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All figures of distance and speed are given in nautical miles. A nautical mile is 6,080
feet, which is 800 feet more than a statute mile. A knot (nautical mile per hour) is 1.15
times greater than a statute mile per hour.
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. 1
Prominent Terms

Base: used here primarily in reference to strategic bomber bases controlled
exclusively by the Strategic Air Command (SAC), meaning the command was the only
military unit stationed upon it.2 Unless otherwise noted, no distinctions should be
inferred with other terms that are used interchangeably, such as air base, facility,
installation, or site. Two aspects of a base will serve here as its defining characteristics,
physical structure and military mission. The first portion is a main Air Force facility
comprised of a runway, buildings, and personnel. The second portion requires
fulfillment of all military functions related to flight operations, including direct combat
operations and necessary support, such as planning, maintenance, armaments, and
supply.

Air Force: the American military service primarily responsible for aerial
operations. The Air Force became independent from the Army in September 1947, so
three previous organizational names appear in the early chapters: Air Service (1918-
1926), Air Corps (1926-1941) and Army Air Forces (1941-1947).

Bomber: a combat aircraft dedicated to surface attack from the air.
Traditionally, a bomber can fly farther and carry more munitions than other aircraft

involved in direct combat operations, but this distinction blurred with the advent of

! These definitions are derivations of those found in Woodford Agee Heflin, ed., The United States Air
Force Dictionary, (Princeton: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1956), (hereafter cited as Heflin, AF
Dictionary), and primary documents of the era from JCS and AF records. These terms are not eternal, but
relatively fixed during the decade addressed. When changes of meaning did occur, an explanation is
provided in subsequent footnotes.

* There were three general forms of basing arrangements for United States forces stationed at foreign
facilities during this period, and 'exclusive use' was the highest. The others were 'joint use' (American
and host nation forces).and 'participating use' (American and allied countries as designated by the host
country). SAC held access rights to facilities around the Northern Hemisphere through all of these
arrangements, but the primary concern here is those bases controlled by the command under exclusive
use.




fighter-bombers, air refueling, and tactical nuclear weapons. Adjectives modified this
term throughout the early Cold War. By the middle of the 1950s the distinguishing
feature was gross weight (including crew, fuel, énd bomb load). A medium bomber,
such as the B-29 and B-47, weighed from one hundred thousand to a quarter billion
pounds; a heavy bomber, such as the B-36 and B-52, exceeded this weight. These terms
changed in the decade after World War II, and this is noted in the text.’

Host Nation: often simply host, a foreign country that allows an American
military base on its soil.

Intercontinental: a precise operational definition appropriate for the 1950s is
distances beyond 3,300 miles, the air mileage from the closest bomber base in the
continental United States to primary target complexes in the Soviet Union.*

Overseas: the area outside the continental (lower forty-eight) United States.’

Radius of Action: the maximum distance an aircraft can operate, under given

conditions, from the center of a circle and return to the same point. S This term makes

? Previously these adjectives were used in reference to range and altitude, but by 1955 referred only to
weight For instance, in WW II the B-17 and B-24 were both heavy bombers, while the B-29 was a very
heavy bomber. But these terms changed with the advent of larger aircraft. The B-29 remained in the Air
Force inventory through 1954 and its status changed repeatedly: it became a heavy bomber in 1947, and a
medium bomber in 1950. See Heflin, AF Dictionary, and Marcelle Size Knaack, Post-World War I1
Bombers, 1945-1973, vol. II of Encyclopedia of US Air Force Aircraft and Missile Systems,
(Washington: Office of AF History, 1988), (hereafter cited as Knaack, Bombers).

* Mere continental separation is inadequate, for North America and Eurasia are separated by only twenty
miles across the Bering Strait. This term is my definition and is derived from the B-47 base at Limestone,
Maine, to the area around Moscow. A detailed listing of distances from SAC bases in the continental US
to Soviet target areas can be found in E.P. Oliver and J.A. Wilson, "A Soviet Target Complex for
Strategic Systems Studies," RAND Research Memorandum RM-1683, 7 February 1956, (hereafter cited
as Oliver and Wilson, RAND RM-1683). This distance is slightly less than the "intercontinental” label
used by ballistic missiles, which drew the partition between IRBMs and ICBMs at 3,500 miles.

* SAC eventually had two bomber bases in Alaska, which became a state in 1959, but by the connotation
of the 1950s, it remained an overseas location.

® This term is often interchanged with range, a misnomer, which should refer only to the absolute distance
an aircraft can fly from takeoff until fuel exhaustion. Range is a vague term in reference to aircraft due to
extreme variations of aerodynamics, climate, and mission. Range (straight line distance) is often
confused with the term radius (half of a round trip). However, some quotes and paraphrases featured here
will use the more common term 'range.! Range is best applied to missile systems for they use a one-way
flight profile.
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allowances for imposed constraints, such as expected combat conditions which require a
specific bomb capacity and flight profile.

Staging Base: an advanced air base, usually with minimum facilities, where
aircraft prepare for impending air operations.

Strategic: generally this signifies support of broad national objectives, and often
contrasts with tactical (support of specific battlefield objectives in a region of surface
combat). Strategic is defined here in a very narrow sense with reference to offensive air

poweré-direct aerial attacks on the enemy homeland.
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The air has become a highway which has brought within easy access every point
on the earth's surface--a highway to be traveled in peace, and in war, over great
distances without limit at ever-increasing speed. Continued development is
indicated in the machines and in the weapons which will travel the reaches of
this highway...[We] must govern the place accorded Air Power in plans for
coordination and organization of our resources and skills for national defense.

United States Strategic Bombing Survey
Summary Report (European War), 1945




Chapter 1

Introduction

On the morning of 16 January 1991, the eve of the Gulf War, seven SAC
bombers took off from Barksdale Air Force Base (AFB) in Louisiana, laden with
weapons for use against Iraq. After fifteen hours of flight, which included two hours of
air refueling by each plane, they arrived at launch points in northern Saudi Arabia and
released thirty-five cruise missiles at eight target complexes in the Mosul area, then
returned to the United States. This flight lasted over thirty-five hours and covered
fourteen thousand miles--the longest time and farthest distance of any combat mission in
aviation history.1 This was also the first wartime demonstration of an ideal sought by
American leaders since before World War II and proclaimed by Air Force leaders since
the late 1950s: the intercontinental reach of aerial platforms. Strategic weapons based in
the United States attacked a distant enemy nation, seemingly without the many political,
economic, social, and military encumbrances of overseas bases. But bases beyond
North America were used for support of this mission; the bombers were refueled by a
fleet of fifty-seven aerial tankers from bases in Spain and the Azores. Even today, at the
end of aviation's first century, if aircraft are the intercontinental weapons of choice,

bases beyond national borders are still required.

' The bombers were B-52Gs, a later version of the venerable aircraft that first became operational in the
late 1950s. Supporting the strike were thirty-eight KC-135s from Lajes Air Base in the Azores, and
nineteen KC-10s from Spain. Eliot A. Cohen, director, Gulf War Air Power Survey, vol. II,
(Washington; United States Government Printing Office, 1993), pp. 138-141; Richard P. Hallion, Storm
Over Iraq, (Washington; Smithsonian Institution Press, 1992), pp. 163-65, 171-72; James P. Coyne, “A
Strike by Stealth,” Air Force Magazine, March 1992, pp. 38-44.




Overview

This dissertation presents an analysis of a specific type of American military
base used during the 1950s, namely overseas bomber bases controlled by the Strategic
Air Command (SAC). These facilities were unique, by mission and command lines, and
were pivotal to the national security strategy of the United States during a crucial period
of the Cold War.

The collection of SAC bomber bases which developed around the Northern
Hemisphere was a means of projecting America's strategic aerial forces towards distant,
prospective enemies. The bases were an interim solution, primarily designed to forestall
any Soviet military move in Western Europe. They were an expedient, which readily
accommodated the existing American strategic arsenal and bolstered one aspect of
America's deterrent posture. The first of the SAC overseas bases opened in 1950, and
by 1960 their demiée was fully underway. This epoch witnessed a change in the
projection of American long-range military power, moving from a perimeter strategy,
which relied upon strategic air bases located in foreign countries, to a polar strategy,
which thereafter allowed strategic forces to operate from bases in the continental United
States and traverse the Arctic region.

At the core of this analysis is military operations, but these cannot be analyzed
independently, especially with regard to foreign bases. Military power does not exist in
a vacuum, and throughout, I shall place my topic into a wider context. There are many
historical elements which contribute to the story of this SAC base network, and this is
an effort to present, describe, and interpret many facets of these unique facilities.
Aspects of strategy, politics, diplomacy, and economics will emerge as contributory

elements, but I shall continually relate these to the more restricted focus of the policies,



problems, and practices of overseas bomber bases. This considerably limits the scope of
this topic. The fundamental purpose of this dissertation is to conduct a systematic
analysis of these unique bases abroad. This is not the final word on the topic of

overseas SAC bases, merely an illumination of a neglected, but critical, historical topic.

Historiography

The secondary works mentioned below provide many underlying assumptions
and permit an initial assessment of SAC overseas bases in the 1950s, thus establishing
the context for a more detailed analysis of my particular subject. Each of these works
represents important scholarship in its given area, yet due to focus, topic, or time period,
each proved to be insufficiently specific in regards to SAC bases. The contribution and
limitations of these works will be briefly addressed here and later chapters will examine
these elements in greater detail.

The Cold War literature is enormous and the basic outlines well known. The
shifts from realist to revisionist to post-revisionist perspectives will not be traced here, I
will concentrate on particular aspects most relevant to my topic. The Cold War took a
militant turn in the nine month period between September 1949 and June 1950, from the
explosion of the first Soviet atomic device to the start of the Korean War. During this
time, the United States leadership turned from the original constructs of Containment
put forth by George Kennan, towards a more adversarial stance versus the Soviet Union.
Signifying this turn was the endorsement of National Security Council (NSC) document
NSC-68, which defined the Soviet Union as a world-wide threat to the Western allies,

and advocated a military build-up to contain it. American leaders used the Korean War




as justification for expanding the American defense budget and seeking a military
presence abroad.

Two prominent Cold War authors briefly address the overseas bomber bases as
part of their larger studies. Melvyn Leffler discusses the American desire for bomber
bases abroad and some of the locations sought, but he stops there, with the
preliminaries, and never fully examines the accumulation of the sites. Additionally,
Leffler's book ends with the second Truman Administration, so it covers only the first
portion of my period. Stephen Ambrose briefly discusses the need for these bases due
to the limited range of bomber aircraft, but his aim is much broader and he too never
fully addresses the specific topic of bomber bases.”

Strategic studies assess the American military strategy of this era, with particular
emphasis on nuclear weapons. These works have tabulated the extensive growth of the
American nuclear stockpile in the early Cold War: from two in 1945, to 450 in 1950, to
over eighteen thousand in 1960. Reliance on these weapons is also well established, as
America’s post-war leaders consistently placed priority on the nuclear arsenal. On the
high end of this stockpile were the strategic weapons, the larger ones designed for
targets deep in enemy territory, which could initially only be delivered by aircraft. The
fulcrum of American strategic power during this period thus lay with the Air Force

bomber, but most of these strategic studies stop there.” I have a major contention with

2 Melvyn P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration and the
Cold War, (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992), (hereafter cited as Leffler, Preponderance),
strategic bases are briefly discussed throughout the book, see especially pp. 56-59, 226-228; Stephen
Ambrose, Rise to Globalism: American Foreign Policy Since 1938, 6th rev. ed., (New York: Penguin
Books, 1991), (hereafter cited as Ambrose, Globalism). A general book very helpful for the context of
the Cold War is John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American
National Security Policy, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), (hereafter cited as Gaddis,
Strategies).

? Stockpile figures from Thomas B. Cochran, William M. Arkin, and Milton M. Hoenig, Nuclear
Weapons Databook: U.S. Nuclear Forces and Capabilities, vol. 1, (Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing
Company, 1984), (hereafter cited as Cochran, et al, Databook), table 1-4. Other prominent strategic




this scholarship as it relates to elements of my specific historical topic. I feel a
separation should be made between weapons and means of delivery, in this case nuclear
weapons and strategic bombers. The tremendous weight given to nuclear weapons
obscures the more fundamental importance of these aircraft: they possessed strategic
capability, entirely independent of the weapons they carried. I will develop this point in
greater detail later.

Also beneficial were historical studies of SAC, which reveal the unique status
held by this American military unit. It was the primary command responsible for
strategic warfare until the late 1950s, and held the predominate position in the American
military structure at least through that time. Despite periods of reduced defense
budgets, military draw-downs, and cqntinual political scrutiny, SAC forces underwent
tremendous growth throughout the post-World War I era. As Appendix A.2 shows, the
numbers are staggering. In the ten year span following the command's 1946 inception,
SAC bases increased three-fold, personnel almost six-fold, and bombers eleven-fold. In
1956, the peak of the overseas base network, SAC had 1,650 bombers; for comparison,

in 1996 the United States Air Force had only 218 bombers. Another noteworthy feature

studies referenced in this work include Richard G. Hewlett and Francis Duncan, Atomic Shield, 1947-
1952, vol. II of A History of the United States Atomic Energy Commission, (University Park: The
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1969), (hereafter cited as Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic Shield);
Desmond Ball and Jeffrey Richelsen, eds., Strategic Nuclear Targeting, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1986), (hereafter cited as Ball and Richelsen, Nuclear Targeting), a fine work which offers tremendous
insights, but my copy had a chapter which was printed upside down and backwards, so I do fault the
publishers; David Alan Rosenberg, "The Origins of Overkill: Nuclear Weapons and American Strategy,
1945-1960," International Security 7 (Spring 1983), pp. 3-71, (hereafter cited as Rosenberg, "Overkill");
McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival: Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years, (New York:
Random House, 1988), (hereafter cited as Bundy, Danger); Richard Rhodes, Dark Sun: The Making of
the Hydrogen Bomb, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1995), (hereafter cited as Rhodes, Dark Sun);
Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, (London: The Macmillan Ltd., 1981), (hereafter
cited as Freedman, Evolution), an excellent book but, in relation to this topic, makes one glaring error on
page 64, stating that the B-46 (a test bomber, of which only two were produced) became the core of the
SAC bomber force in the 1950s; Samuel R. Williamson and Steven L. Rearden, The Origins of US
Nuclear Strategy, 1945-1953, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1993), (hereafter cited as Williamson and
Rearden, Origins), this book is an exception to several of the criticisms mentioned in the text, it does
discuss bombers and bases, but stops in 1953.




of SAC was that it was the only military unit designated a specified command--which
meant its command lines did not run through any regional or allied structure. This is a
crucial distinction, which leads directly to SAC control of its own overseas bases. SAC
forces, regardless of their local position, answered to SAC Headquarters in Omaha,
Nebraska. SAC was a purely national force, an exclusive means of delivering, or
threatening to deliver, American weapons on distant targets. There is agreement that
General Curtis E. LeMay, SAC Commander from 1948 to 1957, was primarily
responsible for building the command into a premier combat-ready unit, and I will go
into his role in some detail.*

The SAC histories trace the rise of the command, and some discuss the need for
overseas bases, but most end before the command gained full use of these sites in the
middle of the decade. Walton Moody discusses the need and desire for world-wide
bomber bases, and offers rich primary sources, especially those internal to the Air Force
and SAC. Meetings and memorandums are presented and analyzed, but Moody stops in
1952. William Borgiasz assesses the expanding power of SAC as its forces,
capabilities, and centralization of command increase in the post-World War II decade.
His focus is more on organization and training, little mention is made of overseas bases
and he too stops short of the full base use period, ending in 1955. Likewise, Harry

Borowski's book finishes before the Korean War.’

