europe (CINCUSAFE) prepare appropriate annexes for
the employment of atomic weapons in accordance with the plans

»

rand directives of the Supreme Allied Commander Europe and that

they effect mutual coordination with each other and with SAC
and the Commander in Chief, Atlantic (CINCLANT). The latter
was to prepare approprlate annexes for the conduct of opera-
tlons as foreseen by SACLANT and was to effect coordination
with SAC and the JCS representatives in Europe. The Commander
in Chief, Far East (CINCFE), the Commander in Chief, Pacific
(CINCPAC), and the Commander in Chief, Alaska (CINCAL) were to
prepare appropriate atomlc annexes and to coordinate those with
each other and with SAC. Each of the above commanders was also
to submit his atomic annex to the JCS for approval.

(_U) QQT'The Chief of Staff of the Alr Force thus became the
authority for the control and cocordination of all forces with
an atomlc dellvery capablility and was responsible for imple-
menting the specified relationship. The commanding general of
SAC was, 1in turn, designated as his agent for the establishment
of channels for the lateral coordination of atomilc plans and
operatlions and for the gathering of information to be displayed
in the war room annex. The dlrector of operations of the Air
Force was directed tc establish the war room annex.
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~ 52§ The Commanding General of SAC, General LeMay, began to
negotiate an agreement with General Gruenther, the representa-
tive of SACEUR, that acknowledged the ccoordinating authority
assigned to the Chilef of Staff of the Air Force and provided
for the estabtlishment of a full coordination center in the
United Kingdom. Under the agreement, a field representative
would be appointed by the CSA¥, and staff and data would be
supplied by SAC and SACEUR. Similar agreements were made by
General LeMay with SACLANT, CINCFE, CINCPAC, and CINCAL. Each
recognized that the CSAF would appoint a fleld representative
who would establish the necessary facilitles and operating
procedures and that SAC and other parties would provide staff
and planning procedures.!®
(U) Lgf The field facilities for lateral coordination of plan-
ﬂing, called Joint Coordination Centers (JCCs), were located
in Buckinghamshire, England, and Pershing Helghts, Tokyo. The
European fileld representative was appointed in October 1952
and the Far Eastern one in December. The European JCC coordi-
nated atomic operatlons for CINCNELM, CINCEUR, CINCSAC, SACEUR,
SACLANT; the one in Japan for CINCPAC, CINCFE, CINCAL, and
CINCSAC. The Joint war room annex in the Pentagon, which was
to receive the reports of the JCCs, had been established by
the end of that year.
LOJ‘géf The JCCs were war room facllities for the receipt,
compilation, display, review, coordination, and relay-of in-
formation concerning the plans and operations of atomle forces
for the benefit of the unified and specified commanders and
the JCS. Information on targets scheduled for attack was for-
warded to the Pentagon war room annex, where duplicatlion might
be noted and, theoretically, eliminated. Under existing ground
rules, it was found that as many as four commanders were sched-
uling atomic attacks against the same target. The JCCs were
also to serve as advance command posts to control an emergency
war plan employment of SAC in support of the theater.
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(9_}5{ It should be noted that the coordination established
was to be operational coordination, in that it was to take
place after hostilities began. However, early exercises of
the JCCs in 1954 revealed the need for pre-~hostilities coordi-
nation of atomic plans as well. Accordingly, that same. year
the JCS asked each appropriate commander to submit an atomic
annex, a target lis%t, to his war plan and to coordinate it with
other theater commanders and CINCSAC.!¢
(V) (®) A SACEUR exercise in May 1953 provided a test of all
of the machinery to use atomic bombs in support of NATO forces.
The results were discouraging. From H-hour to the simulated
dropping of bombs, 39 1/2 hours elapsed, most of it spent wait-
ing for nuclear material. The Navy, too, was involved in the
atomlic operation exercise. Since SAC had been charged with re-
sponsibility for the atomic air offensive and with control of
forces operating for that purpcse, the Air Force sought infor-
mation {rom the JCS in regard to the Navy's planned targets
and also targets the Navy would be willing to attack in per-
formance of collateral functions of strategic operations. The
Navy asserted that no naval air units would be avallable. for
collateral operations (by implication under SAC direction) and
that all atomic units were already assigned to unified com-
manders who would use them.!’

/U) }21 As for the broad problem of allocation of weapons, the
JCS were reluctant to allocate atomic weapons untll the coor-
dination annexes were received from unified and specified com-
manders. They did make an interim allocation in August 1953
after the chief of the AFSWP had reported that total demands
for nuclear components coming to him exceeded the stockpile.
The interim allocation at least permitted the development of
pickup schedules. The allocation of weapons turned out to be
a controversial 1ssue, since it required a decision by the JCS
on duplicated targets, a decision the JCS kept postponing.
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ggf'A compromise agreement reached in April 1954 still
avoided the hard decision. The agreement did, however, set
some general principles for unified and specified commanders
in regard to target selectlon and the timing of attacks, and
it permitted the refinement of pickup schedules and the develop-
ment of atomiec annexes to plans. The guidelines lald down by
the JCS were that (1) targets within reasonable proximity of
one another were to be attacked by only one commander; (2)
targets of interest to mere than one commander were to become
a commitment on the target annex of the commander having de-
livery capability who considered the target of highest relative
priority as to timing; (3) targets to be attacked by CINCSAC
in support of cther commanders were to be those that such com-
manders lacked normal dellivery forces to attack themselves;
and (4) in regard to (3}, the desires of the requesting com-
mander wculd govern as to timing (ir pracficable) énd.weépons
expended would be charged to him.'®

(9) (&7 In summary, during the period 1949-53 most atomic
planning revolved around the preparation of atomic operation
annexes to be implemented by SAC in support of the Joint Emer-
gency War Plan. As various unified commanders acquired an
atomic capability or were promised atomic support by SAC, how-
ever, SAC became responsible for coordinating the atomic
annexes to avoid duplication and to permit best use of the
weapons. Under JCS review, SAC thus became in this period the
principal locus for atomic planning.

