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US DEFENCE BASES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

The main concerns of the study, covering the years 1945-84, are the
arrangements that have been made for the use of military bases in the
United Kingdom by United States forces. The subject is examined within a
chronological framework.

The development of the United States military presence is traced,
from the earliest Joint Chiefs of Staff plans in 1345 and the Spaatz-
Tedder agreement in 1946, which gave the United States permission to deploy
certain forces in the United Kingdom in time of emergencv. The 1948 Berlin
Crisis led to the arrival of bombers in %ast Anglia which was the first
major post-war deployment of United States forces to Britain. It was
stated that it would be for a period of temporary duty. 1In fact the bases
have remained from that day to this, though their number and types have
varied over time.

The Korean War proved to be the next major turning point. It increased
demands upon the Attlee government for an agreement defining the conditions
of use of United States bases in the United Kingdom. The subsequent Truman-
Attlee, and later Truman-Churchill, meetings resulted in the key phrase:
the use of bases would be 'a matter for joint decision ... in the light of
circumstances prevailing at the time.' Different interpretations have been
placed on these words at different times. The years 1950-57 saw a
consolidation of the United States military presence, with Britain's

importance as an intelligence base also growing.

The dawning of the missile age symbolised by the first Soviet earth
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satellite in 1957, the agreement in the same year to deploy Thor missiles,
and the deployment of Polaris to Holy Loch in 1960, raised questions
regarding the adequacy of the earlier agreements on the conditions of use.
This factor, alongside the development of a distinct European identity of
which Britain has become a part, has led to a questioning of American
hegemony within NATO. The arrival of cruise missiles in 1983 gave added
urgency to the debate. Whilst it may be generally recognized that the
bases make a substantial contribution to the United Kingdom's defences,
the need for clarification of the uses to which the bases can be put by

United States forces remains.
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INTRODUCTION

During the Second World War, a huge system of bases was built world-
wide by the United States of America in order to defeat the Axis powers.
After the War many of the bases were dismantled, including most of those
in the United Kingdom. However, they were soon to return - and in a
rapacity unprecedented in this country. The aim of this study is to trace
the post-war development of the United States defence bases in the United
Kingdom from 1945-1985. It is not intended to be an exhaustive military
history, and reference to the technical aspects of the basing will only
be made where relevant. Of more interest is the background of the decision
to station US forces in the United Kingdom, and the subsequent effects
upon British and American defence policies. The period 1945-54 constitutes
the bulk of the study: it was during these years that the crucial agree-
ments, governing the use of British bases by United States forces in an
emergency, were made. These years also witnessed the rapid growth of the
American presence, from a few bombers in East Anglia to a vast network of
bases and facilities covering the United Kingdom.

The United Kingdom's location is unique and, as such, is critical for
the deployment of many sections of the US military forces. Apart from
providing bases for bombers and nuclear submarines, the United Kingdom has
also proved crucial for providing an 'infrastructure' for US forces
overseas. This includes communication and intelligence centres, command
headquarters, storage for nuclear and conventional weapons and logistical

support. What started off as a thirty-day visit by two B-29 squadrons to



Britain has developed into a substantial US force of 30,000, occupying a
large number of bases and facilities over the course of thirty-seven years.

The questions that are raised by what was at first seen as a natural
offshoot of the 'special relationsip' (a phrase first used by Winston
Churchill1) centre upon the extent to which the United States bases make
the United Kingdom more of a target, and therefore perhaps less safe than
it would otherwise be without such a presence. The answers to these
questions are necessarily a matter of individual judgement; yet without
claiming to have direct answers, this study aims to provide the necessary
tools for such a task. The problems that are addressed revolve around
the diplomatic and political consequences of Britain's playing host to US
forces: what are the precise terms of the US military presence in the
United Kingdom? Have these terms, on the whole, reflected United States
or United Kingdom interests? Moreover, has the balance between these
interests changed over time, so that the relationship could be seen as
unfair to one party or the other? Are the means for controlling the US
bases adequate? Has the presence of a large number of foreign forces been
a source of friction? As a sovereign state Britain has a right to
terminate the arrangement: should the government do so for the security
of the United Kingdom?

The approach to the issues raised by US bases in the United Kingdom
will here be a broad analysis of the developments that led to the
establishing of the bases; and, largely by way of chronological account,
the significance of these bases to the United States and British defence
policies will be examined. In a field where the literature is sparse,
the very asking of questions is probably more important than the providing

of answers. The attempts made in this study to examine the questions

1. At Westminster College, Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March 1946,



posed above can only reach tentative conclusions, where the significance
and functions of the bases are illuminated by specific events and crises
as much as by the available documents.