* Walton S. Moody, Building a Strategic Air Force, (Washington: Air Force History and Museums

" Program, 1996), (hereafter cited as Moody, Building); William S. Borgiasz, The Strategic Air Command:
Evolution and Consolidation of Nuclear Forces, 1945-1955, (Westport: Praeger, 1996), (hereafter cited as
Borgiasz, SAC); Harry A. Borowski, A Hollow Threat: Strategic Air Power and Containment Before
Korea, (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1982), (hereafter cited as Borowski, Hollow); David A. Anderton,
Strategic Air Command: Two-Thirds of the Triad, (London: Ian Allan Ltd., 1976), (hereafter cited as
Anderton, Two-Thirds). As can be seen by some of the titles, three of these four SAC histories stop part
way through the 1950s, thus they do not cover the full period of the overseas bases.
* Moody and Borgiasz trace the growth of SAC and the tremendous capability the command eventually
assumed, although they disagree as to the timing. Moody finds SAC powerful by 1952, whereas
Borgiasz has it three years later. Moody, Building; Borgiasz, SAC. In contrast Borowski depicts the




The historiographical areas mentioned thus far provide a broad contextual
framework for a study of SAC overseas bases, but as we have seen these sites remain
only a minor element of much larger stories and are never fully analyzed. More focused
on the subject of SAC facilities abroad is the historiography of American overseas
bases. SAC bases were a critical, but small, portion of the American base network
during the 1950s: at peak numbers SAC had thirty overseas bases, the Air Force had
309, and the American military approximately 95 0.° These secondary works can be
grouped into three categories: general base studies, base studies of particular countries,
and specific studies of strategic air bases. These works form the nucleus of secondary
sources used in this analysis. The common features, particular approaches, and
limitations of each of these sources will now be briefly assessed, including some general
problems which will be treated more thoroughly in subsequent chapters. Some of the
disagreements and contradictions found in these works, which this analysis seeks to
remedy, will become readily apparent.

Of the general base studies, James Blaker offers the finest global perspective in
United States Overseas Bases: An Anatomy of the Dilemma. The dilemma addressed
by Blaker is that while American bases decline, they also become increasingly

expensive--a point also brought out briefly by Paul Kennedy.7 Armed with an

weakness of the command through the late 1940s, with great disparity between the political reliance
placed on SAC and the command's poor military capability before the Korean War. Borowski, Hollow.
® These peak numbers were not concurrent, and vary depending on the definition of an overseas base.
These figures are from Office of the Historian, Headquarters Strategic Air Command, The Development
of Strategic Air Command, 1946-1986: The Fortieth Anniversary History, (Offutt Air Force Base: SAC,
1 September 1986), (hereafter cited as HQ SAC, Fortieth): Study of Airpower, Hearings before the
Subcommittee on the Air Force of the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, 84th
Congress, second session, (Washington: GPO, 1957), (hereafter cited as 84th Congress, SOAP).

7 James Blaker, United States Overseas Bases: An Anatomy of the Dilemma, (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1990), (hereafter cited as Blaker, Dilemma); Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great
Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000, (London: Fontana Press, 1989),
(hereafter cited as Kennedy, Rise and Fall), pp. 517-519.




impressive collection of data, Blaker begins just before World War II and assesses these
bases across almost half a century, then offers many broad conclusions. According to
Blaker, America's Cold War bases evolved from those built during World War II, when
the United States established its general policy on the role of overseas sites, a
perspective which remains even today:
Overseas basing was the necessary vehicle by which the United States would
determine world events and was a legitimate instrument thorough which to
exercise US power. This view rejected the notion that the structure and
character of overseas bases would be determined by how other nations reacted to
the bases, replacing it with a very different emphasis: the bases were how the
United States would structure the character of other nations.®
Underlying all of this, according to Blaker, is a belief that overseas bases directly and
visibly represent an American move from pre-war isolationism to post-war
internationalism. Blaker has a credible discussion of the costs of overseas bases, but
due to his methodology, his work neglects other aspects of the sites. He readily admits
that his book entirely ignores political and diplomatic dimensions, focusing instead on
interdependence and interrelationships among the facilities. There is no particular
discussion concerning SAC bases, for Blaker uses a unique definition for a base (a
collection of facilities within twenty-five miles of a population center), and thus cannot
separate sites by function, size, or command lines. Blaker's focus is wide, as he uses a
"systems approach” to describe the entire assortment of American overseas bases.
Robert Harkavy also puts overseas bases in a broad context through a survey of

foreign military bases in regions around the globe. In stark contrast to Blaker, Harkavy

addresses only the diplomatic dimension, even going so far as to define a base not as a

¥ Blaker, Dilemma, p. 29.




physical structure, but as access rights granted to an external power. His analysis has a
geopolitical framework, but blurs the chronology and distinctions between planning,
acquisition, and development of various base sites.” Harkavy wrote a second book on
overseas bases, reiterating his previous definition of a base as “a situation in which the
user nation has unrestricted access and freedom to operate." This book is very
ambitious, going beyond mere American bases to a global assessment of bases held by
all major powers on the soil of another country.10 Harkavy discusses SAC bases in both
books, when they arise as a part of wider themes.

Alvin Cottrell and Thomas Moorer provide a narrower focus in United States

Overseas Bases: Problems of Projecting American Military Power Abroad. The

historical context provided by these authors is well developed, and they view the 1950s
as the prime, then waning, days of an American “containment ring” of bases around the
Soviet Union. They find that the rationale for seeking overseas military installations
throughout this early post-war period was to position American military strengths
(global mobility and strategic air power) as a counterbalance for Soviet military
strengths (geographic location and land armies). A strong point of the book is its
assessment of political risks to American access around the world, but the argument has
a strong naval slant as the authors often overlook the role of air bases while advocating
naval facilities. They also proclaim that the United States sought remote locations, such
as Greenland and Iceland, not so much to aid American strategy but to deny use of the

sites to the Soviets; a point that the present study refutes.'!

° Robert E. Harkavy, Great Power Competition for Overseas Bases: The Geopolitics of Access
Diplomacy, (New York: Pergamon, 1982), (hereafter cited as Harkavy, Access).

' Robert E. Harkavy, Bases Abroad: The Global Foreign Military Presence, (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1989), (hereafter cited as Harkavy, Presence), see particularly pp. 249-255.

" Alvin J. Cottrell and Thomas H. Moorer, Admiral, US Navy (retired), United States Overseas Bases:
Problems of Projecting American Military Power Abroad, The Washington Papers, vol. V, no. 47,
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An article from 1951 by Buel Patch assesses the extensive American overseas
base build-up then underway. The primary emphasis of this article is the mechanisms
necessary to acquire new overseas air bases, and he lists treaties, agreements, locations,
costs, and construction practices. This article presents a number of issues which are
further considered in this dissertation. >

The next major grouping within the historiography of American overseas bases

concerns studies of specific countries. Simon Duke's United States Military Forces and

Installations in Europe is the broadest and discusses the historical background, formal

and informal basing agreements, and future expectations within each country. This
work is valuable as a reference for American bases in the European area, details abound
with charts, maps, and figures depicting locations, units, equipment, and personnel in
each nation. Duke's book is also notable for its insightful and thorough assessment of
treaties and operational restrictions (such as storage of nuclear weapons) for bases in
Greenland, Spain, and the United Kingdom. In regards to SAC bases though, I take
issue with several of his findings. In a broad overview and again in his summary, Duke
holds that America established a "haphazard pattern”" of European bases in the late
1940s and 1950s, which gained a "raison d'étre, almost independent of significant
political and military changes." Within my narrower field of study, this claim is untrue.
SAC bases were built and occupied in many countries discussed by Duke at a precise

time and for an express purpose--and all of these were closely attuned with military and

(London: SAGE Publications, 1977), (hereafter cited as Cottrell and Moorer, Problems). The naval slant
should be no surprise: Cottrell is a former Professor of Foreign Affairs at the Naval War College and
Moorer is the former Chief of Naval Operations. Their book was an advocacy piece which sought to
persuade the Carter Administration away from overseas bases (especially air bases) and towards
increased reliance on floating naval assets.

" Buel Patch, "Overseas Bases," Editorial Research Reports, vol. II, 1951, pp. 435-452, (hereafter cited
as Patch, "Overseas").
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political changes which occurred throughout the decade. This theme will be further
developed in the following chapters.13

The largest collection of studies of American bases in a particular country

concern the United Kingdom, a convenient point for this analysis as fifteen of SAC's

thirty overseas bases were in Britain. Another book by Duke, United States Defence

Bases in the United Kingdom: A Matter for Joint Decision?, analyzes the bases and

holds that they have always been primarily for American benefit, without the full
knowledge of the British government or population. This is a thorough assessment,
especially of the period from 1945 to 1950, as the wartime relationships between Anglo-
American air leaders resulted in covert military-to-military agreements to develop
British bases suitable for American bombers and nuclear weapons. The book focuses on
the role of these bases during international incidents, such as the crises over Berlin and
the Suez Canal."*

Duncan Campbell, an investigative reporter for the New Statesman, uses the

post-war development of American military bases in the United Kingdom to launch an
attack on the Tory government and administration of the 1980s. Campbell's book is
meant as an exposé of what he views as an extensive and shrouded American military
base network throughout the United Kingdom. The “nuclear axis” running through
these post-war British bases is traced through war plans and world crises, as Campbell
recounts SAC operational practices with an emphasis on the political ramifications, such

as overflights of Britain with nuclear weapons. Campbell primarily registers the extent

1 Simon Duke, United States Military Forces and Installations in Europe, (London: Oxford University
Press, 1989), (hereafter cited as Duke, Europe), quote p. 43. The prominence of aircraft range is cited in
chapters on Norway, Iceland, Greenland, Spain, and the United Kingdom.

' Simon Duke, United States Defence Bases in the United Kingdom: A Matter for Joint Decision?
(London: Oxford University Press, 1982), (hereafter cited as Duke, UK).
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of the American presence, so the policies and practices at these bases are only presented
superficially to support his larger premise: America has militantly taken advantage of
British goodwill by unilaterally developing these bases, all the while keeping
information, decisions, and practices away from the British public. And, the Tory
government allowed this all to happen.]5

Two other authors counter the views of Duke and Campbell. Patrick E. Murray,
historian of the United States Third Air Force which is based in Britain, examines the
foundations of the American bases in "An Initial Response to the Cold War: The Build-
up of the US Air Force in the United Kingdom, 1948-1956." For Murray, the
cooperation between the two nations was one of respectful partnership and mutual
consent throughout this period. Murray lists all the American air bases, as had the
others, but further delineates command lines to the facilities as well. Likewise, Michael

Bowyer's title underscores his theme, Force for Freedom: The USAF in the UK since

1948."° 1hope to be able to provide additional light on the Anglo-American “special

relationship,” particularly in the matter of air base '<1rrangements.17

' Duncan Campbell, The Unsinkable Aircraft Carrier: American Military Power in Britain, (London:
Michael Joseph, 1984), (hereafter cited as Campbell, Unsinkable). Benito Mussolini first coined the
phrase "unsinkable aircraft carrier" during WW II, and Winston Churchill later used it as well.

16 patrick E. Murray, "An Initial Response to the Cold War: The Build-up of the US Air Force in the
United Kingdom, 1948-1956," pp. 14-24 in Roger G. Miller, ed., Seeing Off the Bear: Anglo-American
Air Power Cooperation During the Cold War, (Washington: Air Force History and Museum Program,
1995), (hereafter cited as Murray, "Initial"); Michael J.F. Bowyer, Force for Freedom: The USAF in the
UK since 1948, (London: Patrick Stephens Limited, 1994), (hereafter cited as Bowyer, Freedom).

" Many books have traced the development of the so-called special relationship. Some of the more
notable include: John Baylis, Anglo-American Defence Relations, 1939-1984: The Special Relationship,
2nd ed., (London: Macmillan, 1984), which stays strictly within defense issues; the topic is placed in a
broader context in William Roger Louis and Hedley Bull, eds., The Special Relationship: Anglo-
American Relations Since 1945, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), which is a series of presentations made
before five conferences held jointly by the Ditchley Foundation and the Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars; an early assessment which takes a much longer view is H.C. Allen, Great Britain and
the United States: a History of Anglo-American Relations 1783-1952, (London: Oldhams, 1954); see also
Coral Bell, "The Special Relationship," in Michael Leifer, ed., Constraints and Adjustments in British
Foreign Policy, (London: Allen and Unwin, 1972).
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The final group of literature concerns SAC bases abroad, and collectively these
works are either outdated or too narrow. Martin Packman, in a 1957 article, recounts in
great detail problems then emerging with American overseas strétegic air bases.
Packman assembles a wide collection of evidence, then predicts that the use of these
bases will soon decline. This article illuminates many facets of the overseas air base
system: Soviet reactions, diplomatic difficulties, costs, host nation concerns, and
American political opposition. Packman examines routine problems, such as newly-
independent Morocco demanding large rental payments, as well as problems particular
to nuclear weapons, such as intense public and political opposition against American
bases in Japan.18

There is one book which specifically examines SAC bomber bases in a single

country, Gerald Adam's A History of US Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, 1951-1963.