(U) As long as all prospective nuclear targets were within
the Soviet Union, the simple procedure for cocordination estab-
lished in 1952 appeared to be workable. However, the situation
rapidly began to get out of hand as the "New Look" doctrine of
reliance on nuclear weapons greatly loosened planning for the
eﬁployment of the rapidly growing atomic stockpile in limited,
as well as in general, wars. The situation became more
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unmanageable throughout the 1950s and was not to be settled
until the establishment in 1960 of the Joint Strategic Target
Planning Staff at SAC headquarters,

D. THE IMPACT OF WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT ON THE CONTROL ISSUE

(U) This account has so far illustrated how command and
control of atomic operations was intimately intertwined with
the 1ssue of Air Force domination of atomic war matters and
wlth the interservice controversies that derived from it. Com-
mand and control of atomic strategy and operations was also
influenced by the revolutionary developments in atomic weaponry
after 1950. These Included the development of lightweight
weapons, and, finally, the coming of the thermonuclear bomb,
all made possible by the rapid ending of the scarcity of fis-
sionable material. ,

(V) (37 The development of a sizable national stockpile was
extremely slow, and for the first three years US nuclear strat-
egy was based upon a small number of bombs.” There had been a
ﬁarked slowdown immediately after the Second World War in
atomic bomb development because of the prevaient belief that
filssionable material would remaln scarce. In fact, Chairman
Lillenthal of the AEC told President Truman in November 1949,
while advocating US development of the hydrogen bomb, that only
one-fortieth of total military spending since 1945 had been on
atomic weapons. In FY50, less than 1 percent of the national
budget was directed toward atomic weapon development.!® The
Chairman of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy
repeated the polnt in August 1951 that, while silx years ago it
was generally recognized that atomic weapons had changed the
anatomy of alr power and that the United States had proceeded
to place overwhelming rellance on the deterrent stockpile,
st111 only one-fortieth of total military spending had gone to
the development of atomic weapons. He found deeds strangely
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out of line with words.?? His comments, however, made in
respect toc the need to push tactical bomb development more
vigorously, refiected the then common belief about the imme-
diate recognltion and acceptance of the role of atomic weapons

after the war, a development which we have seen did not happen
quickly at all.

(g) 0?f The scarcity problem began to ease by February 1950,
when the AEC announced that 1t could turn out atomic bombs on

a virtual production-line basis. The c¢ritical problem of atomic
supply, which had from the start conditioned all atomic planning,
seemed on the way to solution.?! As a result, funds for pro-
curement of atomic weapons increased and the rate of production
rose rapidly after 1950, as evidenced by stockpile data 1listed
in Chapter III. ‘

(y) (&7 The recognitlon that the avgilability_of fissionable
materiail would no longer be a problem came at a time when tech-
nological improvements were permitting the fabrication of ever
lighter bombs that could be carried on smaller alrcraft. New
weapons, weighing as little as 1,700 pounds, appeared. The
great slignificance of such weapon developments was that they
permitted the Navy and the Army to achleve finally the basis
for some claim to part of the atomic mission. By the end of
1950, the Navy and Army were developing atomlec weapons and the
Air Force monopoly was ended, although rivalry still contlnued
over the size of the respective shares of the nuclear 'stock-
pile.?? The Navy began to bulld aircraft capable of flying
atomic bombs off carriers, and the Army began to develop a
nuclear artillery piece. Between May 1951 and July 1953, both
services achleved theilr cobjectives.

0) The Air Force was originally hesitant about accepting
tactical atomic bombs. The fundamental basls of this reluc-
tance lay in the Air Force view that atomic bombs should be
used mainly as part of a strategic atomic offensive launched
over great distances. Air Force concentration on strateglc
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atomlic operations led tc the natural preference for design and
fabrication of large bombs for large targets. It was probable,
too, that the Air Force recognized that the tactical weapon
would mean the end of i1ts atomic monopoly and the special )
status that went with 1t. The reluctance faded only gradually,
although the Alr Force did begln the development of a tactical
atomic air force in these same years. Air Force preferences
were probably shaped also by the JCS decision in the summer of
1950 that gave retardation targets second priority out of three,
ahead of attacks cn Soviet industry. It was clear that tacti-
cal aircraft and tactical atomlc bombs weould have great value
in this role, thereby preserving the strategic air force for
the strategic offensive.

(U) The thermonuclear revolution came next. The rapid de-
velopment of small tactical weapons was accompanled by the
dramatic development of the immensely powerful super bomb.
Right after the first Soviet atomic explosion of August 1949,
the AEC had advocated a quantum Jjump over the Soviets with the
crash development of the H-bemb, instead of pursuing a simple
arithmetic race with atomic bombs.?® The first US thermo-
nuclear explosion came in November 1952, the first Soviet
thermonugclear explosion in August 1953, and the first US wea-
pon shot in March 1954.

(U) The thermonuclear revolution of 1954-56 was to change
the pleture again, making it clear that high-yleld weapons
could be employed by tactical alrcraft. By 1955, the distinc-
tion between tactical and strateglic weapons would begin to
blur and even the distinction between tactical and strategic
air forces would be questioned. It was also apparent that the
H-bomb was not simply a super bomb, and that it would ccmpel a
complete reorganization of the national stockpile and a re-
evaluation of target systems.
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INTERSERVICE CONTROVERSY OVER ATOMIC MATTERS

(U) It was noted in earlier chapters that the years between 1945
and 1953, when the US military were grappling with the overall
problem of how to use, contrcl, and coordinate atomic weapons
and operations, were also the years of Ehe bitterest inter-
service disputes. To be sure, competition for funds fueled much
service controversy, especlally between 1948 and 1950, but in
large part, atomic energy was also a root cause. There were two
main facets to the atomic aspect of interservice controversy.
The first was essentially operational in character and had

deep significance for the development of roles and missions.

The second was a broad doctrinal issue. Both invarlably in-
fluenced the effort to create an atomic force and a doctrine

by which to use 1it.