The United States is not, of course, unique in maintaining a
substantial overseas base network. Britain also maintains numerous
overseas bases. The prevalence of basing arrangements around the world
raises similar questions and concerns, no matter who is the host or
sending state; the adequacy of the agreements governing a foreign military
presence in a sovereign state, the legal status of foreign forces to a
host state, to what extent one or the other's interests are being served
or endangered by ihe presence of bases -~ these and many other questions

ccur worldwide. What is of particular interest in the case of US bases

in the United Kingdom is that ‘'as a permanent peacetime arrangement this
system is truly unprecedented.'2 Britain alone amongst the countries
hosting United States bases has apparently been content with a 'gentleman's
agreement' which governs the huge American military presence; never before
have two major powers entered into such an arrangement during peace time,
and not stipulated more precise terms, especially as regards what remains
still an indeterminate length of stay. It is therefore surprising that

the role of the United Kingdom as host to US forces - which has dubbed
her 'America's unsinkable aircraft carrier' - has not merited more academic
attention.

The United Kingdom has always occupied a central role in the US
military involvement in Europe, in part springing out of the Second World
War intimacy and the resultant special relationship. Winston Churchill,
in his speech in Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March 1946, spoke of the need for

continuing 'instruments of cooperation' between the two countries in the

2. George Stambuk: American Military Forces Abroad (Ohio: 1963), p. 9.
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post-war era, when the thread of a common language and the threat of
Communism pulled the countries together. It was against a background nf
international tension, culminating in the first real crisis of the Cold
War - the Berlin blockade, that United States and British military chiefs
agreed that the presence of US strategic bombers or bases in the United
Kingdom would have a beneficial effect on the general situation. The
presence of the B-29 bombers during the Berlin Crisis was to launch a
relationship between the USAF and RAF that has proved unique in its
intimacy. The original presence was small, consisting of two squadrons
operating from specially enlarged runways in East Anglia. On 28 July 1948,
the Secretary of State for Air, Arthur Henderson, announced that thesc
units were not visiting Britain under a formal treaty but under 'informal
and longstanding arrangements between two air forces for visits of geodwill

3

and training purposes.' Within a few months it became evident that this
was not just a visit of goodwill for training purposes, but something far
more substantial.

Although the United States Navy, Army, Military Airlift Command and
various intelligence agencies have been involved in American operations
from the United Kingdom in the post-war era, the main focus will be upon
the United States Air Force (USAF). Not only is the USAF the largest
sector of the overall US military presence, but NATO historically has,
and still does, rely quite heavily upon air power in both conventional and
nuclea; options. The USAF's commitment to NATO's defence has always been
heaviest, in part because air power is more capital-intensive than manpower-

intensive, and 'just as nuclear weapons were once viewed as a cheap way to

balance Soviet conventional strength, air power is often viewed as a man-

3. H.C. Deb5: LSk, col. 123 (Written Answer), 28 July 1948.



power substitute.'

Current attitudes towards botn the United States and their overseas
bases appear to be confused. On fhe one hand, it could be argued that
there has been a re-birth of the 'special relationship' under President
Reagan and Mrs. Thatcher, whose views on economic, political, international
and military matters show a shared interest. Yet, against this close
harmony at the level of heads-of-state, emphasised by the recent Washington
meeting between President Reagan and Prime Minister Thatcher on the
Strategic Defence Initiative, there is a general public distrust of United
States leadership and there is mounting opposition to the US bases in
particular. Paradoxically, a majcrity of British citizens supports
continued participation in the NATO alliance, while a majority is also
against the deployment of US cruise missiles.5 Public opinion concerning
the US nuclear bases has never been clear when, at time of crisis, opinions
swing against their presence and, at times of relative calm, there is a
more general acceptance of their presence in the United Kingdom.6 This
apparent public unease felt about the US bases has not found any reflection
in post-war governments, under which there has generally been an acceptance
not only of the US bases but also of the arrangements governing their use
in an emergency. There have, however, been direct clashes of interest
between the United States and Britain when the bases have been used for
purposes distinct from Britain's national interests, with little or no
effort at consultation from the American government. There has been very

7

little published’ to explain these apparent contradictions and consequently,

L, Lt.-Col. D. J. Alberts (USAF): ‘'Deterrence in the 1980's: Pt. II,
The Role of Conventional Air Power', Adelphi Paper No. 193, p. 13.

5. The Guardian: 24 Jan. 1983 (Marplan poll).

6. See Sanity: Dec. 1982,

7. See 'Sources' below.



-6 -

the general awareness of the nature and role of US bases amongst the
British public is quite low. What has been published is often highly
polemical or confined to one small area of concern; literature on the
cruise debate, for instance, could furnish a library in itself, but there
has been little attempt to step back and take an overview of US bases in
the United Kingdom. Whilst the study is not designed to answer all the
complex problems that have arisen, it is intended to offer a constructive

approach to assessing the American military presence in the United Kingdom.