The chronology offered by Adams, a retired Air Force colonel and former commander
of one of the bases, begins with "the hasty build-up" from 1951 to 1953 and ends when
the Air Force left Morocco in 1963. This book was published by the (USAF) Moroccan
Reunion Society and is primarily a social history, exceedingly rich with details,
photographs, and personal reminisces.'’

In addition to these published sources, several doctoral theses provided

information relevant to my topic. The structure and content of these dissertations were

'8 Martin Packman, "Future of Overseas Bases," Editorial Research Reports, vol. I, 1957, pp. 65-82,
(hereafter cited as Packman, "Future").

" Gerald M. Adams, Colonel, USAF (retired), A History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, 1951-
1963, (Omaha: The Moroccan Reunion Association, 1992), (hereafter cited as Adams, Morocco). 1
would like to thank Colonel Adams for providing me with the last available copy of his book.
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helpful, but none directly addressed the topic of overseas strategic air bases in the

1950s.%°

Problems and Focus

Many previous works treat overseas bases merely as an inventory to be listed,
rather than an issue to be analyzed. As is evident from the above discussioﬁ there exists
no systematic, comprehensive analysis of the development, strategy, and demise of SAC
overseas bomber bases of the 1950s. These sites have never been split out from other
American overseas bases to reveal their purpose, risks, costs, challenges, and special
contributions of the American strategy of the period.

Many previous studies stress the continuity of American overseas bases from
World War II to the late 1950s, yet little attempt has been made to actually appraise the
details of this continuity, or any breaks in it, which signaled significant changes for
these facilities. The overall impact of Korea on American strategy has been noted by
most authors, but unexamined is why and how this war became the decisive impetus for
pursuit of SAC overseas bases. Many unasked questions also exist about the process by

which SAC gained direct control of these facilities and the rationale for seeking specific

2 Two dissertations specifically examine overseas bases, but each focuses on a different decade from my
topic. Elliot V. Converse, "United States Plans for a Postwar Overseas Bases System, 1942-1948," Ph.D.
diss., Princeton University, 1984, covers an earlier period and has a broader scope. James W. Chapman,
"United States Bases Abroad: Technological and Political Considerations Affecting Their Value," Ph.D.
diss., Princeton University, 1966, focuses on changes to the base structure with the new American
national security strategy of the 1960s, Flexible Response. Strategic air power is intimately linked with
nuclear weapons in Donald John Mrozek, "Peace Through Strength: Strategic Air Power and the
Mobilization of the United States for the Pursuit of Foreign Policy, 1945-1955," Ph.D. diss., Rutgers
University, 1972; Larry Dean O'Brien, "National Security and the New Warfare: Defense Policy, War
Planning, and Nuclear Weapons, 1945-1950," Ph.D. diss., The Ohio State University, 1981; and Mark
Bernard Schneider, "Nuclear Weapons and American Strategy, 1945-1953," Ph.D. diss., University of
Southern California, 1974. Tactical nuclear weapons are separated from strategic weapons in Kenneth
Jerold Comfort, "National Security Policy and the Development of Tactical Nuclear Forces: 1948-1958,"
Ph.D. diss., Columbia University, 1970; and the resulting impact of these new weapons can be found in
Jerome Martin, "Reforging the Sword: American Tactical Air Power in the 1950s," Ph.D. diss, The Ohio
State University, 1987.
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locations. I seek to answer the following question: Why and how did SAC bases
develop in specific locations at the time they did?

The present study will consider overseas bomber bases as but one alternative
among many means of projecting strategic military power. I shall analyze the overall
American strategy of the period, with an emphasis on strategic options which developed
over the course of the decade. Separate chapters will assess the evolution of the
American strategic arsenal, to explain the need, use, and demise of the bomber bases.
An entire chapter is dedicated to SAC aircraft development, and another concentrates on
alternatives to the bases which became operational late in the 1950s. Most of the
existing studies describe the close-down of these sites, but the reasons given lean toward
technological determinism, simply stating that the appearance of missile systems and
long-range bombers replaced overseas bomber bases. I shall go much deeper into the
nature of this complicated process of bomber bases closure which occurred about 1960.

Additionally, I will also go into more detail than previous works in two major
areas: the costs of overseas bomber bases, and the international politics necessary to
gain access to these sites.

There still remain several important perspectives that are not examined here.
The views of the host nations and the effect on the Soviet Union are both touched upon,
but largely through the filtered lens of American documents. NATO warplans and
related operational concerns are not specifically analyzed, but are discussed only as
SAC bases contributed to these topics. Nuclear weapons are not a prominent issue, and
the reasons for this will become clear in subsequent chapters. These issues are
integrated into this history of SAC overseas bases, but they do not receive systematic

treatment.
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My level of analysis stays primarily within the highest echelons of the United
States Air Force, thus several additional levels are not fully addressed: the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the National Security Council, the Department of Defense, the Presidential
Cabinet, the State Department. I will touch upon many concerns expressed at these
other levels, but constantly return to the views, concepts, and plans expressed within the
Air Force chain of command. The logic of base decisions made by SAC and Air Force
leaders are fully traced. The resulting policies supported by officials beyond the Air

Force are apparent, but not followed in detail.

Primaryv Sources

Primary sources are the foundation of this analysis, and those used here come
mainly from government records, government service organizations, and Air Force
records. As mentioned above, I will concentrate on the decision-making process within
the Air Force command structure, so appropriate internal documents and reports receive
the greatest attention. An initial assessment of the key bodies of documents is in order,
to reveal my selection criteria and value of these items to this study. The following
information is organized by repository, to show the current location of evidence used in
this dissertation.*'

The Dwight D. Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kansas, holds two Presidential
reports on overseas bases from the 1950s. Both feature prominently in this work and

neither has previously received thorough historical treatment. Eisenhower directed

Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson to begin the first report in October 1956, and

*'To place the names with job titles in this section, see Appendix A.1 'Players' for a list of American
leaders of this period.

o _’/ .
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Wilson selected former Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Affairs)
Frank C. Nash to lead the assessment. Nash obtained cooperation from the highest
levels of the American government, including interviews, reports, and data from the
Secretaries of Defense and State, the Secretaries of each military service, the Chairman
and all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the chief of the US diplomatic mission in
every country with an American base, and all unified and specified military
commanders responsible for overseas forces. Nash and his assistants made four trips
abroad as part of this fourteen month study, which was complete in December 1957.
Titled simply "United States Overseas Military Bases,' it is known as the Nash Report in
accordance with American governmental policy of naming a report after its chairman
(although Nash died shortly before finishing the final version). The report runs over
three hundred pages and consists of two parts, the main body of findings and an
appendix of country studies for each host nation. The report offers a wealth of detailed
information concerning overseas bases: negotiating processes, costs, recurring problems,
force structures, formal agreements. SAC bases are only a portion of this study, but are
treated as the overriding element of the American base system. By Eisenhower's
request, the Nash Report was distributed throughout the American government and
appropriate agencies implemented many of its recommendations. The report arises in
discussions at several NSC Meetings for the remainder of the decade.”?

In October 1959 Eisenhower requested a follow up to the Nash Report. William
Lang, from the Office of the AAssistant Secretary of Defense (International Security

Affairs), conducted the study aided by three members of the Joint Staff. In December

2 United States Overseas Military Bases,' Report to the President by Frank C. Nash, December 1957.
Dwight D. Eisenhower Library (DDEL), Ann Whitman Files (AWF), Admin Files, box 27, folder Nash
Report (1), (hereafter cited as Nash Report, DDEL).
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1959 members of the National Security Council requested that this report, then in
progress, specifically address the basing implications of ballistic missile development.
The Lang Report, formally titled 'Review of United States Qverseas Military Bases,'
was finished in April 1960 and focuses on recent changes to the overseas base structure
and those expected to occur in the near future. Although primarily a military
assessment, and thus not nearly as extensive as the Nash Report, it serves as a milestone
to mark major implications of newer weapons systems on the overseas bases,
particularly those bases used by SAC bombers.”?

The Eisenhower Library holds several collections which helped place these
Presidential base reports in context, revealing the thinking behind them and the
decision-making process which sprang from them. The Ann Whitman Files contain two
pertinent collections, the first being the NSC Files which include detailed minutes of
meetings in which these bases reports were presented, subsequent discussion among
council members, as well as related topics such as nuclear weapons, air defense
concerns, Soviet capabilities and perceived intentions, and the status of SAC. The
second valuable collection from the Ann Whitman Files is' the Admin(istrative) Files,
which has extensive collections categorized under the titles of air bases, Air Force,
nuclear weapons, and prominent figures involved in basing decisions. Files from the
White House Office of the Staff Secretary (Eisenhower's answer to a Presidential Chief
of Staff, a position held by General Andrew Goodpaster the entire time) hold extensive
notes of meetings and private conferences held with the President. Files from the White

House Office of the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs provided

B Review of United States Overseas Military Bases,' Report to the President by William E. Lang,
Colonel Wilmot R. McCutchen, Captain Charles C. Coley, and Colonel Jack T. Bradley, April 1960,
DDEL, White House Office of Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (WHO: SANSA), Subject
files, NSC, box 2, Base Rights (3), (hereafter cited as Lang Report, DDEL).
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background information to much of what appeared before the National Security
Council, such as formal reports and briefing notes used at the meetings. Topiéal files,
organized around people and issues, helped illuminate aspects of particular subjects, the
most notably being the (General Lauris) Norstad files. Norstad was an Air Force
general assigned to Europe throughout the entire 1950s, as USAFE Commander (1950-
1952), NATO Commander for Air (1953-1956), and finally SACEUR (1956-1963). If
any officer in Europe would have vied for control of SAC bases, it would have been
Norstad, but as will be seen, he remained supportive of SAC's overseas status. Norstad's
collection has over one hundred boxes, filled with information internal to NATO,
discussions with SAC and the Joint Chiefs, as well as personal correspondence with
Eisenhower.

The US National Archives in Washington, DC, and Suitland, Maryland, contains
record groups with information specifically related to overseas bases. Record Group
218 (Joint Chiefs of Staff) is a massive collection, but it is somewhat disorganized and
rather difficult to work with. Additionally, during my three visits over the course of
several months, this collection was still undergoing a move from Washington to
Suitland. Luckily though, many documents concerning the Joint Strategic Plans
Committee, the Soviet threat, and custody of nuclear weapons were found. Especially
useful was the 570 series of documents, known as the "Basing Bible." Record Group
330 (Secretary of Defense) and Record Group 349 (US European Command) contain
military evaluations of NATO nations throughout the 1950s, which reveal some of the
military rationale for seeking SAC bases in particular countries. The latter record group
also holds memos of base visits by high-level American officials and summaries of

foreign military aid provided during the decade, containing information about the
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political rationale for seeking certain countries and the eco‘nomic incentives offered as
part of the process. Record Group 46 (Congress) holds Congressional travel reports as
well as correspondence to and from members of the Senate Committee on Real Estate
and Military Construction; these greatly aided the political and economic picture of the
overseas bases. Record Group 341 (Headquarters USAF) and Record Group 340
(Secretary of the Air Force) were disappointing and sparse concerning this subject, and
several seemingly promising inventories revealed little useful information, the one
exception being formal reports of overseas air base construction.

Two published Congressional hearings from Record Group 287 (Congress) were
particularly valuable. The 1952 "Hiring for Work at Overseas Bases" before the
Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee shows the
tremendous scrutiny given to cost overruns at SAC bases in French Morocco. And most
illuminating was the 1956 "Study of Airpower" before the Subcommittee on the Air
Force of the Senate Armed Services Committee. Chaired by Senator Stuart Symington,
formerly the Secretary of the Air Force, this was a successful effort to rally political
support for increased Air Force spending amidst ongoing defense cuts by the
Fisenhower Administration. Over one hundred witnesses were called, including the
Secretary of Defense, all service secretaries, all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
retired and active duty general and flag officers who controlled aviation assets, and
various civilian experts. The published report and summary run over two thousand
pages, revealing a wealth of information about the course of American military aviation.
The interviewee comments are the most useful part, because it is readily apparent that
Symington used these hearinés as a public forum to paint a bleak picture of the status of

American air power, so to gain a larger share of future defense funds for the Air Force.
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The Library of Congress's Manuscript Reading Room in Washington, DC, was
the most in-depth asset for this study. Examined were the collections of every
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, every Air Force Chief of Staff, and every SAC
Commander from 1946 through 1960. The Papers of General Hoyt S. Vandenberg (Air
Force Chief of Staff from 1949 to 1953) were particularly useful, especially declassified
red line messages concerning issues pertinent to overseas SAC forces and bases.

The heart of this study comes from the Manuscript Reading Room's 218 boxes
within the Papers of General Curtis E. LeMay, particularly the declassified files towards
the end of the collection. LeMay was omnipresent in strategic warfare throughout this
period: he designed the famed bomber box formations used in World War II, he led the
second portion of the infamous Schweinfurt-Regensburg raid of October 1943, he
commanded all B-29 units in China in 1944, then all B-29 units in the Marianas the
following year. After the war LeMay served as Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and
Development (responsible for new bomber designs and nuclear weapons), United States
Air Forces Europe (USAFE) Commander at the start of the Berlin airlift, SAC
Commander from 1948 to 1957, Vice Chief of Staff through 1961, and then Air Force
Chief of Staff until his 1965 retirement. The LeMay collection is rich and detailed, with
extensive letters, memos, speeches, studies, and reports. Valuable insight was gained by
tracing files to find what the SAC Commander discussed with the Chief of Staff about
overseas bases, and also what he did not, choosing instead to handle internally within
the command.