(P)(ﬁﬁ The first problem was the claim of the newly created

Air Force to control all strategic bombing operations and,
specifically, all atomic operations. The Chlef of Staff of the
Air Force railsed with the JCS the subject of control of atomic
operations on 23 March 1948, by which he attempted to establlsh
Air Force command authority over the Armed Forces Specilal Weapons
Project. He reminded the Chlefs that the Air Force had been
charged with primary responsibility for strateglc air operations,
including atomic operations, but that, as yet, the Alr Force
had not been delegated proper authority to exercise that
responsibility. In order to organize, train, and properily

. equip USAF units for atomic operations, the Alr Force needed
more positive control over the AFSWP, which was responsible for
protéﬁting the stockpile of atomic weapons. The CSAF suggestgd
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that there should be a single authority to which the AFSWP
should report, rather than to the Chiefs individually.'® -
(;£>_3€7 Objection was made to the Air Force bid by the Navy
d by Admiral Leahy, the then "Chief of Staff to the President,"”

on three main grounds. They asserted that (1) the JCS did not
yet have presidential authority to use atomic weapons; (2) the
Navy's development of an atomic delivery capabllity would be
relegated to the category of an unnecessary luxury that was
unlikely to survive the stringencies of peacetime budgets; and
(3) the JCS, as such, would be weakened by loss of direct con-
trol over atomlc weapons. The Secretary of the Navy picked up
the second point and charged that giving the requested authority
to the Air Force would effectively prevent the Navy from develop-
ing an atemic capability, thereby depriving the United States

of a second atomic-capable force. Naval carriers would soon be
able to use atomlc weapons, and it was always possible-that the
Alr Force might be cut off from its operational bases, especially
the overseas ones. Thls would leave the United States desper-
ately dependent on a naval atomic capability.

0) ‘LSJ’The CSAF acknowledged that the JCS could not use any
atomic weapons without presidential authority, but pointed out
that the HALF MOON Joint Emergency War Plan (approved by the

JCS in May 1648; see Chapter II) had been adopted on the basis
of an early atomlc offensive, that the Secretary of Defense had
asked the JCS to direct one of thelr number to ready the weapons
for use, and that the Air Force had already been éssigned the
responsibility for strategic plans involving atomic operations.?
O) LST'Neither the Key West nor the Newport meetings among the
services in 1948 resolved fundamental problems or stilled
controversy to any degree. The key lissues were simply post-
poned. At the Newport Conference in August, for example, it

was frankly agreed to postpone any decision concerning the
permanent future organization for the control and direction of
atomic operations until further study was possible. At the

same time, in regard to planning for the atomic aspects of the
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Joint Emergency War Plan, HALF MOON, it was agreed as an interim
measure to direct the chief of the AFSWP to report to the CSAF
for instructions. The interim nature of this agreement was
heavily stressed.® The Navy agreed, so long as the AFSWP
continued to report to it on any atomic missions assigned to

the Navy.

LE) LBf/In mid-1948, however, the Air Force, with good grounds,
ad denied that either the Navy or the Army had any atomic

role, since only Alr Fecrce aircraft could carry the large
bombs, which made most efficient use of the scarce fissionable
material. However, also by 1948 both the Navy and the Army had
become interested in the atomic stockpile and its allocation,
and the Air Force apparently suspected the Navy of trying to
delay the resolution of issues on responsibilities for atomic

.affairs and operations until it had.developed a.workihg delivery

capabi ity of its own, thereby increasing its weight in the
controversial arenas. Alr Force policy, therefore, seemed to be
aimed at limiting tactical atomic weapons, since 1t could not
exclude theilr development altogether, so that the national
stockpile would remain overwhelmingly strategic in nature."®

(U) The other major strand in the interservice controversy
was the broad doctrinal one concerping the overall role of
strategic airpower in national strategy. As described in
Chapter II, the concept of the strategic atomic blitz was
from its very beginning opposed for a variety of reasons. One
has just been discussed--the connection between the concept and
the Alr Force's attempted domination of nuclear weapons.

Another basis for dissent lay in a skepticism as to the war-
winning capability of nuclear weapons. A third lay in the
moral implications of atomlc war.

(U) It was the propesal in 1949 to build the hydrogen bomb
‘that launched the intensive debate on the extent to which the
Uniteéd States should rely upon atomic strategic attack and
upon its derivative, the concept of deterrence. The
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_of its_use, however, were stressed not by its supporters but“
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justification for the new weapon lay in 1its contribution to
deterrence rather than to victory in a war. The consequences

by 1ts opponents. The debate on the hydrogen bomb was conducted .
mostly within the government, but the issues relating to tﬁé. '
viability of deterrence and the morality of atomlc war became
very public matters. These issues came together publicly in
the B-36 controversy, primarily between the Ailr Force and the
Navy, during 1949 and reached a climax in the congressional
hearings on the matter. =

(U) The B-36 became the symbol of the clash over overall
strategy and doctrine and the consequent allocation of defense
funds. The issue that the Navy, in its attack on the B-36, put
foremost was the one of the degree of priority to be accorded
long-range strategic bombling with atom bombs within the larger
framework of US national strategy. The Navy attacked the atomic
blitz concept as immoral, claiming that the B-36 was good only
for bombing cities. . Involved in the feud, of course, were also
jssues of money and service pride. The Navy resented what it
felt to be the Air Force role in the cancellation of a projebted
"syper" carrier, the Air Force position having been that such a
large, expensive vessel would only duplicate the existing
capability of SAC and the B-36. Service pride was present in
the underlying resentment of the Navy that the role of the long-
range striking arm of the nation, traditionally the functilon of
the Navy, had now apparently passed to the Air Force.