Methodology

To this end, the subject is approached by means of a roughly
chronological account, covering the development and the problems associated
with US bases in the United Kingdom. A historical approach to the bases
here considers the many outside events that influenced the direction and
use of US bases in the United Kingdom. The US basing posture overseas
sprang from a general foreign policy which, soon after the Second World
War, identified the Soviet Union as the West's chief enemy; and the bases
in the United Kingdom formed part of a wider tapestry of European and
indeed worldwide bases under American control. Britain was to assume
particular importance because of her strategic location and her close
political identification with the United States. The historical narrative
thus traces a relationship that has been unique in its intimacy, with the
bases in turn symbolising that closeness; but also, it allows for the
wider consideration of international problems. So often in the history of
the US bases in the United Kingdom it has been outside events which have
prompted change: it was ostensibly the Berlin blockade that was the
catalyst for the arrival of B-29's in East Anglia; it was the Korean War
that prompted Prime Minister Attlee to negotiate an understanding with

the President regarding the use of the bases; Thor missiles were deployed



in Britain in response to an alleged Soviet-American missile gap; and the
Yom Kippur War brought about a major reassessment of American bases in
general.

Similarly, the significance and functions of the US bases are often
illuminated more by historical 'flashpoints' or crises than by the
available public documentation. For instance, the chance shooting-down of
a RB-47 reconnaissance aircraft during 1960 revealed the extent of US
reconnaissance operations from United Kingdom bases. The disagreement
between the British and American governments during the 1975 Middle East
War highlighted the nature of the consultation procedure - or lack of it -
for use of United Kingdom bases by United States forces. Had a different
government been in power at the time, we might not have discovered these
operational details., In addition, the reaction of the Soviet Union to the
US bases in the United Kingdom is constructive. Ever since the arrival of
US B-29 bombers in East Anglia during 1948,. the face of Europe has, to the
Soviet mind, looked hostile and threatening, particularly since the US
had a nuclear capability in Europe long before the Soviet Union had a
similar device. The initial security afforded to Britain and other West
European countries has diminished, since it is now Europeans who are held
hostage by a vast Russian arsenal trained on Europe, held in check only
by the good behaviour of the United States. The original rationale for
the deployment of US units to Europe, that the range of the bombers (and
later submarines) was too limited to permit effective deployment against
the Soviet Union from the United States, no longer exists.

The overall effect of the United States bases in the United Kingdom
is difficult to determine in the era of deterrence. There is a built-in
uncertainty in considering whether a particular set of bases performs a
useful function or not, or whether in fact deterrence actually deters.

It is just as difficult to prove that the presence of US bases has actually



protected the United XKingdom, when the absence of nuclear bases has ensured
Norway or Denmark's safety. The problems are compounded by insufficient
knowledge about the quiet concept of the situation, and thus about the
extent to which the US bases are seen as provocative and are targeted by
the Soviet arsenal.

Because of the difficulties mentioned above, the questions surrounding
the US bases have been addressed in specific, but limited, ways. Studies
could be made of the Soviet reaction to the US bases, the legal problems
raised by visiting forces, the sociological implications of what virtually
amounts to a sub-culture within the bases, or an analysis of the strategic
implications of basing. There have been attempts to address some of these
specific areas but this study seeks to approach the issue at several
different levels. The Soviet reaction to the various base developments in
the United Kingdom is documented where possible. The legal problems raised
by the presence of a large number of US servicemen in a foreign country
are also touched upon, as are the sociological problems arising out of the
presence. But the main focus of the thesis must be upon the political
problems that have arisen more generally out of international incidents,
and upon those political events specifically affecting Anglo-American
relations, especially as they apply to military bases. The study is, in
short, an attempt to gain an overview of the US presence in the United
Kingdom as it affects both governments and populace.

The study can be split into two halves. The first section covers
the years 1945-54 and concentrates on the development of the bases,
culminating in the agreements between President Truman and Prime Minister
Attlee. Following the agreement there was a period of consolidating the
US presence until it reached its peak in the mid-1950's. Thus, the
question of whether those Truman-Attlee agreements, re-confirmed by