A large body of empirical data comes from reports issued by two Air Force
research organizations. The Air Force Director of Statistical Services, Comptroller,

issued an annual Statistical Digest throughout the period, which registered the service's
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aircraft, personnel, and commands around the world. It is an invaluable reference, and
although it does not address the 'why' portions of this topic, it fully presents the 'where'
and 'what' aspects. The Research and Development (RAND) Corporation is an Air
Force-sponsored research institution in Santa Monica, Célifomia. Bernard Brodie,
Herman Kahn, Leo Rosten, and Charles Hitch are but a few of the prominent individuals
who worked at RAND in the 1950s. A plethora of formal reports was examined across
a range of topics relevant to overseas bomber bases: air strategy, nuclear weapons
considerations, strategic targeting, and Soviet military progress. These RAND reports
are excellent sources, but care must be taken to discern their underlying assumptions.
The typical methodology involves operations research, seeking to quantify decisions
and other vague elements of military strategy. Assumptions are clearly noted at the
beginning of each report, but the numerical details tend to cloud this, and conclusions
generally present only clear, distinct options. The findings of these reports will be cited
as they arise, but one of these many RAND report’s deserves special mention.

RAND Report R-266, "Selection and Use of Strategic Air Bases," was led by a
young scholar named Albert Wohlstetter. The Air Force commissioned the report in
1951, received numerous presentations on interim findings over the next few years, and
obtained the final version in April 1954, at the midpoint of SAC's development of these
bases. This 383 page report caused a stir within the Air Force community, for rather
than merely chronicle past pursuits of these sites, Wohlstetter and his three colleagues
used it as an advocacy piece for seeking changes to SAC operations abroad. RAND
R-266 is a logical tour de force, presenting a massive amount of data on military and

economic issues surrounding these bases, along with assessments of emerging Soviet
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threats to the facilities.?* The Air Force reception of this report was initially cool, but
the service implemented many of its suggestions later in the decade, matters which will

be examined in later chaptcrs.25

Research Limitations

No currently classified documents or closed record sources have been used in
this analysis, although most of the documents mentioned above were previously labeled
Top Secret, Eyes Only, or NOFORN (No Foreign dissemination). Several
declassification requests were quickly and graciously granted by the National Archives
(Record Groups 340 and 341) and the Library of Congress (LeMay Papers), but the
resulting information was of only minor value. It was readily apparent at the outset that
the open documentary record of nuclear weapons in the early Cold War still possesses
wide gaps, even after almost half a century. The strategic war plans of the era are still
highly classified, as are some key aspects of the American nuclear stockpile. This study
seeks to work around much of this by addressing other, more readily available elements
of overseas bases. Any speculations based on partial information are noted in the text.

This study is entirely based upon American sources. This was a conscious
decision to restrict the scope of my analysis, but it is also justified due to the nature of
my topic: SAC bases belonged only to the United States, and answered only to

American leaders, a theme that will be fully explored in ensuing chapters.

24 A J. Wohlstetter, F.S. Hoffman, R.J. Lutz, and H.S. Rowen, "Selection and Use of Strategic Air Bases,"
RAND R-266, 1 April 1954, (hereafter cited as Wohlstetter, et al, RAND R-266). This report'was
declassified in 1962, and subsequently published by RAND.

% The formation, production, and reception of RAND R-266 is the subject of an extensive article by
Bruce L. R. Smith, "Strategic Expertise and National Security Policy: A Case Study," Public Policy, XTII,
1964, pp. 69-106, (hereafter cited as Smith, "Expertise").

R
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Method of Presentation

The remaining portion of this dissertation separates along a mix of thematic and
chronological lines. The following is a brief description of later chapters, to provide an
overall outline and to show the goals sought for each part of this work.

Chapter Two, "Lessons from the Past," develops three distinct lines of historical
continuity, all of which will later play an important role in the development of SAC
overseas bases. The first part is a brief account of the long history of American overseas
bases, to place the bomber bases in context with other eras and other bases. The second
is a short exploration of some prominent tenets of air power theory, which form the
intellectual basis for Air Force officers to seek SAC control abroad. The third part
examines the American bomber bases of World War I1, to note their placerﬂent and use
throughout the conflict. The chapter ends with wartime lessons which strongly
influenced the later acquisition of overseas bomber bases.

Chapter Three, "Development of SAC Overseas Bases, 1950-1957" analyzes
changes in American national security policy during these years, with the goal of
discovering how these changes affected overseas bomber bases. The issue of exclusive
SAC control of bases abroad is specifically traced. The purpose of obtaining these
bomber bases is presented, With particular emphasis on the motives of American leaders
for seeking these sites. The chapter ends with a detailed analysis of the military
considerations entailed in the selection of these overseas sites, to determine the military
rationale for seeking facilities in specific locations.

Chapter Four, "Politics of Foreign Bases," is the longest chapter and bears out
many of the themes mentioned in previous chapters. The goal is to undertake a

systematic approach to the international politics of these sites. Some of the more
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prominent topics addressed are the American negotiating tactics, the precise terms of
access rights secured, and growing retention difficulties.

Chapter Five, "Economics of Foreign Bases," analyzes the costs associated with
the sites. This aspect of overseas bases has generally been shunned by historians, and
upon examining the historical record, I can now see why. These are only shards of
evidence, partial and incomplete, compounded by governmental practices which were
intentionally deceptivé. Here I have sought a new synthesis through primary documents
of the era, but can only further the issue, not fully analyze it.

Chapter Six, "Wars and Crises," is very short and seeks to appraise the overseas
bomber bases through prominent international incidents of the decade. The emphasis is
upon turning points which occurred with the use of these sites. This chapter is a broad
analysis which remains on the high level of American national security policy.

Chapter Seven, "Aircraft Issues and Implications," is in many respects the core
of this study. It is an detailed analysis of SAC aircraft and their capabilities during the
early post-war period. The goals are to assess why the bomber bases were needed and
attempts to replace the sites by extending bomber radii of action.

Chapter Bight, "Alternatives and Withdrawal, 1957-1960" examines the waning
period of the overseas bomber bases. American national security strategy is examined,
with particular emphasis on alternatives to the bases which became available late in the
decade. The emerging strategic systems are presented separately, and then their
collective impact on the bomber bases is analyzed.

Chapter Nine, "Final Assessment," is the concluding chapter which ties together

all the previous chapters and consolidates the major themes. In addition, I specify five




new findings that this work makes and place these within context of previous base

histories. I end by placing overseas SAC bases into a much broader context.
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Chapter 2

Lessons From the Past

We have won this war, and I am no longer interested in it. I do not think we
should spend time debating whether we obtained the victory by sheer power or
by some qualitative superiority. Only one thing should concern us: What is the

future of air power and aerial warfare?'
General Hap Amold, 1944

The bomber became the predominant strategic weapon in the early Cold War
period. Many attribute the dominance of this aircraft, and then the subsequent pursuit of
overseas strategic air bases, primarily to nuclear weapons, and previous base histories of
this era fixate on aspects of these weapons.2 When I first began my research, I too, felt
this must be the case. For several years after World War II, only the United States had
the atomic bomb, and for even longer, only Air Force bombers could deliver it.
American air leaders adroitly and successfully used these reasons to seek independence
for the Air Force and to channel funding to SAC. Hap Arnold, in his final report as the
Army Air Forces (AAF) Commanding General, proclaimed: "The influence of atomic
energy on air power can be stated very simply. It has made air power all important...[for
the] only known effective means of delivering atomic bombs in the present state of

n3

development is the very heavy bomber."” After the destruction of Japan from the air,

this claim was not without justification. Nuclear weapons allowed the Air Force,

! Cited by Theodore von Karman, The Wind and Beyond, (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1967), pp. 267-
268.

2 Harkavy, Access, pp. 115-123; Duke, UK, pp. 13-23; Duke, Europe, pp. 8-9, 293-299; Cottrell and
Moorer, Problems, pp. 6-8.

? General H.H. Arnold, 'Final Report to the Secretary of War,' 12 November 1945.
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through SAC, to reach the pinnacle of the American military force structure in the early
Cold War period.

But the atomic bomb was not the primary cause for the ascendancy of the
bomber or the build-up of overseas bases. The argument for these aircraft and their
placement abroad runs much deeper, and here is where the alleged causality of nuclear
weapons errs. Nuclear weapons were used, so to speak, as a tactic for magnifying the
unique capability of strategic bombardment, and thus the Air Force. Nuclear weapons
heightened this position, but did not change the reasons for seeking overseas bases.
Even before nuclear weapons, strategic bombardment possessed unique characteristics
and overseas bases allowed these characteristics to be realized. I am convinced that had
nuclear weapons not existed in the 1950s, the United States still would have sought
bomber bases in the same locations, at the same time, for the same purpose. The
strategic bomber had the longest reach, the sole means of strategic access. Nuclear
weapons did not alter this. The change with these weapons was the magnitude of
striking power, not method.

Overseas bomber bases of the 1950s did not simply appear, they were founded
on historiéal precedence; specifically, these sites were influenced by the American
conception and experience with other overseas bases, air power theory which endorsed
bombers, and strategic air bases of World War II. These elements merged in the 1950s
and SAC overseas bases were one product of this convergence. The bomber bases fit
the overall goals of the United States: a distant power could be contained from the air,
threatened in peace or reduced in war. The bomber could reach an enemy and get there

quickly, if the United States had overseas bases.
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This chapter aims to take a long view of the SAC bomber bases of the 1950s, to
place them in context with other periods and other bases. Distinct lines of historical
continuity fed into the developm;ant of SAC bases abroad, and these will be analyzed to
glean their later influence. The bomber bases which appeared in late 1950 were firmly

rooted in these lessons from the past.

Historical Perspective on American Overseas Bases

Overseas bases allow the projection of military power abroad, and are a
manifestation of larger foreign policy aims. Guiding all of this is grand strategy, the
assessment of military threats from abroad and the policies developed to maintain
international commitments. Whereas military strategy is generally based upon war or
conflict, grand strategy precedes this and looks beyond it, to the broader international
environment.* The grand strategy of the United States over almost two centuries is far
beyond the scope of this analysis, but within very narrow confines, some observations
can be made. Examining American grand strategy strictly in regards to overseas bases,
two distinct labels can be applied: isolationism and counter hegemony. Isolationism is
an inward-looking concept, with primary concern placed on the home front and little
interest shown beyond national borders. Counter hegemony, for the United States, shall
be defined here as a desire to maintain hegemony over the Western Hemisphere and to
prevent hegemony by any power elsewhere. I will not go into the many ramifications of
these labels. They are merely used here to describe the American strategy in regards to

bases on the soil of another country, and in this specific sense, they are appropriate.

* This is just to provide a framework for an historical appraisal of American overseas bases; American
Cold War strategy will be discussed in the next chapter. For the differing levels of strategy, see Basil H.
Liddell Hart, Strategy, 2nd rev. ed. (London: Faber & Faber Ltd., 1954; reprint New York; Signet, 1967),
(hereafter cited as Liddell Hart, Strategy), see particularly pp. 321-322.
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For over a c;entury after its founding the United States interest, or lack thereof,
with foreign bases seems guided by a policy of isolationism. Since the nation's
beginning, several generations of American leaders sought to avoid entangling alliances
around the globe, and because of this, the nation had scant experience with foreign
outposts prior to the end of the nineteenth century. This was primarily a reflection of
geography, the United States was distant, secure; and largely unaffected by shifts in the
world balance of power. Europe and Asia were thousands of miles away across vast
oceans, and the British Navy guarded the seas. American leaders had little desire to
seek military or political involvement beyond the insulation of North America. During
this time, there were only a few instances of America seeking or using foreign military
sites. In the early nineteenth century, a few small overseas ports allowed American
warships to guard against Barbary pirates off the coast of North Africa, a mission which
President Thomas Jefferson opposed for "nothing should ever be accepted which would
require a navy to defend it An American naval squadron was based in the Cape
Verde Islands during the 1840s to fulfill an obligation with Britain to reduce slave trade.
Secretary of State William Seward negotiated the purchase of the Virgin Islands from
Denmark in 1867 and the annexation of the Dominican Republic in 1869, but the United
States Senate rejected both possessions. Commodore Oliver Perry obtained supply
facilities on Okinawa and the Bonin Islands in the 1880s, but these were merely short-
term arrangements and the sites subsequently returned to the local governments. The‘
last quarter of the nineteenth century witﬁessed a modest acquisition of naval facilities

in the Pacific, with ports obtained at Somoa's Pago Pago in 1878 and Hawaii's Pearl

3 Julius W. Pratt, A History of United States Foreign Policy, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1955), pp.
108-109.




31

River Harbor in 1884. These permitted access to a greater portion of the Pacific Ocean,
but the Navy did not fortify these ports, or even refer to them as such, calling them
merely "coaling stations."®

The Spanish-American War was the turning point for American grand strategy
and, correspondingly, its attitude towards overseas bases. Events in the Pacific Ocean
exposed the precarious American position and highlighted the need for strong
diplomatic ties and wartime base commitments with other nations--latent lessons which
would be relearned half a centﬁry later.” Through treaty and financial arrangements, the
United States gained new overseas bases as the Spanish government relinquished Cuba,
ceded Puerto Rico and Guam, and sold the Philippines for twenty million dollars.
America now had a rudimentary overseas base structure, and more importantly, a new
grand strategy to guide it. With vast resources and industrial capacity, the United States
had become a great power.8

At the turn of the twentieth century America's grand strategy--in the narrow
sense of this topic--shifted. With the bases as a measure, a new posture now emerged:

counter hegemony. For the first time, American leaders began to view issues globally

% A fine analysis of American bases in the nineteenth century can be found in James W. Chapman II,
"United States Bases Abroad: Technological and Political Considerations Affecting Their Value," (Ph.D.
diss., Princeton University, 1966), pp. 23-32.