(U) In the congressional hearings of October 1949, the
Navy stressed that the issue was how much effort and money
should be devoted to intercontinental strategic bombers as a
deterrent to war. These, the Navy asserted, should not be
accepted blandly as a substitute for other armed forces,
which experience had shown were always required.® Admiral
Ratdford, as a senior Navy spokesman, denied the validity of
the concept of an easy, cheap atomlc war: ’

N X T PU, 64

R RVETER Y -
15



T

UNCLASSIFIED

I do not believe that the threat of atomic blitz
will be an effective deterrent to a war or that

1t will win a war. I do not believe that the '~
atomic blitz theory is generally accepted by o
military men.... Strategic.bombing should be the
primary role of the Air Force. However, the
United States is not sound in relying upon the
socalled strategic bombing concept to 1ts present

extent.®
Radford's main thesis was that the United States must win a war
but an atomic blitz was no guarantee of winning that war. He
also raised the morality issue by asserting that the United
States would also have to llve wilth the-heace thereafter.

(U) The Chairman of the JCS, General Bradley, also, while
willing to concede that the atomic bomb was the strongest
single deterrent to war and that the strategic air force
should have first priority in the defense program, st1ll did
not believe that the United States should rely solely on the
atomic bomb, even in the first phase of a war.’ |

(U) The hearings were inconclusive and damaging to both the
Navy and the Alr Force 1n terms of their public image. Both
wére revealed as not having fully thought through their cases.
The failing was more serlous in the case of the Air TForce,
since the hearings had demonstrated that the prime user of
atomic weapons had apparently not given encugh realistic
analysis to the problems of waging atomic war.®

(U) The B-36 episode exposed the inadequacy of defense
strategy, the absence of an integrated perspective within the
National Military Establishment on national security pollicy,
and the shortcomings of an exclusive reliance on strategic alr
power. In a sense, however, the hearings represented something
of a climax in the interservice disputes. They came at a time
when Secretary of Defense Johnson was making major reductions
in the defense budget, yet within a little over six months the
outbreak of the Korean war would sweep away most of the fiscal
constraints underlying the disputes. 1In addition, the nucleaf—

sharing aspect of the disputes was also transformed by the
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apparent ending of the scarcity of fissionable material and

by the rapid development of tactical nuclear weapons. Thus,

by 1953, the end of the period under consideration here, the
Navy had achieved a 'solid role in the strategic atomic offen-
sive, and Navy criticism of Air Force strategic atomic concepts
and strategy had become much more muted. :

(U) Nevertheless, the long dispute and the final public
hearings had 2 major impact on the processes and organization
for control of atomic operations. Once the other services,
especlally the Navy, had achieved a share of the atomic
offensive, they guarded it carefully and coordination of atomic
operations suffered accordingly.-
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VI
DEVELOPING THE INSTRUMENT FOR ATOMIC WAR

(U) The second major element in the national effort tc develop
a military atomic capability, along with conceptual and organi-
zational developments, was the creation of the force that would
use 1t, the Strategic Air Command. The-development of the bomb
had been only the first step. It alone did not give the country
a viable strategy of deterrence. That requirer many other
actions on many other programs. The development of concepts,
of weapons, and aircraft, and the establishment of forward

. bases became meaningful only as they were integ;ated_into an
organization specifically devoted to the atomic mission. The
growth of SAC occurred concurrently with the steps already
discussed in previous chapters, steps that were intended teo
provide the means of control and the pracedures under which
atomic weapons would be used. Like the development of those
means and procedures, the creatioﬁ of the instrument was sur-
prisingly slow, and it was not untll the end of the perilod
under consideration that the SAC that finally emerged began to
take definite shape.

(U) The emergence of SAC as the primary embodiment of stra-
teglc deterrence took place between 1949 and 1953. Its impor-
tance 1s described by Samuel Huntington:

It was one of the most significant developments
in the American military establishment after
World War II. It marked a fundamental change

in the composition of American military rorces,
comparable to the development of the battlefleet
by the Navy at the turn of the century. More-
over, because 1t was carried out within an

existing organizational structure, 1t was
accomplished with no legislation and little or -
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no public debate and discussion. The rejuven-

ation of SAC required, of course, demands upon

scarce resources and conflicts with other groups. -
Its most significant aspect, however, was an
internal matter: not the acgquisition of re-
sources, but the creation and acceptance of the
purpose and concept which would shape the use

of the resources. Unlike the military services,

SAC was a single purpose organization.

That

purpose was the most important one 1n American
military policy. It could be clearly grasped
and understood both by the members of SAC and by
the general public. It could furnlsh clear cut
criterlia for Judging the priorities of programs

and standards of performance.1

(U) Because the mechanisms for command and control of stra-
tegic nuclear operations grew with SAC and for SAC, some account

st be presented of the growth of this unique organization.

A. ORIGINS OF SAC

(U) As menticned earlier, the direct predecessor to SAC.was

the Twentieth Alr Force, which from 1944 on attacked the.
Japanese home islands. In the rush of demobllization, General
Spaatz had given first priority to the preservation of the
backbone of the AAF, the long-range bomber groups, and their

associated long-range protective fighter groups.

It was these

that he combined into the new SAC. On 21 March 1946, SAC was
activated at Bolling Field, Md.; 1t was moved to Andrews AFB,

Md., in October of that year, and then to Offutt AFB, Neb., two

years later. The interim mission given SAC by General Spaatz
vin 12 Mareh i946, even before SAC was formally established,

w=s as follows:

The SAC will be prepared to conduct long-range
offensive operations in any part of the world
either independently or in cooperation with
land and Naval forces; to conduct maximum range
reconnaissance over land or sea elther indepen-
- dently or in ccoperation with Naval forces; to

provide combat units capable of intense and

sustained combat operations employing the latest -
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and most advanced weapons; to train units and
personnel for the maintenance of the Strategic
Forces in all parts of the world; to-perform =
such special missions..as the Commanding :General,
Army Alr Forces, may direct.?

That fall a new, revised mission was assigned by AAF Regulation
20-20, which required SAC to have a global striking force in
constant readiness rather than the capability to” furnish such

a force at a future time. .