Churchill in 1952, and now over thirty years old, are still adequate or



clear enough is the central concern here, with emphasis on the meaning of
the phrase that the use of the bases in an emergency would be 'a matter
for joint decision'. The 1950's are also important for the dawning of the
missile age and the first deployment of US missiles in Britain in 1957.
This early period can be thought of generally as being marked by close
Anglo-American relations (with the notable watershed of Suez), and as a
period of consolidation and development for the bases. The second part
of the study, from 1957 until the present, covers a period of change in
the American attitude to Britain. During that time, the United Kingdom
was increasingly dealt with as part of Europe; and opposition within the
UK became noticeable, not only to the vague agreements but to the US bases
themselves, which now held a growing arsenal of nuclear weaponary that
would cuiminate in the deployment of cruise missiles, causing a serious
reappraisal of the overall role of American bases in Britain's defences.
The first short chapter will attempt a definition of the term 'base’.
There is no generally agreed definition of a base, and this in turn has
led to considerable confusion. There have been, for example, exaggerations
of the US military strength overseas when even the smallest relay
transmitter has merited the term 'base'. Whilst a hard and fast definition
of a base is difficult, a framework for distinguishing between main
operating bases, support bases and facilities is constructive. Chapter II
will cover the years 1945-48, when the background of the wartime special
relationship set the stage for top-level military discussions between
General Carl Spaatz and Air Chief Marshal Lord Tedder, designed to
alleviate concerns about Zurope's vulnerability during the early Cold War
years. The discussions resulted in an agreement to make available 'certain
bases' for US bombers in time of emergency, including support of US atomic
operations. Chapter I11I, covering the years 1948-50, has as its main

focus the Berlin Crisis, which was the pretext for placing bombers in
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Britain - a move long contemplated by respective military chiefs. Much
confusion surrounded the issue of the length of stay of US bombers in
East Anglia during the Berlin Crisis. The first public comment was that
the bombers were in Britain 'for a short period of temporary duty.'
During 1950, the US presence was formalised by the Ambassador's Agreement,
which apportioned the division of the cost of construction for a number
of US bases, and gave the British the right to terminate the arrangement.

The US bases in Britain were becoming an increasingly urgent political
problem, and by the early 1950's, the outbreak of the Korean War opened
up possibilities of the US bases being used for a struggle outside the
NATO area. The demand by Parliament for an agreement that stated what
the bases could (and could not) be used for forced Clement Attlee to visit
President Truman. Chapter IV covers the course of the meeting and
subsequent agreements, as well as the confirmatory agreement reached
between Prime Minister Churchill and President Truman on & January 1952.
The precise interpretation of the resultant communiqué was to prove a
constant source of controversy and is currently at the centre of a dispute
surrounding the operational deployment of cruise missiles.

Chapter V will examine the rapid growth of the US military presence
in Britain between 1950-54. At the centre of the expansion of the US
base network in the United Kingdom was the Special Construction Programme,
that provided for the expansion of the primary air bases from five in
June 1949 to forty-three by June 1953, The growth in the number of US
bases was mainly a response to the increasing importance that the UK was
assuming in US war planning. The expanded base network was also to affect
British defence policy, as increasing reliance was put on the United

States for a sizeable proportion of Britain's air cover. During these

8. The Times: 17 July 1948.
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years, SAC started reconnaissance operations from UK bases, forming part
of an increasingly elaborate Anglo-American intelligence network. The
intimacy in the defence field, of which the bases were the best example,
was not always mirrored in other areas of Anglo-American relations; and

of particular note was the lack of atomic research collaboration as Britain
struggled to make her own atomic bomb. Chapter VI will provide a break
from the chronological narrative by looking at the sociological, economic
and legal status of US servicemen in the United Kingdom.

The second section of the study covers the years 1954-84, during
which time the role of the US bases changed drastically. The change was
heralded by the deployment of Thor missiles in Britain and the opening of
a major US submarine base at Holy Loch. Although Thor formed only a small
part of the overall American military presence in the United Kingdom, its
arrival coincided with the growth of organised pressure groups, in
particular the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. United States bases in
the United Kingdom were hitherto a political issue that would erupt in
Parliament and appear in national newspapers. With the arrival of Thor,
the US bases became a public issue that centred in particular on the
control of the new nuclear weapons. The role of the US bases was to
change in 1964 with a major US project that aimed for a substantial
reduction in American overseas commitments. The Seventh Air Division,
under SAC command, was deactivated when widescale deployment of ICBM's
in the United States and growing political protest against the United
States military posture in Europe made a retreat to the United States
for bomber units, with deployment to their overseas bases in time of
emergency, a desirable alternative. The Viet Nam War also induced a
feeling of isolationism amongst many Americans; there seemed little
reason for keeping troops in Europe when little was done to help the

United States in Asia.
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The late 1960's and early 1970's were a stormy and uncertain period
for US bases in the United Kingdom. The Mansfield Amendments demanded
major US overseas force reductions. After several major disputes, Britain
began to side more closely with European interests, while the American
bases were rarely out of the national newspapers and were the focus of
demonstrations and even resentment. The study ends with the latest, and
perhaps most controversial development of United States bases in the
United Kingdom during the period following the decision to deploy cruise

missiles at Greenham Common and Molesworth.