7 Britain and Germany both had prominent ports and large Pacific fleets, but remained neutral during this
war. Lack of aid from the first, and potential interference of the second could have been disastrous for
the United States Asiatic Squadron. Commodore George Dewey's ships left Hong Kong on 27 April
1898, and the British then closed the port to American warships. Dewey could have been in a precarious
situation, but the Battle of Manila Bay was won on 1 May. American naval forces blockaded the city, but
had to wait until 30 June to seize the site, when General Wesley Merritt arrived from San Francisco with
10,000 men. During this period Germany dispatched five man-of-wars and several incidents occurred
with the American force. The British had two man-of-wars, but relations were friendly towards the
American combatants. Thomas A. Bailey, "Dewey and the Germans at Manila Bay," American
Historical Review, XLV (1939), pp. 59-81.

¥ Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the American People, tenth edition, (Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice Hall, Inc., 1980), Chapter 32, "America as a Great Power," pp. 465-485; George F. Kennan,
American Diplomacy, 1900-1950, (Chicago: Mentor Books, 1951), Chapter I, “The War with Spain;”
Paul Kennedy, Rise and Fall, pp. 312-320.
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and the Monroe Doctrine became too restrictive, the United States hereafter sought a
larger role abroad.”

In the first score years of the twentieth century American overseas bases began
to reflect this new counter hegemonous policy. With the absence of a hegemon in the
Far East, only small military contingents remained upon American possessions in the
Pacific (Guam, Somoa, Hawaii, and the Philippines). These sites did little more than to
keep American access to the Far East and, following the guidance of naval strategist
A.T. Mahan, sought to protect developing economic markets. ' America also
maintained forces in the Caribbean and near the Panama Canal to prevent entry of other
powers. These southern sites housed small Army and Marine contingents to insure
regional stability, for fear that instability might bring intervention from European
colonial nations.

From a basing standpoint, it can be argued that the United States fought World
War I to prevent German dominance of Europe. The United States did not declare war
on Germany until 6 April 1917 (and it would be eight more months before the United
States declared war on Austria-Hungary). In the spring of 1917, there was a possibility
that Germany might achieve victory and then dominate Europe, for each of its three

~ major opponents was in a dire position. By March 1917 the Russian army had been

? Some of the framework for this discussion comes from John J. Mearsheimer, "The Future of American
Continental Commitment," (paper presented at the Norwegian Nobel Institute, Symposium "The United
States and Western Europe," Oslo, Norway, 9-12 April 1997). For a more thorough discussion of counter
hegemony and the limits of American power, appropriate for this period, see Nicholas J. Spykman,
America's Strategy in World Politics: The United States and the Balance of Power, (New York: Harcourt ,
Brace and Company, 1942).

' American naval theorist Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan's most influential work, The Influence of Sea -
Power upon History, 1660-1783 (1890) proposed that the Royal Navy had allowed and protected the rise
of the British Empire. One early adherent to Mahan's theories was Theodore Roosevelt. See Margaret
Tuttle Sprout, "Mahan: Evangelist of Sea Power," in Edward Mead Earle, ed., Makers of Modern
Strategy: Military Thought from Machiavelli to Hitler, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1943),
(hereafter cited as Earle, Makers), pp. 415-445.




33

soundly defeated, a revolution had occurred, the Czar had fallen, and a collapse Was»
imminent along the Eastern front. The French army had been bled white. The British
Army was intact, but Germany's unrestricted submarine warfare since February 1917
threatened British support for the conflict.'’

United States bases sprang up in Britain and France to support the American
Expeditionary Force. Two million Meﬁcan soldiers were in Europe by November
1918 and, had the war continued, another two million were scheduled to arrive by July
1919. But within a year of the Armistice, America abandoned all of these European
sites, with one notable exception--the United States Occupation Force remained in
Coblenz, Germany, until 1923, to monitor any resurgence of German military might or
territorial aspirations.

During the interwar years American bases in the Far East also show a counter
hegemonous stance. There was parity among forces of colonial powers Britain and
France, and regional powers China, Japan, and Russia (after 1917, the Soviet Union).
The United States still kept only minimal forces in the region, no more were needed to
insure the balance of power. The Washington Naval Limitations Treaty of 1922
prohibited fortification and expansion of Pacific outposts held by Japan, the British
Empire, and the United States. Without the dominance of any single power in the
region, the status quo put forth in Article XIX well-suited America's limited base
interests: "...no new fortifications or naval bases shall be established...no measures shall

be taken to increase the existing naval facilities...[Jand] no increase shall be made in the

"' David Trask, The AEF and Coalition Warmaking, 1917-1918, (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas,
1993).
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coast defenses..."'> Even after the treaty expired in 1936 America did not acquire new
facilities, nor adequately reinforce those already held. American leaders condemned
Japan's 1931 invasion and occupation of Manchuria, and the Stimson Doctrine refused
to recognize territorial changes brought about by force, but the United States took no
part in any efforts towards collective enforcement in the region. Japan's transgressions,
at this time, were seen as limited, local issues.

The United States continued with a cursory base position abroad through 1938.
That year the entire collection of American foreign military sites--including those in
United States protectorates--amounted to four naval bases, six air stations, and twenty
army pos’[s.13 America’s Atlantic bases were confined to Panama, Cuba, Puerto Rico,
and the Virgin Islands. American naval hubs existed in Hawaii and the Philippines,
which further linked with smaller sites at Midway, Guam, the Aleutian Islands, Samoa,
and Shanghai. The American Army--and with it aircraft of the Army Air Corps--
retained small contingents only in Panama, Hawaii, and the Philippines.14

But in 1941, as Axis conquests accumulated across Europe, President Franklin
D. Roosevelt directed the acquisition of sites farther and farther across the Atlantic.
These facilities served two purposes, both in line with America’s broader grand strategy:
deny German access to the Western Hemisphere, and aid nations resisting German
dominance of Europe. The expansion of overseas facilities began in March 1941 when

the United States traded fifty destroyers to Great Britain in return for base rights in the

12 "Treaty Between the United States, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan Limiting Naval
Armament,' 6 February 1922. Reprinted in J.A.S. Greenville, The Major International Treaties, 1914-
1973, (New York: Stein and Day, 1974), pp. 87-89.

3 'Report on Need of Additional Naval Bases to Defend the Coast of the Untied States, Its Territories and
Possessions,' House Document 65, 76th Congress, 1st Session (Washington: USGPO, 1939); "The Army
of the United States,' Senate Document 91, 76th Congress, 1st Session (Washington: USGPO, 1939),

p. 88.

1 Blaker, Dilemma, p. 9.
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Western Atlantic. Through the provisions of this Destroyer-Base Agreement the
American Navy acquired a line of sites stretching across British possessions from
British Guyana to Newfoundland. In April, Roosevelt placed Greenland under the
protection of the United States, and American forces began to move to the island. In
July, American troops replaced a British garrison in Iceland. And in September,
American destroyers, operating from sites among British holdings, began escorting
convoys across the North Atlantic.

Pearl Harbor brought war with Japan. Three days later Hitler declared war on
the United States, and America entered the European conflict as well. The American
base structure developed to fight the Second World War was massive, exceeding that of
any previous world power. By James Blaker's count, from 1941 to 1945 the United
States built 30,000 installations in two thousand locations around the world, and at peak
activity from late 1944 to early 1945 over one hundred new bases opened each month.
Six major base networks sprang up, through the Central Pacific, North Atlantic,
Southwest Pacific, Latin America, North Africa, and China-Burma-India."”

But the United States abandoned the vast majority of its overseas sites after the
conflict. Access rights were also cast aside, so that by 1947 the United States had only
three formal overseas base agreements: a ninety-nine year lease with the United
Kingdom for naval bases in the North Atlantic, another ninety-nine year lease for base
sites in the Philippines, and a continual lease for a facility at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba.
American troops served with occupation forces in Germany, Austria, and Japan, while a

limited number remained in seven other locations. This was not another retreat to

' Blaker describes these networks in detail and provides the best summation of American WW II bases.
Blaker, Dilemma, p. 9-23; see also Patch, "Overseas,” pp. 441-445.
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isolationism, but rather a recognition that there was no longer a need for a large
American military presence abroad. At the direction of the Truman Administration,
American forces returned to the United States, forsaking their overseas sites in the
process.16

Strategic air power began to emerge as a distinct basing concern in this
immediate post-war period. Prior to this American overseas bases meant primarily
naval facilities, and the Navy served as the most visible element of American military
power projection. But overseas bases for bombers now became a separate element of
American power projection, although potential facilities abroad were then unavailable.
This relegation of overseas sites did not go unnoticed by some members of Congress.
The Senate's Mead Committee issued a report in August 1946 sharply critical of the
post-war decline of American overseas bases, particularly those for bombers:

The War, Navy, and State Department should have had plans, before the end of

the war, to utilize those overseas bases necessary to our national defense, and

they should have used the full weight of our bargaining power in executing these

plans. The appropriate government agencies must now work out and set into

operation a feasible program for acquiring the use of strategic air bases.'’
Strong words, but the funds and forces were not there to back them up. A Republican
victory in November 1946 brought into office a new group of Congressional leaders,
strongly anti-Communist, but also advocates of government spending cuts and tax

reductions, which in turn imposed tight fiscal restraints on the Administration. There

18 111 1947 the United States had air transient facilities in the Azores, Iceland, and Saudi Arabia, naval
personnel in Morocco, and was withdrawing ground troops from sites in China, Korea, and Triest. Nash
Report, DDEL, p. 3; for post-war base decline, see Blaker, Dilemma, pp. 28-30 and Patch, "Overseas,"
pp. 445-447. Figures do not support Harkavy's contention that in the late 1940s the United States was
reluctant to abandon it's wartime base sites. Harkavy, Access, pp. 111-112.

' Special Senate Committee Report of National Defense Program, 31 August 1946, cited in Hans W.
Weigert, “US Strategic Bases and Collective Security,” Foreign Affairs (January 1947), pp. 250-262,
(hereafter cited as Weigert, “Collective”), citation on p. 257.
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was not enough money to support a large assortment of overseas bases. More
importantly, there was not a perceived need to acquire and use these facilities. The war
had been won, relative peace was at hand, Germany and Japan had been defeated.'®
But this last point, combined with the difficulties of colonial powers (particularly
Britain) to retain their pre-\;var commitments abroad, eventually led to a resurgence of
American overseas bases to counter the Soviet threat. American interests iﬁ military
sites abroad returned with the Korean War, when the fear of a communist hegemony--
internationally lead by the Soviet Union, regionally sponsored by China, specifically
executed by North Korea--led to a global base build up by the United States. Through
these sites American leaders, this time, sought not merely to counter the perceived
hegemonic aspirations of the Soviet Union, but to fill the void that had allowed this
situation in the first place. A 1953 report to the Senate Armed Services Committee,
prepared by the Subcommittee on Real Estate and Military Construction, examined the
developing American bases and underlined the rationale for these sites:
We have the bases and we have the industrial caﬁacities and we have the
transportation. And we do have the friends. The imbalance of world power, the
vacuum that was created by the 'unconditional surrender' status forced on

Germany and the destruction and full demobilization of Japanese military
strength is being corrected.'”

'® When the war ended in September 1945 the United States military numbered over 2.4 million, by May
1947 barely three hundred thousand remained. For the extent of this draw-down and its effects, see
Steven L. Rearden, The Formative Years, 1947-1950, vol. 1 of History of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, (Washington: Office of the Secretary of Defense, 1984); and Herman S. Wolk, Planning and
Organizing the Postwar Air Force, 1943-1947, (Washington: Office of Air Force History, 1984); using
constant 1986 dollars, the American military budget of 1948 was less than ten percent that of 1945.
Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 'National Defense
Budget Estimates for FY 1986, pp. 116-117.

' "United States Military Construction in England, Europe, and the Mediterranean Area,' Interim Report
to the Senate Armed Services by the Subcommittee on Real Estates and Military Constructions, p. 3, 83rd
Congress, 1st session, 15 October 1953, NA, RG 46, box 528, file Travel Reports, (hereafter cited as 83rd
Congress, "Construction Overseas").
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The goal of this global network of bases was to offset potential Communist advances,
whether military conquests or political interference. American leaders of this period
viewed overseas bases through a geopolitical lens, one which placed local issues on a
global scale. Individual bases linked into larger regional collections, which then formed
a worldwide network, all designed to contain Communist power.20 The methods used to
achieve this could, arguably, be considered a form of American hegemony. The
counter-hegemonous purpose of America's overseas bases could, ironically, be viewed
as hegemonous in its own right. The United States actively sought to preempt any
Soviet territorial aspirations by positioning American military forces in potential combat
Zones.

By 1957 the United States had bases in thirty-six countries and territories,
controlled four thousand square miles of foreign land, and had one million troops
stationed abroad. According to the Nash Report, issued that same year, the American
military presence around the globe "provided concrete evidence of US support in case of
attack and has served to strengthen resistance to internal and external Communist
pressure in many areas."”! Counter hegemony appears to underlie American overseas

bases in the 1950s, as attested by a regional breakdown of the locations:

2 See Harkavy, Access, chapter 4; Colin S. Gray, The Geopolitics of the Nuclear Age, (New York: Crane
Russack, 1977). Blaker develops this idea of a global network for analyzing overseas bases, where each
base is a "node" which links to in a larger collection of regional bases, which then further link to a global
base network. Blaker, Dilemma, pp. 2-4.

*! Nash Report, DDEL, p. 12.
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Table 1

American Overseas Bases by Region, 1957
region number of bases
Europe 566
Pacific 256
Latin America 46
Africa, Middle East 15
South Asia 0

total 1,014

Blaker's definition of a base is unique (see Chapter 1, p. 8), but his tabulations are
valuable for they reflect the concentrations of these sites. By his connotations, Pacific
includes sites in Southeast Asia (notably Korea), South Asia includes only Pakistan,
India, Burma, and Southern China. Source: data from Blaker, Dilemma, p. 33, table 1.2

American military bases were grouped in areas where potential communist enemies had
the greatest strength, near the masses of Soviet and Chinese armies.”? Half of the
American overseas bases developed in Western Europe, the primary location of
American interests and allies overseas, and not far removed from five million Soviet
soldiers.”

Air bases equipped with strategic bombers were only a portion of this extensive
build-up of United States overseas bases, amounting to less than three percent of the
total sites. However, these sites were critical to American strategy. To best understand
the role of these aircraft and the rationale for their bases, we now return to the interwar
period to examine the developing air power theory. This theory formed the theoretical
framework which guided the later employment of air power, and with it, the pursuit of

overseas bases.