(U) In October 1946, SAC was also assigned ASW and search-
and-rescue missions. It retained this ;ole, along with a
responsibility for aerial mine-laying, until 1950, when it was
finally recognized that these roles would interfere with SAC's
emergency war plan mission, which would require all avallable
aircraft. However, SAC was not completely free of these respon-
sibilities until 1952.° o R . _
(9) (27 In January 1946, the AAF had designated all long-range
bomber units as the atomic strike force, even though only a few
aircraft were capable of carrying atomic bombs. This step was
taken to avoid the impression among the public and the Congress
that only a small element of the bomber force was so capable,
an impression that could have led to a reduction of funds to
non-atomic forces. Actually, one group of the 58th Bombardment
Wing, the 509th Bombardment Group,‘was designated in February
1946 as the test and training unit, to be kept in instant
readiness to deliver atomic bombs. (The group was also to
assume this role for the Bilkini tests in mid-1946.} The unit
was to be completely air-moblle and to be capable of immediate
deployment to anyplace where ordlnary base facilities exlisted.
A transport squadron attached to the Wing would move the atomic
bombs and assoclated technical personnel. Operational orders
_vere to go to the Wing, then based at March Field, Calif.,
directly from AAF headguarters 1in Washington. The Wing was
incof@orated in the new Strategic Alr Command when SAC was
established within the Army Alr Forces structure in March 19&%.
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(8)&C//;he Wing was not confined to Just delivering atomic .
bombs;. it was also to be prepared to drop the very largest High-.
explosive ‘bombs;-1like the -‘Tall Boy." At this time, plans for
SAC were predicated on scilentific reports that fissionable .
materiels were very scarce and that a state of nuclear pleﬁty
was improbable. General Arnold had warned the AAF that atomilc
bombs would be scarce and expensive., Consequently, SAC was to
be capeble of delivering conventicnal weapons, as well.® It
might be added here that SAC continued to retain the capability
for conventional cperations, and all SAC aircraft were designed
to include such a capability. However, the mission became
secondary by the early 1950s and SAC began to think of itself
as a nuclear force only. The conventional mission, however,
was never abolished.

(U) The function of the 58th Wing was described 1n a SAC

directive of May 1946 to the Fifteenth Alr Force, which then
controlled the 58th Wing:

man, train, and equip the 58th Wing, includ-

ing allied units and associated services, as

the single AAF agency to coordinate and direct
AAF activities concerned with the atomic bomb,
maintain these elements as part of the strategic
striking force, assist the Manhattan District

in aerial experimentaticn and develcpment and
act as the AAF liaison agency with the Manhattan

District.

(U) Due to the preoccupation of the 58th Wing with the
Bikini atomic tests, SAC's long-range planning for an atomic
strike force did not get under way until after mid-1946. In
July, AAF headquarters instructed SAC to prepare a training
directive for the Very Heavy Bombardment Wing, which was to be
the atomic strike force, and indicated that this unlt was to
be the forerunner of the conversion of all VHB units to atomic-
capable status, which would be accomplished as soon as natlional
capabllities permitted.’ '
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(U) In directives from SAC and in discussions between the
AAF and the Manhattan District there was no mention of c0mmand
rand control arrangements, beyond ‘the initial arrangement men-

' tioned above. While it seemed to be recognized ‘that this
nuclear unit would be very different from ‘nonnuclear ones, there
did not seem to be enough concern over command arrangements to
spell them out in any detail. This comparative lack of concern
over command and control was probably a reflection of the lack
of any imminent threat to SAC, which allowed it the luxury of
time to respend. In these years, it will be recalled, SAC was
planning in terms of U40-45 days to go to war. By 1957 the time
would be reduced to two hours. The difference 1is a measure of
the attention paid to command and control in two different eras.
While General LeMay brought to SAC the idea of a full force

ready for war, 1t took him a long time to achleve that capa-
bility. '

B. EQUIPPING THE ATOMIC STRIKE FORCE

(U) Initially, SAC was very weak. The B-28 was not an
intercontinental bomber. There were not enough bases in the
United States to accommodate heavy bombers, and overseas bases
in appropriate areas were also inadequate. Yet the United
Statec had a few bombs, and it had the 502th Group.

( Q) }Sﬂ/ihe equipment of the 509th Group, based at Roswell,
N.M., was to include the 27 speclally modified (SILVERPLATED)
B-29s then available. At the end of the war, 46 B-29s had
been modified to carry the atomic bomb, but for a year there-
after no further modifications were undertaken. By November
1946, less than half of the 46 remained operational. Eighteen
were in storage and 4 had been destroyed.‘ Not all the air-
craft available to the 509th were continually in readiness,
however. In November 1946, for example, the aircraft were in
commission only 51 percent of the time.’
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(;9> (LST(While overall SAC bomber strength grew steadily, the

size of the atomic-capable force grew very slowly, much more

slowly than anticipated. Exact strength estlmates vary for the. -

period, even within individual sources. R. D. Little, fbr
example, states that in the summer of 1947 there were only 34
SILVERPLATED B-29s., He mentions elsewhere in the same wvolume
that in October 1947 the atomic capability of SAC consisted of
18 modified B-29s. At the end of 1947, 30 flight crews were
avallable in the S09th to man these’planes, but only 20 crews
were cleared for atomic activities.¥® Similarly, the bomb-
assembly rate was very slow. As of July 1946, the Manhattan
District had trained only 10 AAF weaponeers to handle and
assemble the bomb.!! It was estimated in October 1947 that it
would tzke a2 minimum of 9 days and 20 hours to assemble 11
bombs. A more pessimistic estimate in January 1948 was 1 bomb
in 5 days, initially, and as long as 30 days for 20 bombs.'?
(g) (&) Military exercises had shown the weaknesses of SAC. On
16 May 1947, SAC participated in a mock attack on New York.
Of the total of 180 B-29s then in SAC, only 101 were able to
take part in the test, which was marked by both poor planning
and performance.!® Tests in July and August that year in con-
junction with the AFSWP also pointed up numerous deficienclies,
primarily in bomb handling.