Sources

The sources available to the academic researcher on US bases in the
United Kingdom are limited. Generally more information is available
through US Archives than through the Public Record Office and other
British sources. There is little problem with the documents covering the
original agreements between President Truman and Prime Minister Attlee,
and later, between Truman and Prime Minister Churchill. These are covered
in considerable detail with documentation in both the US National Archives
in Washington DC and the Public Record Office at Kew, London. Apart from
the agreements, there is little available material from British sources.
The US sources are generally more plentiful for the years 1945-54, but
after the latter date many documents are still classified. The limited
time available for this study made the ponderous workings of the Freedom
of Information Act of limited use. The US National Archives includes
JCS plans, State Department documents (also covered in part by the Foreign

Relations of the United States series), National Security Council

deliberations, and CIA (ORE) reports, as well as planning and operation
details pertaining to general basing strategy for US overseas forces.

Bolling Air Force Base (Washington DC), the Albert F. Simpson Library
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(Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama), and the Third Air Force headquarters

at RAF Mildenhall, England, all provided valuable information regarding
specific operational plans for USAF units. There are also official unit
histories written by USAF historians that are of value. The United States
Navy presence in the United Kingdom, not as prolific as the US Air Force's
presence, is less well documented. The main documentary source is the
library at Washington Navy Yard, Washington DC, along with US Naval
Activities UK in London. The various Presidential libraries, and in
particular the Truman Library, are valuable scholastic sources, particularly
for the early bases agreements with the United Kingdom, including not only
records of the meetings but the various 'position papers' which were
prepared beforehand.

Problems have been encountered with interviews of people invoived in
one form or another with the US defence bases. As with the primary source
documentation, there seems to be a more general willingness on the part
of Americans involved to discuss the issues. The intense politicisation
of the whole question surrounding the use of the bases has made many top
officials wary of making unguarded statements. A second problem results
from the fact that many of the people involved in the early arrangements
for US basing in Britain are either deceased or, unfortunately, in ill-
health. Nevertheless, thanks are due to those, some in spite of bad health,

who agreed to talk to the author in a frank and open manner.

9

Secondary sources have proved to be scarce” and on the whole polemical.

There are some notable exceptions and one which deserves mention 1is

Margaret Gowing's work, Independence and Deterrence, which has been greatly

9. Two recent publications that have been of help and also reflect the
growing interest in US bases in the United Kingdom are Duncan
Campbell's The Unsinkable Aircraft Carrier: American Military Power
in Britain (London: 1964) and Malcolm Spaven's Fortress Scotland:

A guide to the Military Presence (London: 1983).
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drawn upon for this study. The general lack of an established body of
theory on overseas basing makes the value of 'case studies' like this

one important, so that attempts can later be made at comparative studies.
For the history up until the mid-1950's, the bulk of the reseafch is based
upon primary sources, but after this date they become patchy and more
reliance is placed upon memoirs, autobiographies, and media sources.
Whilst the study can do no more than reflect the strengths and weaknesses
in the sources that are currently available to the public, it is hoped
that this in itself is a useful exercise where none has been attempted

before.
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CHAPTER 1

DEFINING 'BASLES'

One of the frequent problems and causes of confusion when discussing
United States overseas bases is the precise meaning of the term ‘base’'.
The notable absence of a generally acknowledged definition that could, for
instance, be supplied by the United Naticns (but has not been), means
that the arguments become unclear and subject to political bias. Some
take the view that even the smallest of facilities is a base. Historically,
basing has been tied up with the related ideas of a protectorate, military
occupation or even with a colonial presence. Occupations have turned
into basing arrangements, as in Czechoslovakia from 1968 onwards. The
difference between these related ideas and the contemporary meaning of
bases in the United Kingdom are threefold. First, the forces are in the
United Kingdom by agreement. Second, they have a defined and limited role
and have no authority over civil society. Lastly, Britain retains
territorial sovereignty over the base areas (enshrined in the Ambassador's
Agreement giving the British government the right to terminate the
arrangement). The type of basing arrangement under consideration in this
study is a twentieth century phenomenon, and the lack of general historical
precedent makes the task of definition complicated. An example of the
possible confusion over the meaning of the term 'base' arose in a series
of questions during June-August 1980 in the House of Commons. Bob Cryer,

M.P., asked the Secretary of State for Defence to list the number of bases
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operated in 'whole or part by United States forces in the United Kingdom.

Mr. Francis Pym replied:

'The United States Air Force has main operating bases at
RAF Alconbury, RAF Betwaters, RAF Fairford, RAF Lakenheath,
RAF Mildenhall, RAF Upper Heyford and RAF Woodbridge and
standby deployment bases at RAF Greenham Common, RAF
Sculthorpe and RAF Wethersfield. The United States Navy
has a base at Holy Loch. The United States Forces also
occupy a number of sites, including RAF Molesworth,

which are used for purposes such as housing, storage,
logistics, administration and communications.'’