22 The Communist Chinese threat is not the major focus here, it will be addressed in a later chapter. The
Nash Report held that, even by 1957, there was active cooperation between these two major communist
nations, and repeatedly refers to the collective “Sino-Soviet threat.” But, for purposes here, the major
opponent of this period and the focus of the overseas bomber bases was the Soviet Union. The next
chapter will discuss the American perception of communist complicity around the globe.

- Figures for 1957 from Nash Report, DDEL, p. 3.
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2 Figures for 1957 from Nash Report, DDEL, p. 3.
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Applicable Tenets of Air Power Theory

As the newest form of military power, aviation borrowed much of its
employment theory from the other military services. Many of the employment
principles for aerial forces came from the classic military theorists, such as Sun Tzu,
Antoine Henri Jomini, and Carl von Clausewitz. 2% These traditional theories looked
beyond the clash of forces to address broader issues of grand strategy, placing military
forces within the framework of national policy. The primary purpose of all military
engagements was to support the higher aim of the war. Clausewitz put this most
succinctly: "War is nothing but the continuation of policy by other means." Air power
advocates seized on this notion, drawing lines of demarcation through a zone of conflict
and affixing adjectives: "tactical” issues remained in the battlefield area, while
"strategic" issues referred to that beyond, relating to the larger purpose of the war. From
the beginning, air power theorists defined aerial bombardment in terms of these broader
issues: strategic bombers carried strategic weapons to attack strategic targets. The
overall goal of bombardment was strictly Clausewitzian, for these early proponents the
primary focus of air strategy should be upon the enemy "centers of gravity...the hub of
all power and movement, on which everything de:pends.”25

The emerging tenets of air strategy borrowed from naval strategy as well. In
many respects, strategic bombardment is merely an extension of traditional naval roles

at increased speed across a greater distance: coastal bombardment moved farther inland

# For the most prominent works, see Sun Tzu, The Art of War, ed. and trans. Samuel B. Griffith (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1963); Antoine Henri Jomini, The Art of War, trans. G.H. Mendell and
W.P. Craighill, (Westport: Greenwood Press, n.d.); Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and trans. Michael
Howard and Peter Paret, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), (hereafter cited as Clausewitz, On
War). '

» Quotes from Clausewitz, On War, p. 69, 595. For the context of these quotes and a thorough
discussion of them, see Michael Howard, Clausewitz, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983),
especially Chapter 3.
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with aviation, battleships became bombers, and economic blockades reemerged as
bombardment of economic targets.2 ® Discussing the British interwar air theory,
historian Lawrence Freedman writes, "It demanded no great conceptual leap to suggest
that bombers might achieve through direct assault what the Navy could only achieve
through an indirect squeeze"27 Strategic bombardment emerged within the context of
strategy developed for the other military services and, despite the claims of its
extremists, bombardment was a supplement, not a substitution, for these traditional
military strategies, merely a projection of traditional tenets through a different medium.

The aircraft is a newcomer to military arsenals, yet the concept of aerial
bombardment predates it. In 1783 man first lifted from the Earth, aboard a French
balloon built by Etienne and Joseph Mongolfier, and that very year the Journal de
France ran a caption under a drawing of the vessel announcing "Wars in the Air." By
1805 the Prussian General Staff conceived of an armed military balloon to attack troop
concentrations, and seven years later a Russian balloon designed té attack Napoleon's
invading army failed to get airborne and was overrun by French troops. The first true
aerial bombardment occurred in 1849, over half a century before the invention of the
aircraft, when unmanned Austrian balloons attacked Venice.?

The first aircraft flight occurred on 17 December 1903, and within a decade
aircraft were a common adjunct to many military forces. World War I saw the
emergence of the aerial weapon, as it progressed from a mere observation platform to a

full-fledged combat vehicle, and the practice of strategic attacks fully began. During the

*Jam grateful to Alan Milward for this insight.
27 .

Freedman, Evolution, p. 11.
% For a short but excellent history of the early strategic bombardment, see General Laurence S. Kuter,
"An Air Perspective in the Jetatomic Age," Air University Quarterly Review, Spring 1956, pp. 2-17, 108-
123.
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war England endured over one hundred aerial attacks as German forces dropped 196
tons of bombs, killing over five hundred. Allied aircraft attacked German cities,
railroads, supply depots, and bases. In the last five months of the war alone, allied
aircraft dropped 543 tons of bombs on Germany, killing over seven hundred. Strategic
bombardment was now a routine occurrence, and in the ensuing decades, aerial
strategists began to grapple with the potentialities of this new form of military power.”
The golden age of air power theory occurred in the interwar period, when a host
of theorists emerged around the world. Many of these men were military officers
intimately involved with aviation, whose published articles and books span several
decades.”® From these works emerged a confluence of ideas, most of which can be
traced back to the Italian officer Guilio Douhet, the first and most translated air theorist,

who began writing about air strategy in 1909 and published his seminal work, [/

Dominio dell’ Aria (The Command of the Air), in 1921. The views of these men differ

slightly, tailored to fit their national frame of reference and international situation, but
there were common features among their works which laid the basis for the subsequent
employment of strategic aviation. An examination of these commonalties provides a
foundation for understanding the intent of World War II strategic air operations, as well

~ as the purpose of SAC overseas bases in the 1950s.”!

¥ WW I air history, see John H. Morrow, Jr., The Great War in the Air: Military Aviation from 1909-
1921, (Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1993); statistics from Michael Clodfelter, Warfare and
Armed Conflicts: A Statistical Reference to Casualty and Other Figures, 1619-1991, vol. II, (Jefferson,
NC: McFarland & Company, Inc. Publishers, 1992), pp. 779-80.

3% Some of the more prominent works of this period include: Guilio Douhet, The Command of the Air,
trans. Dino Ferrari (New York: Coward-McCann, 1942; new imprint Washington: Office of Air Force
History, 1983); William Mitchell, Winged Defense: The Development and Possibilities of Modern Air
Power--Economic and Military (New York: Putnam's, 1925; reprint New York: Dover Publications,
1988) and Skyways (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippencott Company, 1930); John C. Slessor, Air Power and
Armies, (London, 1936); Alexander P. de Seversky, Victory Through Air Power, (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1942). 1am grateful to Jerome Martin for guiding me through the principles put forth by these
air theorists.

3! See Bernard Brodie, "The Heritage of Douhet," RAND Research Memorandum RM-1013,




43

Although air power theory built on traditional military concepts, it also
contained several iconoclastic elements. The leitmotif of air power theory, which ran
counter to the other theories, was the proposition that in the air the offensive is stronger
than the defensive. This concept held that aerial forces were largely immune from
surface-bound forces, unstoppable, and could overfly battlefields and directly attack the
enemy nation. The fundamental goal of an offensive air force, according to this theory,
should be the sources of the military support within the enemy homeland. National
assets behind enemy lines (given such labels as vital centers, bottlenecks, national
structures, economic webs, organic industrial systems, and socio-economic systems)
were the key to air strategy. These targets fueled the enemy war effort, and destruction
of them would disable support for the war. The targets suggested by these air theorists
varied, were usually vague, and generally rested on many assumptions. The specific
targets ranged across the gamut of air forces, military forces, industry, and population.32

But all of this was, to borrow a phrase from Marshall John Slessor of the RAF,
"an article of faith." In these days before radar, before integrated air defense systems,
when bombers generally flew higher and faster than fighters, the prevailing maxim was

"the bomber will always get through."33 Aerial bombardment had not validated any of

31 December 1953.

32 Eor summations of these interwar theories see Edward Warner, "Douhet, Mitchell, Seversky: theorists
of Air Warfare," in Earle, Makers, pp. 485-503; and another article in an updated version of Earle's book,
David Maclsaac, "Voices from the Central Blue: The Air Power Theorists," in Peter Paret, ed., Makers of
Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986),
pp. 624-647.

>* This phrase propagated as an offensive principle and was commonly attributed to bomber generals, but
it was first stated by Stanley Baldwin as a fearful pronouncement about the inadequacies of British
defenses against air attack. A fuller citation of his 10 November 1932 speech before the House of
Commons shows the context of the phrase: "Any town which is within reach of an aerodrome can be
bombed within the first five minutes of war from the air, to an extent that was inconceivable in the last
war, and the question will be whose morale will be shattered quickest by the preliminary bombing? I
think it is well for the man in the street to realize that there is no power on earth that can protect him from
being bombed. Whatever people may tell him, the bomber will always get through." Cited in Jay M.
Shafritz, Words on War, (New York: Simon and Schuster, Inc., 1990), p. 43.
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this theory, but was offered as a tonic to the horrors of trench warfare. The Great War
destroyed a generation, as almost half of the sixty-five million soldiers mobilized
became casualties. Battle deaths for Germany exceeded 1.8 million, Russia lost 1.7
million, and France almost 1.4 million. Austria-Hungary and the British Empire each
surpassed nine hundred thousand combat deaths, all for a exceedingly stagnant war of
attrition. Bombers could, supposedly, overfly fixed bloody lines and directly attack the
enemy power at its source.”

Basil H. Liddell Hart wrote an influential book in 1925 which proposed a new

construct for analyzing military power, which also underlies much of the logic of air

power theory. Paris: or the Future of Warfare notes that when Germany surrendered in
1918 it still had an undefeated army in the field and national borders firmly intact. The
conventional causes of military defeat (battle losses and land invasion) did not fit the
circumstances, so other reasons must have had an overriding influence. He proposed
two intertwined factors which allow and support the projection of a nation's military
power: military capability and the political will to use it. Germany had the first, so it
must have lost the second, and here is where Liddell Hart integrates the concept of air
power. The components of 'political will' include the leadership of a nation as well as

its population, and these could both be influenced through aerial bombardment.” By

** The Battle of the Somme is the extreme example of the cost and futility of trench warfare in the First
World War. On the first day the ground offensive, 1 July 1916, British forces suffered 60,000 casualties
--the largest single day loss in the history of the British Army. (In the summer of 1944 Allied armies
fought twenty days across Normandy before reaching the same number.) After four and a half months of
continuous fighting and 1.265 million casualties on all sides, the Somme battle line had changed only
eight miles. WW I figures from R. Ernest Dupuy and Trevor Dupuy, The Harper Encyclopedia of
Military History: From 3500 B.C. to the Present, 4th ed., (New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 1993),
pp. 1003-1084.

** Basil H. Liddell Hart, Paris: or the Future of Warfare (1925). Three decades later, Liddell Hart
qualified some of the claims made in Paris, stating that he went too far by advocating bombardment of
civilian objectives, and attacks of industrial centers would not be immediately decisive but rather
"produce a prolonged war of attrition in a fresh form." Liddell Hart, Strategy, pp. 350-351.
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attacking an enemy's power at its source (he later uses the term "the indirect approach”
for seeking victories such as this, without direct frontal assaults), that nation's military
forces could be undercut and rendered ineffective. Many air advocates seized on this
theme of military capability and political will, and the concept is still prevalent today.36
Theorists made several controversial proclamations for this nascent form of
military power. The following issues led to continuous internecine struggles among the
American military services and frame many of the major issues surrounding SAC
overséas bomber bases. Strategic air power could fight first and best at the strategic
level, within the enemy nation. In order to properly do this, a stratégic air force should
be independent from other military forces. With independence, bombers could fulfill
their unique strategic role, not be used as mere long range artillery in the battlefield area.
Strategic air power should be directed by airmen, freed from the confines of the tactical
arena, so as to fight on the strategic level and focus on strategic objectives. This was, in
a nutshell, the claims made by the early air power theorists. The extremists took it even
further: strategic air forces would eventually become the predominant component of
military power, and might achieve victory largely unaided by the other services. This
theory placed leaders of the traditional military services on the defensive, relegating
their forces to mere support roles--the army to seize and hold forward bases and the

navy to transport supplies--and expectedly was received as polemic.37

*® For the influence of Paris on American interwar theory, see Haywood S. Hansell, The Strategic Air
War Against Germany and Japan, (Washington: Office of Air Force History, 1986), (hereafter cited as
Hansell, Germany and Japan), pp. 3-20. On page 1 of the March 1992 edition of Air Force Manual 1-1,
vol. II, Basic Doctrine of the US Air Force (March 1992) is the following statement: “Military victory is
usually attained by destroying the enemy capability or will to continue waging war.” (Emphasis added.)
*"The claims of air power theory remain controversial to this day. A recent example can be seen with the
extreme divergence of views over the effectiveness of the 1991 strategic air campaign against Iraq. For
interpretations of these conflicting views, see James A. Winnefield, Preston Niblack, and Dana J.
Johnson, A League of Airmen: US Air Power in the Gulf, (Santa Monica: RAND, 1994), Chapter 12, ‘An
Assessment Air Power’s Role.’
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The American strain of air power theory developed largely due to the influence
of Brigadier General William (Billy) Mitchell, who integrated many of Douhet’s
principleé. Mitchell used his position as Assistant Chief of the Air Service (from 1919
to 1925) to serve as a tireless, to some tactless, promoter of military aviation. The Army
eventually court-martialed Mitchell for the public recriminations he made against
superiors over the status of American aviation. But Mitchell's legacy survived, nurtured
and developed at the Air Corps Tactical School.®®

The United States Army Air Corps Tactical School (in existence from 1920 to
1940) served as a think tank for aerial operations, and through an intense fourteen week
curriculum trained a generation of future air leaders. The faculty preached the unique,
fundamental, and primary mission of the Army Air Corps as strategic bombardment of
an enemy nation. The methodology selected to study strategic bombardment furthered
the acceptance of air power theory by American political leaders, particularly President
Roosevelt. Expressly forbidden from analyzing the aerial vulnerability of a foreign
nation, the faculty cadre used American cities instead. Theoretical attacks on New
York, Chicago, San Francisco, and Washington, found major cities extremely
vulnerable from the air, and even further, the functioning of an entire nation was
deemed susceptible to bombardment. Specifically, the Bomber Section of the school
proposed that "an economic web" overlaid each major industrial country. Breaks in
specific parts of this web could cripple a nation.”® Air Corps leaders paraded the results

to military and Congressional leaders in an effort to gain a larger portion of the scarce

% For the influence of Mitchell and the development of American interwar air theory, see Russell F.
Weigley, The American Way of War: A History of United States Military Strategy and Policy,
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973), (hereafter cited as Weigley, American Way), Chapter 11,
'A Strategy for Air Power: Billy Mitchell.'