(U) Despite plans to increase requirements for modified
aircraft, bomb commanders, and weaponeers, the status of SAC
remained almost unchanged until the latter part of 1948, this

despite the Communist coup in Czechoslovakia and the Berlin
blockade

ky ) The Eighth Air Force, which had been assigned to SAC

C——t
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in November 1946 and which included the three Very Heavy Bom-
bardment Groups of the 5Bth Wing, reported its strength for the
509th as follows:
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11 August 4 crews on hand; 3 other tralned crews
1547 available; 9 SILVERPLATED aircraft on hand;
) " 14 other modified alrcraft available;

31 July’ 15 crews on'hand;*BB‘dther trained crews
1948 avallatle; 3B modified aircraft on hand.

&2) jzﬂtIn September 1648, the Military Liaison Committee
repdrted to the Secretary of Defense that the atomic striking
capability sti1ll consisted essentially of the 509th Group with
its 30 modified aircraft and 39 specially trained crews; in all
the Air Force had only 106 trained bomb_commanders and 69
weaponeers. By January 1949, SAC had 90 special crews and 124
modified aircraft available, as against a JCS-stated require-
ment for 175 and 225, respectively.'®
) }ZﬁfOVerall,'including the non-atomic units, SAC was show-

ng greater ilmprovement. Whereas 1in 1947 only six Bombardment
Groups had reached a state of operational efficiency that would
permit even partial deployment abroad, in 1948 six more Groups
were capable of overseas deployment.15

(U) The assumption of command of SAC by General LeMay in

October 1948 was to rejuvenate SAC, although low budgets pre-
vented full modernization and expansion until after 1950. In
1948, SAC received its first postwar bombers, the B-50 and the
B-36. The latter had close to true intercontinental range.
Under the influence of evolving atomic warfare concepts,

the extensive use of refueling techniques promised to
extend aircraft ranges even more and led to changes in the
organizational concept for atomic units.

(;P) }27/&he following tabulation shows the growth of SAC in
the period under review:

12/1946 - 148 B-29s

12/1947 - 319 B-29s

12/1948 - 35 B-36s, 35 B-50s, 486 B-29s, 30 RB-24s

12/194%9 - 36 B-36s, 99 B-5Cs, 386 B-29s, 26 RB-29s
_ 12/1950 - 38 B-36s, 195 B-50s, 282 B-29s, 20 RB-36s
: 19 RB-50s, L6 RB-29s

1271951 - 96 B-36s, 216 B-50s, 346 B-29s, 10 B-4Ts,

63 RB-36s, 40 RB-50s, 32 RB-29s
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12/1952 —VISH B-36s, 62 B-47s, 224 B-50s, 114 RB-36s,
‘39 RB-50s, 417 B-29s, 18 RB-29s :

12/1953 - 185 B-36s, 329 B-47s, 138 B-50s, 110 B-29s,

o 137 RB-36s, .38 RB-50s, 80 RB-29s, 11 RB-4T7s.

Numbers of aircraft, however, do not give a true plicture of

strength. For example, in 1950, three heavy bomber wings were

out of operaticn because of lack of equipment, and the medium
bomber wings were also short of equipment.!’ Also, there were

312 SAC crews but only 263 were considered combat ready.

-
-

C. EARLY OVERSEAS DEPLOYMENTS

(U) The emergence of the Soviet Union as the only threat to
the continental United States dictated the geographical areas
in which the most important SAC operations would be concentrated.
The Arctic Qas one of those areas, because of the belief that
the great circle route across the polar basin from Europe would
be the likely avenue of approach by any attacker. It seemed
wise therefore toc acquaint SAC personnel with the problems
inherent in cold weather operations.!® Considerable attention
was glven in 1947 to flights in and around Alaska and Greenland'
emphasis was placed on polar rescue and survival, cold weather
maintenance, and the peculiarities of cold weather operations.
These experiences graphically showed the need for much improved
communications if SAC were to operate in this area.!’®

(U) The following year a program was begun of long overseas
flights to and around the Arctic, Europe, and the Far East.
However, the focus did not last long; in what the official SAC
history termed "probably the meost significant change in opera-
tional policy during 1948," operational emphasis was shifted
from the polar regions to Europe. The rotation of SAC units to
Alaska continued, but that reglon rapldly lost some of 1ts
early presumed importance as a key area in worldwide plans for
strateglc bombing when, after a partial alert in June 1948,

SAC units were assigned to Europe.2® This development was to
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have major significance for command and control, especlally in
regard to communications, which had remained a major weakness
1n Arqpic operations and indeed had been a major factor in
SAC's disenchantment with the Arctic as an operating area.
(?> Lsﬁ,As noted earlier, the European crises in the first half
of 1948 found the striking power of SAC still relatively low.
The key unit, the 509th Group, was described at this time as
having only 11 fully qualified crews and possibly 12-15 more
that could be scraped together and that would have some pro-
ficlency in atomic operations. Officems of the Group felt they
would be lucky to "get off 30 bombs by D+30 with any assurance
that the crews were equal to thelr tasks." The 509th also did
not at this time have any target folders.?!

(U) On 27 June 1948, it was decided to dispatch three full
heavy bombardment groups to Europe as both a political and
" military gésture.’ At the time," SAC's strength in Europe com-- .-
prised one squadron of the 301st Bombardment Group at Fursten-
feldbruch. The other two squadrons of the group were ordered
to Goose Bay, the normal summer staging area for Europe. The
307th Bombardment Group was placed on 3-hour alert and the 28th
Bombardment Group on 12-hour alert, both to go to the United
Kingdom. The rest of SAC went on 24-hour alert.
(y) <QS§/éy 2 July, all the 301lst Group was in Germany, where it
was ordered to fly nothing but test flights until 7 July. For
a time, some consideration was apparently given to using the
B-29s to transport coal to West Berlin, but to SAC‘s‘relief the
idea was abandoned. It took longer to move the 307th and 28th
Groups to Britain because of the need to prepare temporary
bases. SAC's strength in Europe had been increased ninefold,
but it took three weeks to do 1t, and by the time the units
were fully operational there, the alert had been relaxed.
Nevertheless, the units were kept 1n Furope for the rest of
1948.2% It should be noted that none of the alrcraft in these
units carried atomic bombs or was capable of carrying atomic-

bombs.??
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(U) It was not until 1951 that SAC permanently stationed
units overseas--B-36s arrived in Britain in January 1951 and
at Moroccan bases in December of that year.?“ The Moroccan
bases were decided upon because of the vulnerability of the UK
bases to Soviet attack. Along with the establishment of these
bases came the development of the KC~97 tanker, which gave the
B-47 an intercontinental bombing capability and thus vastly
increased SAC's operational capabilities. In addition, by this
time the B-36, which had many performance deficiencies when it
first arrived in SAC in 1948, had been greatly improved and -was
the backbone of the heavy bombardment force.