5 =
Bob Cryer asked two further questions on 7 July and 8 August) enquiring

if there were any 'US bases, facilities, housing, storage, logicist support,

administration or communication sites' not included in the previous reply.
The list of bases and facilities supplied by the Ministry of Defence rose
to fifty-three in July and fifty-six in August. The careful definitions

supplied by the Secretary of State for Defence were soon muddied. Duncan
Campbell, an investigative journalist who has worked on American military

power in Britain, wrote that the 'list of bases now swelled from 12 to 53!

and that 'after three attempts, the Ministry of Defence had managed to
find 56 US bases in Britain. We have found 103 ....'4

The question initially sought the number of 'bases' and later, bases
and 'facilities'. To ignore the division and count anything from a fuel
pump, to a radio transmitter, to a major strategic base like RAF Upper

Heyford as a 'base' is misleading. To avoid such confusion, that would

account for the difference between Campbell's 103 figure and the figure

of twenty-five supplied by the US Embassy in Grosvenor Square to the author,

1. H.C. Debs, 986, 18 June 1980, col. 587 (written answers).

2. H.C. Deb5, 988, 7 July 1980, cols. 54-5 (written answers).

5

3. H.C. Deb”, 990, 8 August 1980, col. 481 (written answers).

4.,  Duncan Campbell: 'Target Britain', New Statesman, 31 Oct. 1981, p. 6.




- 17 -

a more precise definition is necessary. Naval and air bases can, as a rule,
be divided into three categories. First are the main or permanent
operational bases. These comprise major bases which are fortified and
garrisoned with sufficient force to be held against a major attack until
relieved from the continental United States. Examples in this category
would be the main bases at places like Upper Heyford, Alconbury, Lakenheath
and Mildenhall. They are also distinguished by size, with over 100 permanent
personnel. Second, there are the limited operational bases used chiefly

for reconnaissance, or having specific functions like satellite
communications, microwave communication links or ammunition stores.

Examples in this category would include Barford St. John, Menwith Hill,
Bovingdon, Welford and Winkfield, to name but a few. The limited operational
bases provide the strategic bases with invaluable information or logistical
support, and more often than not, the rationale for their (often shrouded)
presence are those permanent operational bases in the first category.

Third, there are the emergency or stand-by bases, such as Boscombe Down,
which American aircraft could use in time of emergency; similar port
facilities exist for the United States Navy (USN) at Southampton.5 These
bases are now more commonly known as 'co-located' bases for use only as
agreed 1in time of emergency.

The main focu. of this study will be upon the permanent operational
bases which will be viewed as part of a 'general system of national or
collective security.'6 Mention of the various facilities that support
these main bases will be made only where it is felt that they have
significantly enhanced the American military presence in the United Kingdom.

The definitions should not be considered as hard and fast since many bases

5. Definitions are based on those by Hans W. Weigert: 'Collective
Security', Foreign Affairs, Vol. 25, Jan. 1947, pp. 250-60.

6. Ibid. p. 255.
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over time, in responding to varied demands, have changed their function
and relative importance. The number of permanent operational bases,
hereafter referred to as 'bases' unless specified otherwise, has varied
little over the last twenty years since the Strategic Air Command withdrew
the Seventh Air Division from Britain.7 The USN bases are subject to
slightly different criteria, as a great number of submarines can operate
from, but not necessarily be 'based! in one location. Since communication
facilities constitute such an important part of the sea-borne nuclear
force, these have been incorporated in the definition of naval base.
There are now generally acknowledged to be eight major US naval bases in
the United Kingdom.8

The lack of a generally agreed definition of 'base' does raise
important problems. While the definitions above serve as a rough guide
to US bases in the United Kingdom and their relative importance, the
definition is of limited use outside the confines of this study. If the
definition of base were applied to Norway it could be concluded that there
were no US bases in Norway. This would, however, overlook the vast array
of US 'facilities' that exist in Norway, such as the part of the NADGE
radar system which is a 3,000 mile long chain of radar and associated air
defence systems. It could also be claimed that the facilities were not
specifically American but that they safeguard the sea lanes in the North
Atlantic.9 The policy that each NATO member has pursued in relation to