* Stephen L. McFarland, America’s Pursuit of Precision Bombing, 1910-1945, (Washington:
Smithsonian Institution Press, 1995), Chapters 2 and 5.
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interwar defense budget. A 'bomber mystique' emerged at this time, one which created
an image of bomber invincibility and aviation's dominance over warfare.*’

This promotion of the strategic bomber was ingenious, yet the claims were
unproven. Nonetheless, the aviation portion of the trickle of military funds went
towards development of bombers. On the eve of the Second World War, the strategic
bomber was the core of American air power, a position that would last for the next two
decades.*’ The primary reason for the acceptance and endorsement of the strategic
principles of air power theory was that bombers promised direct access. Bombers could
attack before, even without, military conquest of an enemy nation. Bomber advocates
promised quick results, and whether these results would prove to be decisive was not
truly the issue, for the bomber could reach an enemy and nothing else could. But due to

limited radius of action, bombers could only be employed from forward bases within

reach of enemy targets.

World War II Strategic Air Bases

The strategy, chronology, history, and outcomes of the wartime strategic air

campaigns have been ably told by others.* The concern here is much more limited;

0 For a more detailed discussion of the American public's interwar attitudes about military aviation,
particularly the bomber, see Michael Sherry, The Rise of American Air Power: The Creation of
Armageddon, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), (hereafter cited as Sherry, Armageddon)
Chapter 2, 'The Age of Prophecy.'

! Robert T. Finney, History of the Air Corps Tactical School, 1920-1940, (Montgomery: Research
Studies Institute, Air University, 1955); Thomas H. Greer, The Development of Air Doctrine in the Army
Air Arm, 1917-1941, (Maxwell: USAF Historical Division, 1955; reprint Washington: Office of Air
Force History, 1985).

“2 Some of the more prominent works, which have stood the test of time, include: the official AAF history
by Wesley Frank Craven and James Lea Cate, eds., The Army Air Forces in World War II, 7 vols.
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948-1958), (hereafter cited as Craven and Cate, AAF in WW 1I),
see particularly vols. II, III, V; Hansell, Germany and Japan; Lee Kennett, A History of Strategic
Bombing, (New York: Scribner's, 1982); David Maclsaac, Strategic Bombing in World War II: The Story
of the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, (New York: Garland, 1976); Sherry, Armageddon;
Charles Webster and Noble Frankland, The Strategic Air Offensive Against Germany, 1939-1945, 4
vols., (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1961).
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what happened during the war is not as important to this topic as from where it
occurred. Overseas bases allowed the projection of this strategic force. Wartime
bomber bases and the experience of their use, would have a crucial impact on the later
development of SAC overseas bases.

Between 1939 and 1940 the Army Air Corps placed production orders for only
eighty-seven four-engine bombers, but by June 1941, a massive build-up was underway,
and over three thousand were in production. > Milestones throughout the war show the

composition and growth of this American bomber force:

Table 2
US Strategic Bomber Force, WW 11
aircraft category Sep 1939  Dec 1941  Jun 1945  Sep 1945
Very Heavy Bombers | 0 0 2,374 2,994
Heavy Bombers 22 288 12,221 9,383

At this time, the only very heavy bomber was the Boeing B-29 Superfortress. The heavy
bombers were the Boeing B-17 Flying Fortress and the Consolidated B-24 Liberator. Data were
tabulated quarterly, so no specific figures are available for the May 1945 surrender of Germany.
Source: information from HQ USAF, SD FY 1947, table 86.

Without overseas bases, none of these aircraft could have been used for strategic
purposes. Heavy bombers had a combat radius of eight hundred miles--double the air
mileage between London and Berlin, while very heavy bombers could go 1,500 miles.
So, during the war there was also a tremendous expansion of American overseas air
bases: in late 1941 the AAF possessed sites in only three American protectorates, by

September 1945 this had grown to 562 installations outside the United States.*

* Director of Statistical Services, Comptroller, HQ US Air Force, United States Air Force Statistical
Digest, Fiscal Year 1947, (Hereafter cited as HQ USAF, SD FY19xx), table 72. The peak wartime
production year was 1944, when American military aircraft production increased 1,600 percent over
figures from 1940. The emphasis on heavy bombers is also apparent, for during this same period total
airframe weight increased 4,500 percent.

* The number of AAF WW II bases ranges from almost 1,900 to over 2,200, depending on the differing
definitions of base, main operating location, installation, and facility. The official AAF history finds that
at the end of the war the AAF controlled 1,895 facilities (562 overseas), down from a wartime high of
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From overseas sites, American bomber forces waged two strategic air
campaigns. In Europe, (what eventually became) the United States Strateglic Air Forces
Europe operated from bases in the United Kingdom and Italy, while in the Far East, the
AAF’s Twentieth Air Force operated from bases in China and the Mariana Islands.*

The United States Strategic Air Forces Europe (comprised of the Eighth Air
Force in England and the Fifteenth Air Force in Italy) had its headquarters at Bushy
Park, near London. Here, Americans worked closely with their counterparts in RAF
Bomber Command, to plan and fight the air war against Germany. The Eighth Air
Force, with headquarters at High Wycombe, developed bases throughout the United
Kingdom and nurtured relationships with RAF officers, both of which would serve well
into the next decade. Political leaders and diplomats cultivated the Anglo-American
special relationship, and this kinship extended to air leaders as well.

American heavy bombers occupied forty-two British airfields (see Appendix
A.3), and not a single American bomb unit was kept away due to lack of facilities. The
British Air Ministry was responsible for overseeing construction and retained control of
the facilities throughout the war. Peak construction occurred in 1943, when thirteen
thousand American military engineers joined thirty-two thousand British civilians to
build the sites.*° Every Eighth Air Force bomb group had its own base, an AAF Class A
standard airfield. Each facility had three 6,000 foot concrete runways formed in a

triangle, took about sixty days to build, contained over two thousand men, seventy-two

2,252 in December 1943. Chauncey Saunders, “Redeployment and Demobilization,” in Craven and Cate,
AAF in WW II, vol. VII, p. 569.

* There were sixteen American numbered air forces involved in the war. The only ones discussed here
are those with bombers dedicated to strategic attacks: the Eighth (from mid-1942), the Fifteenth (after
moving to Italy in September 1943), and the Twentieth (from mid-1944).

“ The peak occurred during the summer, but this frenzied pace caused setbacks in the fall. Much of the
original bomber bases had to be rebuilt. Poor construction materials needed to be replaced, narrow
British roads had to be widened for the larger American vehicles, and runways had to be reinforced to
support the heavier weight of the American bombers.
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bombers, and all the equipment necessary for strategic air warfare.”’ All of these
American bases were between London and the Wash, in the Huntingdon and East
Anglia region of England. These American bomber airfields displaced forty thousand
acres of farmland, all in an area that could have fit within the state of Rhode Island.*®

These American bases, along with those nearby of the RAF Bomber Command,
held the greatest concentration of bombers ever assembled, over three thousand aircraft.
The United States portion consisted of forty-one bomb groups with 2,100 heavy
bombers--almost ten times the number in the current Air Force inventory. These bases
in England were four hundred air miles from Berlin, well within the radius of action of
the B-17 and B-24.

More American bomber bases developed in Italy, opening a southern air route
into Germany. Following the Italian surrender in September 1943, bombers of the
Fifteenth Air Force moved to the spur of eastern Italy, around Foggia and Manduria.
With the end of the North African campaign, all Fifteenth Air Force bombers left
Tunisia for these forward bases. At its height these bases held twenty-one bomb groups

and 1,100 bombers, about half the size of the American force in England.49

“’ The bomb group was the standard combat unit during WW II, and its composition varied depending on
location, aircraft, and year. By February 1945 the norms for AAF bomb groups were:

very heavy heavy
type aircraft B-29 B-17 or B-24
number of aircraft 45 72
aircrews 60 96
officers 462 465
enlisted 1,616 1,796
total personnel 2,078 2,261

Source: data from Craven and Cate, AAF in WW II, vol. VI, p. 59.
“® For a list of American bomber bases in the UK during the war, see Appendix A.3. Some sources list
the American bomber base numbers as higher by including all British facilities used by the Eighth Air
Force. The official Army Air Forces history lists sixty-six air facilities in the United Kingdom used by
the Eighth. Craven and Cate, AAF in WW II, vol. II, pp. 600-664.
“ Roger Freeman, The US Strategic Bomber, (London; MacDonald's and Jane's, 1975), pp. 65-69;
Craven and Cate, AAF in WW I, vol. I, pp. 508, 563-574, 639, 651.
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In the Far East, the J apanese home islands were beyond the reach of American
bombers until mid-1944.° All the planned locations for American strategic air bases
(eastern China, northern Philippines, the Ryukyu Islands, and the Mariana Islands) were
initially held by Japanese forces, and until one of the three major axes (Central Pacific,
China-Burma-India, Southwest Pacific) progressed into forward areas, no bombers
could attack Japan. Eventually though, all three axes advanced and bomber bases were
built. The first opened near Chengtu, China, in June 1944, built entirely by hand by
400,000 Chinese laborers. Although Japan was now accessible from the air, logistics
proved insurmountable and the sites were abandoned in early 1945.!

American forces invaded three of the Northern Mariana Islands (Saipan, Guam,
and Tinian) between June and August of 1944, and even while the battles raged,
construction began on bomber fields. Across surfaces of volcanic ash, coral, and
limestone, runways were lengthened to 8,500 feet and stressed for the heaviest aircraft
in the American inventory, the B-29, which had a combat radius of action of 1,500
miles. With Tokyo only 1,300 miles away, the Marianas would become the key to the
Pacific air war. By the spring of 1945 there were seven bomber airfields in the

Marianas, and every strategic bomber in the Far East was on one of these bases.>

** One exception was the Doolittle Raid on 12 April 1942. Since there were no airfields close enough to
attack Japan, AAF medium bombers launched off the deck of the aircraft carrier USS Hornet, attacked
Tokyo, then flew to China. This was over two years before an infrastructure was in place to support an
offensive air campaign against the Japanese homeland. See James A. Doolittle with Carol V. Glines, I
Could Never Be So Lucky Again, (New York: Bantam, 1991).

o Specifically the China bases were: Kiunglai, Penshaw, Hsinching, and Kwanchan. The logistics chain
to support these sites went the long way around the world, with the last link by air across the Himalayas,
aptly named Operation MATTERHORN. Craven and Cate, AAF in WW II, vol. V, pp. 65-73; Robert W.
Coakley and Richard M. Leighton, Global Logistics and Strategy, 1943-1945, The United States Army in
World War II series: The War Department, (Washington: Center for Military History, US Army, 1966),
pp- 519-522. »

The Marianas bases were: North and West Fields on Tinian; Kobler and Isley Fields on Saipan; and
North, Northwest, and Harmon Fields (headquarters and the air depot for supplies) on Guam. The names
differ slightly depending on the source, the Army official histories refer to Saipan's Kobler Field as East
Field. For a base reference map, see Craven and Cate, AAF in WW II, vol. V, p. 514. Following the
conquest of the Ryukyu Islands in the spring of 1945, construction of three bomber fields began on
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All of the bomber bases in Europe were under the direct control of the theater
commander, but in the Far East the Twentieth Air Force was entirely independent of the
theater chain of command. A convoluted command structure existed in the Pacific,
compounded by the fact that potential B-29 bases could be built in areas controlled by
separate theater commanders. With a firm belief in the tenets of air power theory, and
artful negotiations among the Combined Chiefs of Staff, General Hap Arnold succeeded
in gaining independence for the mission, bombers, and bases of the Twentieth. This set
a new precedent, one which the Strategic Air Command would follow the next decade,
as the Twentieth was responsible only to the JCS. And the leadership of the Twentieth
is also telling, with officers who would later play a significant role in the independence
of SAC overseas bases: Lauris Norstad was the Twentieth Chief of Staff from April
1944 to the end of the war, Curtis LeMay commanded the Twentieth from January to
early August 1945, followed thereafter by Nathan Twining.53

The debates over the moral, economic, political, and military effect of these
strategic campaigns continues, but the stark clarity of the destruction figures remain
firm. According to the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, against Germany
bombers of the AAF and the RAF destroyed sixty-one cities, killed 300,000, wounded
780,000, and left 7.5 million homeless.>* The strategic campaign against Japan lasted

fourteen rhonths, less than half that against Germany, and comparably the American

Okinawa, at Kadena, Bola, and Fultema. Although these sites were not complete until the end of
hostilities, two bomb groups of the Eighth Air Force, recently equipped with B-29s, began to arrive on 7
August 1945, but they never participated in the war against Japan. For base construction, see Karl C.
Dod, The Corps of Engineers: The War Against Japan, The United States Army in World War II series:
The Technical Services, (Washington: Center of Military History, US Army, 1966, reprint 1987), p. 490-
504, 657-660. For an overall account of bomber operations in the Far East, see Richard Hallion, "Prelude
to Armageddon," Air Power History, Fall 1995, pp. 38-54.

** Craven and Cate, AAF in WW II, vol. V, pp. 12-13, 38-41, 316-318. See Appendix A.1 for their later
jobs.

**United States Strategic Bombing Survey (hereafter cited as USSBS), Summary Report (European War),
(Washington: USGPO, 1945).




53

commitment was much smaller, involving one-third the bomb groups, one-tenth the
sorties, and one-seventh the bases. But the bombing of Japan was much more
concentrated and the target sets much more susceptible. Using only twelve percent of
the bomb tonnage, the overall results of the bombing campaign against Japan were
remarkably similar to those against Germany: sixty-three cities destroyed, 330,000
killed, 476,000 wounded, and nine million homeless. The bulk of these damages came
from incendiaries, which comprised over sixty percent of the Twentieth Air Force bomb
weight and were shockingly effective against the paper and wood structures of Japanese
cities.”> None of this would have been possible without the use of bases within striking

distance of the enemy homeland. Air power still had an Achilles heel: forward bases.