(U) In these early years, the lack of a true, long-range
intercontinental bombing force made SAC almost completely depen-
dent on overseas bases in order to conduct its atomic offensive.
It was not only a matter of aircraft range. The‘logistical
support reaqulred for an-atomlc campalgn was such that, for:
rapid response, that support had to be located at a forward
base. No matter how self-contalned and air-transportable SAC
units tried to be, moving such materiel and persconnel forward
in an emergency would have taken too long.

(U) It was felt in SAC in those years that the absence or
loss of forward bases would cut SAG‘S striking power fully as
much as if the greater part of SAC were destroyed on the ground.
At the same time, overseas bases became more and more politi-
caliy and militarily wvulnerable as the 1950s progressed.
Nevertheless, for its first decade, SAC remained heavily depen-
dent on them. It was not until after the mid-1950s that a
recognition of the vulnerability of those bases led to a com-
plete reorientation of SAC operational concepts and a withdrawal
of SAC to well-dlspersed bases within the Unlted States.

D. THE DEVELOPMENT OF SAC COMMUNICATIONS
-~ (U) The role of SAC as the atomic core of the American
military establishment and the special command and control
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requirements deriving from that role would seem to have demanded
special communications capabilities. Atomic warfare doctrine
and 1ts special sensitivities would seem to havé impésed a need
for finely tuned atomic responsivehess. In the actual course

of events, the development of communications to fill these
special needs came about very slowly and was not fulfilled in
the perliod under review.

{U) At the close of World War II, no special AAF communlca-
tions system, as such, existed. The AAF was a subordinate service
of the Army and thus could not claim a separate system. From
1946 to 1949, SAC depended on the Army Command and Administrative
Net, supplemented by a radio telephone circuit from the Pentagon
to SAC headquarters at Andrews AFB in Maryland.zs No special
telephone facilitles were available to SAC, and normal commercial
long-distance service was depended upon.?® Not until 1849, when
the USAF command teletype network (AIRCOMNET) became operational,
did the Air Force have its own communications system. The AIRCOMNET
was supposed to carry both operational and administrative traffic.

(U) The AIRCOMNET fell short of meeting the operational re-
guirements of SAC, which wanted a fully independent system. It
was found that the system could not efficiently carry both
operational and administrative traffic. The success of SAC's
mission would clearly depend a great deal on the communications
that directed it. Even the limited deployment tc the United
Kingdom in 1948 had revealed severe communlcations deficiencies.
Common-user facilities were simply unequal to the task when SAC
might have to be employed on a worldwide basis.

(U) Improvements made to the AIRCOMNET proved inadequate.
General LeMay complained that the system did not function ade-
quately even for current, limited operations. He directed the
establishment of a control system that would be more exclusively
"SAC's but that would still be coordinated with other systems.

In late 1949 and early 1950, plans were formulated for the con-
struction and activation of the Strategic Operatlional Control-
System (SOCS)}. This net made use of a teletype and telephone
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system independent of the existing AIRCOMNET. The latter con-
tinued to handle administrative traffic, while the SOCS carried -
operational traffic only. Initially, the SOCS, which was fully
installed by 1 May 1950, was to function entirely within the
continental United States, providing the telephone and teletype
facilities necessary for operational control of SAC units in
the event of war. Circuitry was also established later in 1950
with Tokyo, Goose Bay AF¥B, Ernest Harmon AFB, Kindley AFB,
North Africa, Guam, and Britain.?’ These circuits employed
Army, Navy, Alrways and Air Communfcation Service, and commer-
cial circults by special agreements. Early in 1951 an important
circult to the Azores was activated and a cable circult to the
United Kingdom replaced the radio teletype as a primary circuit.

(U) The SOCS net paralleled the SAC chain of command. Its
nerve center was the RAMROAD network of long-distance telephone
lines fanning outward from SAC headquarters to all subordinate
Air Force headquarters and air bases 1n the United States.
Supplementing the telephone net was the teletype net. These
were not full-time circuits, however. Through agreement with
the American Telephone and Telegraph Company, the SOCS net was
an "on call" net, which meant that upon the request of SAC
headquarters all circuits could be, establicshed or made operable
within approximately 30 minutes.?® In addition, there were the
communications systems of subordinate alr forces; each alr
force operated control rooms full time, which enabled them to
pinpoint the lecation of all alrcraft at any time.?®

(U) A SAC communic .- ons command post exercise (CPX) in
September 1950 reveal .  aat serious communications deficiencles
persisted. Involving li locations and generating some 250
messages to and from SAC headquarters, the exercise revealed an
average transmission-time requirement of 4 hours and 44 minutes.
The bulk of the delays were man-made.®® (By June 1952, a
marked improvement was noted in another CPX involving 50 loca-
tions and some 4,500 messages, whose average transmission.time
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had dropped to 48 minutes.?!) Nevertheless, the 1950 exercise
had indicated that, while communications inside the United States

were fairly satisfactory or improving, the real prcblem-lay in
. RECCN
the overseas links. e

(U) The skeletal structure of the overseas communications
system was formed around four types of communications equipment:
radic teletype, submarine cable, landline teletype, and land-
line telephone. This mixed system was entirely independent of
SAC control and funds to maintain 1t were allocated from inde-
pendent sources. General LeMay stressed repeatedly that SAC
needed direct communications between SAC headquarters and any
bases from which SAC units might operate.?? Ironically, it
would appear that by the end of 1951 the capabilities of SAC,
with its new overseas base structure, had improved faster and
further than the command and control structure by which it
would be cperated. ’

(U) Until 1951, SAC was still dependent upon the USAF
AIRCOMNET for all traffic, operational, logistical, and admin-
istrative, of higher classification than "restricted," since
the teletype portion of SOCS (which had been installed in late
1949) connecting SAC headquarters to the subordinate alr forces
was not equipped with an encrypting or deciphering capabllity.
Its operational use was thus severély limited and greater use
had to be made of AIRCOMNET, which had an encoding capability,
during operations. Consequently, the next step, using part of
AIRCOMNET, was the development early in 1951 of a teletype sys-
tem, the SAC Communications Network (SACCOMNET), which gave SAC
an improved capability but was still not fully satisfactory.?®?