basing on its territory is essentially the result of regional perceptions

7. See Appendix II, Table I.
8. See Appendix III, Table III.

9. Nils P. Gleditsch and Owen Wilkes: Intelligence Installations in
Norway: their number, location, function and legality (Peace Research
Institute, Oslo (PRIO), publication S-4/79). The claim that the
intelligence installations safeguard the sea lanes in the North
Atlantic is challenged when they say there is a 'covert awareness
that what they would really be safeguarding is the US SLBM forces
in the North Atlantic.' p. 63.
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of the balance of power, that in turn provides alternative basing patterns
from those in the United Kingdom. The Nordic balance by way of contrast
depends partly on consideration of natural phenomena like the geographical
position of the area, super-power confrontation, repercussions of Central
European problems and Finland's special position regarding the Soviet
Union. There are also self-imposed restrictions, as where Sweden has opted
for a position of neutrality. Denmark and Norway have followed a policy
of no foreign 'bases' or nuclear weapons on their soil, although they do
contribute to NATO's infrastructure. In spite of US pressure, 'Norway has
consistently refused to accept any attempts to reduce its sole right to
interpret the conditions under which it might feel inclined to change this
policy.'10 Denmark has pursued a parallel policy which was formalised in
1963 by the Frime Minister, when suggestions were forwarded for the
stationing of allied forces in Denmark.

In the case of the United Kingdom, the immediate post-war considerations
of her regional and wider security interests lay close to those of the
United States. The US bases on United Kingdom soil were also a way of
influencing American opinion on strategic issues. France was later to seek
to do this through her 'force de frappe', while Germany did the same
through her crucial strategic position. The story of US bases in the
United Kingdom is therefore a very particular arrangement that was tailor-
made to fit the requirements of the 'special relationship'. The fundamen-
tally national responses to the issue of basing in Europe has done litte
for alliance cohesion, but does serve as notice to those dissatisfied
with the current American basing posture in the United Kingdom that there
are alternative types of liaison with US forces. In many ways, the United

Kingdom has more freedom in decisions about the future of US bases than

10. Equil Ulstein: 'Nordic Security', Adelphi Paper, No. 81 (IISS, 1971),
pp. 9-10.
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many of her NATO partners. Norway and Denmark fear that if they wnole-
heartedly embrace NATO, including playing host to bases, the Soviet Union
might answer by putting bases back into Finland. There is no obvious

quid pro quo for the United Kingdom if the decision were made to reduce

or terminate the US bases.

Difficulties of definition also arise when we talk of 'defence bases'.
The early advocates of a world-wide base network or a string of fortified
bases, saw it as a way of off-setting the future power and aggressive
intent of the Soviet Union and perhaps China. A Russian naval admiral,
objecting to American plans for overseas bases in Pravda in September
1946, declared that bases as far flung from America as Okinawa or Iceland
could scarcely be called 'defensive'. Two documents were to give legitimacy
to the concept of defensive retaliation, but said nothing about defence
bases. The United Nations Charter and the Atlantic Pact gave birth to a
wider scope of mutual interests that had to be defended. The earlier
Cairo Declaration had committed the United States to the principle of
territorial non-aggrandisement, a principle later cemented into the United
Nations Charter (Chapters XI-XIII). It became possible to defend American
interests under the guise of the UN flag. The trusteeship principle was
qualified in the UN Charter by a special dispensation for 'strategic areas'
in trust territories, which placed such areas under the jurisdiction of
the Security Council (with its veto provision) instead of the Trusteeship
Council. This, as Hans VWeigert observed, 'made it possible for a great
power to control strategic bases short only of outright annexation.'
The strategic bases could masquerade under the guise of collective security,
as permitted under Article 51 of the UN Charter. The second reason for

talking of 'defence bases' applies to the United Kingdom as a signatory

11. Hans Weigert: p. 256.
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to the Atlantic Pact. Under the Atlantic Pact the United States and
Canada entered into a military agreement for the defence of Western Europe.
It was stressed at the time that this was a purely defensive arrangement
and formed part of a wider containment policy to halt the spread of
Communism,., Under the Pact, members agreed to provide military forces
according to their means. Article 5 declared:

'The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or

more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered

an attack against them all; and consequently they agree,

that if such an armed attack occurs, each of them ...

will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking

forthwith, individually and in concert with the other

Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including

the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security

of the North Atlantic area.'

The gquestion of the defensive nature of the US bases has been clouded
more recently by NATO's stance on 'first-use' of nuclear weapons. From
NSC-68 onwards, the proposal for a policy of no-first-use of nuclear
weapons was rejected on the grounds that it could be interpreted as a
sign of weakness, and that to agree to a 'no-first-use' policy would
weaken NATO's deterrence posture. There has, however, always been a
careful distinction between the initiating of war and the use of a surprise
first-strike after the war has started. First use only applies to an
on-going war where NATO could maintain escalation dominance rather than a

2
sudden 'nuclear bolt from the blue'. This principle was verified in June
1981 at the Bonn NATO Summit, where it was pledged not to use any nuclear

15

weapons except in response to an attack. Various US surveillance and

12. See Lawrence Freedman: The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (London:
1982), pp. 7?1, 242 and 353.

13. For a fuller discussion, see Vincenzo Tornetta: 'The Nuclear
Strategy of the Atlantic Alliance and the '"no-first-use' debate',
NATO Review, Vol. 30, No. 5, 1982, pp. 1-7.
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reconnaissance operations mounted from Britain have also been perceived
by the USSR as antagonistic and provocative.