Base Lessons Projected

Three base lessons came from the war, and these would continue to apply well in
to the next decade. These lessons lay dormant through the five years following World
War II, world tension certainly rose, but the actual prospect of global war remained
somewhat distant. But American leaders perceived the potential of another global
conflict in the summer of 1950, and it was then that these lessons became paramount.

First, without overseas bomber bases no American military forces had direct
access to a distant enemy. Until the late 1950s, the only means of effectively delivering
weapons on strategic targets was with Air Force bombers, and to do this, aircraft
required bases within striking distance of prospective targets. The bomber was the first,

and the only, vehicle for strategic air operations. A decade after the war, three-fourths

% Overall statistics from USSBS, Summary Report (Pacific War), (Washington: USGPO, 1946). The
Tokyo fire raid on the night of 9-10 March 1945 destroyed over a quarter million buildings and killed
83,000--the highest death toll for a single day of the entire war. This raid features prominently in Sherry,

Armageddon, pp. 273-300. J
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of the SAC bomber inventory was medium bombers, with a radius of action of merely
two thousand miles. The remaining aircraft were heavy bombers, which could fly about
three thousand miles--enough to reach only a handful of prospective foreign targets
from North America, for the average distance from SAC bases in the continenfal United
States to designated Soviet targets was 4,100 miles.™

Second, obtaining wartime bases was costly. Political costs were most evident
when the United States sought air bases in small semi-independent areas, such as
Iceland, Greenland, and the Azores. These sites remained vital in American warplans of
the 1950s, and the political strains from the war continued into the following decade.”’
The economic costs of overseas bomber bases is difficult to measure due to extreme
variances among location, labor, aircraft, commands, specifications, international
agreements, and time periods. The tally in China can be specified though, for the
United States provided one hundred million dollars to the forces of Genéral Chiang Kai
Shek for construction of four B-29 bases near Chengtu.58 But the highest cost was a
human one, that needed to seize a forward location. American casualties were over
sixteen thousand on Saipan, almost fifty thousand on Okinawa. These sites had many
other uses, so the casualties cannot be attributed solely to obtaining bomber bases, but
American forces invaded Iwo Jima exclusively to build a bomber base. This small coral

outcrop, positioned halfway between the Marianas and Japan, was an ideal location for a

%% A detailed listing of distances from SAC bases in the continental US to Soviet target areas can be found
in Oliver and Wilson, RAND RM-1683. The force structure of SAC will be discussed in Chapter 7.

%" See Nash Report, DDEL, Country Studies, particularly Iceland and Denmark (Greenland).

%8 Stateside bases provide a glimpse of the extent of the costs: during the war the AAF spent $3.152
billion for 783 installations in forty-eight states; overseas AAF bases, of all kinds, numbered about two-
thirds of that figure. But the costs cannot be directly correlated, as a major portion of the stateside costs
was the purchase of private land, largely not a factor abroad. For an in-depth analysis of AAF wartime
bases built within the United States, see Frank Futrell, “Development of Base Facilities,” in Craven and
Cate, AAF in WW II, vol. VI, pp. 119-168.
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B-29 emergency runway. In the last five months of the war 2,251 B-29s landed on Iwo,
one landing for every ten American casualties needed to secure it.

The third, and most far-reaching lesson from the war, was that with overseas
bases, bombers were the first to fight within an enemy nation, a situation which
necessarily entailed heavy bomber losses. For thirty-nine months of the European war,
from the withdrawal at Dunkirk until the landings at Calabria, Italy, there were no
Allied soldiers on the western portion of the continent, only airmen in the skies above it.
Only air forces fought in Germany until the Allied armies breached the West Wall and
crossed into the Ruhr in early 1945. And only aircraft attacked Berlin until the Red
Army entered the city on 22 April 1945. In the Far East, the first Allied attack on the
Japanese mainland came from B-25s with the Doolittle Raiders, the next did not arrive
for over two years, and they were also bombers, B-29s from bases in China.

Because bombers could gain access, strategic bombardment became a political
expedient, and pressures forced bombers into action early. The Soviet Union faced the
brunt of the German army after June 1941, and from early 1942 Stalin pressed
Roosevelt to open a second front in Europe, to drain German resources and ease
pressure on Soviet forces. It would be years before the western Allies could muster a
force to breach Europe laterally, but vertically, this could be accomplished much
quicker. Roosevelt's solution, like Churchill's in June of 1941, was to open a front in
the skies over Germany with a sfrategic air campaign.59 Against Japan, the situation
was more drawn-out, for no bases were available early in the war, but Roosevelt

continually pushed for bases to attack Japan. At the Casablanca Conference in January

* For Stalin's requests see Richard Overy, Why the Allies Won, (London: Jonathan Cape, 1995), pp. 101-
103, 110.
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1943 the President successfully advocated development of strategic air bases in China
so bombers could attack Japan, well before other military forces were in range.

Strategic air forces had access that other forces did not, and so they were called into

60
use.

Bases and forces within striking distance of an enemy nation allowed strategic
bombers to enter combat, but there was a price. Several years after the war, in a speech
at the National War College, LeMay reflected on the early air war in Europe:

There were many competing requirements for the resources of our nation which

hindered the development of a strong strategic bombing force during the last

war. .... It required three dangerous years for the United States to build and
deploy a bomber force capable of bringing decisive blows to bear. The results

during the first three years were discouraging. In my opinion about all we did

during that time was to provide operational training for the Lufiwaffe,

unfortunately at the cost of many of our best airmen.
Statistics from American strategic air campaigns confirm LeMay's notion of "three

dangerous years" and show that bomber crews were fighting, and dying, in the enemy

country long before any other forces could reach it:

% The heaviest percentage of American bomber losses during individual missions occurred in the fall of
1943, when the strategic forces were less than half of their wartime peak. At the end of September 1943
there were twenty-seven AAF bomb groups in the European theater; nine months later there would be
sixty-two. HQ USAF, SD FY1947, pp. 1-11.

°! LeMay, "Strategic Air Operations," (speech presented to the National War College, Washington, 8
March 1952), p. 14. Library of Congress (LOC), Manuscript Reading Room (MRR), The Papers of
General Curtis E. LeMay (LeMay), box 80.
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Table 3
Bombing Statistics, AAF Strategic Air Forces, WW II
Eighth AF Fifteenth AF Twentieth AF
tons bombers tons bombers ‘tons bombers
dropped lost dropped lost dropped lost
1941 - - - - - -
1942 1,411 42 - - - -
1943 44,185 1,036 12,144 64 - -
1944 389,119 3,497 240,260 1,974 9,064 95
1945 188,573 966 90,899 467 160,572 399
total 623,288 5,541 344,303 2,505 169,636 494

The bomber losses of the Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces were B-17s and B-24s which carried a crew of
ten. The Twentieth losses are all B-29s, each with a crew of eleven. Source: data from John Ellis, The
World War II Databook, (London: Aurum Press Ltd., 1993), pp. 234-235, 244, 260.

Seventy percent of the American bombs on Germany landed before any Allied soldier
set foot in that country. The first Allied soldier arrived in Japan on 30 August 1945,
when American paratroopers landed at Atsugi airfield as part of the Army of
Occupation, fifteen days after cessation of hostilities.

Continually through the post-war period Air Force generals, seeking to avoid a
recurrence of the heavy wartime losses, sought to position a massive collection of
combat-ready forces at overseas bases. Recognizing the political and military value of
having these sites, and acknowledging the human cost should they ever be used,
prompted these leaders to seek "forces in being at their primary operating locations."
This phrase appears continually in basing documents of the post-war period.

All of these lessons are simple and straightforward, and they form the logical
foundation for the future development of SAC overseas bomber bases in the 1950s.
Wartime experience underlined the importance of host nations, countries in key

locations that would allow the construction and occupation of American bomber fields.
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The central element in each of these lessons was the bomber, the only viable strategic
vehicle in the American inventory.

There was a fundamental caveat with all of these lessons, though: they only
applied until the appearance of other strategic weapons, less cumbersome politically,
economically, and militarily. Once some future weapons systems could be accurately
launched at a target thousands of miles away, the logic underlying all these lessons
vanished. When strategic access could come from North America or neutral waters,
America would no longer depend on forward sites for the projection of strategic air
power and costly wartime bases would not be needed. When other weapons could travel
at supersonic speed, bombers would no longer be the first to attack. The demise of these
overseas bases was thus built into the thinking that preceded them. Intercontinental
capability would be reached, no one doubted that, but the issue was: when? Until that

time, SAC overseas bases would serve as America's strategic frontier.
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Chapter 3

Development of SAC Overseas Bases, 1950-1957

All the information we get indicates that the Soviets are very much worried

about this ring of [B-47] bases of ours. In fact it worries them more than

anything. The fact it does indicates to me that it is a pretty good program.
General Nathan F. Twining, 1956

1

They must be scared as hell 2
President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953

This chapter will examine the development of SAC overseas bomber bases, from
inception to their full use. A proper starting point is American national security policy.
The over-riding theme of American strategy during this decade was Containment, and
this era witnessed a continual struggle to match military capabilities to political

commitments.” Throughout, the United States sought to maintain its world role and to

! Continuing, Twining considers the entire collection of American military bases aligned around the
Soviet Union: "I often think that I would hate to see our country...rimmed with three or four hundred
Russian bases in Canada and Mexico. It would be a pretty bad situation here." 84th Congress, SOAP,
pp. 1530-1531.

2 Eisenhower made this comment following a briefing on NSC-140, which appraised the strategic
advantages held by the US, particularly a ring of SAC bases around the Soviet Union. 148th NSC
Meeting, 4 June 1953, p. 6, DDEL, AWF, NSC collection.

3As mentioned earlier, the historiography of the Cold War is enormous, however, the many
interpretations can generally be grouped into one of the following schools: realist, revisionist, post-
revisionist. These roughly correspond to time periods, and were greatly influenced by contemporary
events and the availability of sources. The realist school began at the onset on the Cold War and
continued unopposed through the 1950s. Works of this period came primarily from Western authors,
many of them biographical accounts of American diplomats seeking to explain the origins and
development of the early Cold War. The typical method was to stress the evils of communism and to
pronounce Soviet hegemonic aspirations. One of the countless examples of this early, orthodox school is
Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin: The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1957). Beginning in the late 1950s, other authors began to challenge these
early assessments and the revisionist school emerged. This school was heavily influenced by America's
involvement in Vietnam, which bred mistrust of the American government and thereby produced a
reassessment of previous American motives. The Soviet Union was seen as defensive, merely reacting to
the military and economic power of the United States. Some of the more prominent examples of this
include: William Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, (New York: Norton, 1959),

e
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prevent the success of a rival world power. American leaders continually rejected any
notion of roll-back of communist successes, and dismissed the prospect of preventive
war. As Colin Gray notes, the "master concept” of American post-war strategy was
stability.4 Overseas bases were visible reminders of this task and, in regards to strategic
air power, this epoch separates into three distinct periods, each of which I shall label
after a prominent event: the Korean War, the New Look, and Sputnik. Each period
carried specific implications for strategic air bases, and the first two of these will be

examined in this chapter.

Korean War Period

American leaders realized the political potential of strategic air power and its
military limitations during the Korean War period, defined here from June 1950 to
September 1953.> The need for these bases and the impetus for their growth is best seen
through the central strategic document of the era, NSC-68, "US National Security

Objectives." 6

one of the first to criticize the role of the United States; Louis Halle, The Cold War as History, (New
York: Harper & Row, 1967); and Joyce and Gabriel Kolko, The Limits of Power: The World and the
United States Foreign Policy, 1945-1954, (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), a Marxist interpretation,
harshly critical of American leaders. During the 1970s, the post-revisionists sought a somewhat middle
ground between previous interpretations, viewing the Cold War as a series of misunderstandings that
propagated due to over-reaction on both sides. The dean of this school is John Lewis Gaddis, and two of
his books largely defined this new perspective: The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-
1947 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972), and the previously mentioned Strategies of

- Containment from 1982. There are signs that yet another interpretation is now emerging with the

opening of Soviet archives. It appears that this fourth school may bear closest resemblance to the original
realist views, largely placing blame upon the Soviet Union, particularly Stalin. See Gaddis, Now We
Know: Rethinking Cold War History, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997).

* Colin Gray, Strategic Studies: A Critical Assessment, (London: Aldwych Press, 1982), (hereafter cited
as Gray, Strategic Assessment), p. 11.

* The Korean War ended in July 1953, but as Chapter 6 will show, SAC bombers were still in the Far East
until September to support the truce. So for purposes of analyzing the use of overseas bases I have
chosen to define the period slightly longer than the official end of the war.

® NSC-68 historiography is extensive, see especially Samuel F. Wells, Jr., "Sounding the Tocsin: NSC-68
and the Soviet Threat," International Security, Fall 1979, pp. 118-158, (hereafter cited as Wells,
"Tocsin"); Paul F. Nitze, "The Development of NSC 68," International Security (Spring 1980), pp. 170-
176; Gaddis and Nitze, "NSC-68 and the Soviet Threat Reconsidered," International Security, Spring
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Following the "shocks of 1949" (the Communist victory in China, the Soviet
atomic bomb, and a very-public rivalry among American military leaders) Truman
authorized a broad study of American international interests, expected threats, and
possible responses.7 Led by Paul H. Nitze, George Kennan's successor as head of the
State Department's Policy Planning Staff, the study was completed in April 1950, and
was a fundamental break with previous American strategy, a renunciation of several
tenets championed by Kennan. Specifically, the resulting document, named NSC-68,
dismissed previous concepts of the threat and the strategies deemed necessary to counter
it. The Soviet Union was no longer merely a geopolitical adversary, but a direct danger
to world order and American interests: "the Soviet Union, unlike previous aspirants to
hegemony is animated by a new fanatical faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to
impose its absolute authority over the rest of the world."® And time was working
against the United States, for a period of "maximum danger" would occur in mid-1954.
The report recommended a shift away from Kennan's "selected strong points” and
emphasis on diplomacy, advocating instead a broad build up of Western military power,
arrayed in a perimeter around the Soviet Bloc.” This document encouraged a militant

stance in the Cold War, one which developed