(U) All the major communications plans of the USAF origi-
nated before the outbreak of the Korean war, so the war had no
direct effect upon the initial planning of a communications
network to support SAC. The effect of Korea was to stimulate
congtruction, procurement of equipment, and the extension of

communications into areas of the world not served up till theén.
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The improvement of communications to forward bases occurred at
this time. The overseas portion of SACCOMNET terminated in a
major relay station in England, which in turn connected major -
strategic bombardment bases. Circults were provided from
England to North Africa, and, in addition, the Navy allocated
to SAC two point-to-point circuits to bases being established
in Morocco, one at Rabat and one at $1di Slimane.

(U) However, the North African bases presented serious
problems. All the landline circults were leased from the Post
Telephone and Telegraph (PTT) of French Morocco and were un-
reliable. While construction of the bases was moving along by
the end of 1951 and personnel were in place, communications
equipment was still in very short supply. There were no facili-
ties (radioc or other) available to back up the PTT-leased line.
Progress in this directlon was very slow.

(U) There were also communications problems in the North-
east Air Command area, which covered the northeast United States,
Iceland, Greenland, Newfoundland, and Labrador. The problems
there stemmed from a shortage of equipment and from a natural
phenomenon called the auroral absorption zone. These problems
had been recognized fully after the SAC exercise in September
1950, and, while the solution appeared to be in the use of very
high frequency (VHF) communications, the problems were still
unresolved in mid-1952.°%"

(U) As early as 1946, the idea had been initiated of an
Air Force global communicatlons system that would enable all
commands to monitor their aircraft anywhere in the world. The
Korean war inspired the Congress to appropriate funds for the
USAF strategic communications system--GLOBECOM, which was to

be composed of point-to-point landline teletype and radio facili-

ties as well as air-ground-air radio links. The system would
not belong to any one Air Force command and would give to SAC,
upon request, allocated circuits that were owned and operated
entirely by the Air Force.®S Once completed, GLOBECOM would
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relieve SAC of its primary reliance on channels allccated by
the Army, Navy, and Coast Guard.

(U) The initiation of the project was accompanied by a long
dispute in regard to the proper organization and management of
the system after it was completed. As a result, by mid-1952
only painfully slow progress had been made because of produc-
tion, procurement, delivery, and funding problems. Much of the
available equipment was diverted to the Northeast Air Command
area in an effort to surmount the especially serious communica-
tions problems there. GLOBECOM st11l did not satisfy SAC's
stated requirements, and all through the decade SAC was to
complain of the inadequacy of a common-user net like GLOBECOM
for SAC's speclal role. The story of GLOBECOM was to be typilcal
of much of the overall communications picture in the early

1950s, a picture of very slow progress despite an obvious need.
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VII
US PERCEPTIONS OF THE SOVIET THREAT

(U) The effort described in this study to cope with the new
force of atomlc energy and to create a military force prepared
to use it as a weapon was carried out initially without any
countervailing Soviet nuclear threat. “There was, of course,
the other and first threat, that of the Soviet army in Eurocpe.
That Soviet ground forces had the capability to attack and
conquer Western Europe against existing ground opposition was
accepted 2ll through these years. The major asset in NATO was
the threat of a US atomic attack. The American monopoly of
atomic weapons endured for four years; while there was concern
at the time over the possibility of Soviet long-range air
attacks with conventional weapons, the danger involved was
miniscule in comparison. In the first SAC plan (25 July 1946)
for training and emplioyment, for example, SAC pointed out that
'"'no major strategic threat or requirement now exists nor, in
the opinion of our country's best strategists, will such a
requirement exist for the next three to five years."1 The
first real concern lay in just when the Soviets might develop
their atomic bomb. ’

Q) gﬁﬁ/ft 15 curious that the legend has been created that
the United States was surprised by the Soviet achievement of
an atomic explosion in August 1949. Both the military and the
scientific community had accepted the US monopoly as temporary
and, indeed, probably fleeting. In September 1945, Secretary
of War 3timson had warned the President that the Soviets might
have the bomb in four years. Ambassadors Harriman in Moscow

and Steinhardt in Prague reported that the Soviets were working

hard on an atom bomb. In August 1946, the Army's Intelligence
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Division thought the Soviets would be producing bombs by 1949
or 1950, and in December 1947 the USAF Director of Intelligence -
expected a Soviet bomb by the summer or fall of 1949. 1In mid-

1948, the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) of the JCS thought
it would be mid-1950.2

(9) jéﬂ/éstimates continued to disagree. In December 1947, the

Director cof the CIA released an estimate Jointly prepared by

the CIA, the Office of Naval Intelligence, and the Army G-2.

The estimate conceded that Soviet results in 1947 were appar-
ently equivalent to those achieved:by the Manhattan Project in
1943, but, allowing a progress rate only one-third that of the
US rate, the estimate thought it unlikely that a Soviet bomb
would appear before 1953. It was "almost certain" that it would
not appear before 1951. Air Intelligence, which had not been
consulted in the preparation of the joint estimate, dissented,
asserting the USAF bellef that the Soviets would certainly have
the bomb in the 1949-52 period.? 1In early 1949, the Air Force
intermediate range war plan stated that mid-19