The true effects of the US presence are difficult to establish.
Whilst a case may be made Enal some bases enhance. British security, others
may offer more of a potential danger as a target. The perception of the
intent of overseas bases is obviously dependent upon the viewer's
perspective. To one Russian observer, bases on foreign territory were not
only instruments for the maintenance of neo-colonialism but served
'aggressive purposes' and were 'incompatible with the principles of
peaceful coexistence of states wit.. different social systems and constitute
an international crime.'14 From the American standpoint, the US forces
in Burope serve four objectives: they play an important role in deterrence;
they make a significant contribution to Europe's defence and in the event
of a conflict would pose a formidable fighting force; they play a vital
political role in America's relations with Vestern Europe; and they
maintain a military balance as a counterpoise to the forces maintained by
the Warsaw Pact.15 The difference in perspective could be accounted for
on historical grounds; while the Soviet Union has been a war arena, the
United States has not, with the exception of the Civil War. There is
therefore an important asymmetry in historical experience which makes for
different perceptions of the extent to which the bases are defensive in
nature. The US forces are not just defending West Europe's interests,
they also defend their own interests. Michael Heseltine made the symbiotic

nature of the arrangement clear recently when he said, 'individual countries

14, Roy Allison: Finland's Relations with the Soviet Union (London:
1985), quoting M. Lazarev, 'Imperialist Military Bases on Foreign
Territories and International Law' (Moscow: 1963), p. 39.

15. See Hearings before the Sub-c'ttee on Arms Control, International Law
and Organization of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 'US
.Forces in Europe', 93 Congress, 1st session, 25 and 27 July 1973,
pp. 40 and 63,
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in Europre could not hope to defend themselves successfully against the
weight of an attack they might face without the support of all their
allies ... the ultimate security of the North American members of the
Alliance rests on what happens in Western Europe.'

The United States forces in the United Kingdom are impressive taken
by themselves, but at their height they represented only a fraction of
US military power deployed on this side of the Atlantic. In 1952, only
about 10 per cent17 of the American servicemen in the European area were
stationed in Britain. The expansion of the American military forces in
the Mediterranean and Europe was far greater than the expansion of forces
in Britain. By the peak of US military deployments in Europe in 1954,
the forces in Britain represented slightly less than 10 per cent of the
total European and Mediterranean deployments. Over the years many of the
US deployments in Europe were to diminish in response to political and
economic factors. Support for the American hegemony in NATO was not
accepted in all member countries as easily as in Britain. Norway, for
instance, although a member of NATO, has refused to have nuclear weapons
or foreign troops stationed on its territory. There is currently debate
about the extent to which, in the event of war, Norway would be prepared
to use its navigation and communications systems to support US deployments
of nuclear weapons. France withdrew from NATO in 1967 and all US facilities
were summarily dispensed with, in order to concentrate on an independent
nuclear force - independent of the US bases which France had claimed did

not serve their interests, but those of the US. Spain has demanded the

withdrawal of many American nuclear bases, including most notably the

16. Michael Heseltine, UK Secretary of State for Defence: ‘'The Atlantic
Alliance, an agenda for 1984', NATO Review, No. 1, 1984, Vol. 32, p. 1,

17. The Economist: 12 Apr. 1952, p. 82.




submarine base at Rota. Greece has taken similar steps towards ending the
American military presence there by the end of this decade. Denmark has
historically had a position close to Norway's, and suspended its
contributions to NATO's Infrastructure Fund. Britain, because of her
traditional association with United States interests, has proved different
not only as a military base but as a political ally. The United States
bases in the United Kingdom are significant as a form of military commitment
and as a continuing symbol of a political identity of interests - although
this notion has been challenged in recent years, in response to a growing
awareness that other types of military liaison with the United States are

available, and present many alternatives to the British model.
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CHAPTER 1I

VISITS OF GOODWILL AND TRAINING PURPOSES

America's Post-War Basing Requirements

The vackground to plans for a post-war system of American defence
bases can be traced back to President Roosevelt's idea of an International
Police Force. 1In a Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) study prepared in December
1942, Roosevelt's idea was taken up, with Great Britain itself as one of
the policemen. Similar ideas were forwarded by Colonel George F. Schulgen,
providing for a World Security Force consisting of 'fifty heavy bomber bases
at mutually supporting base areas determined by the location of the world's
energy resources.'1 Roosevelt expressed a very strong interest in post-war
basing and saw the policing concept of bases as central to future world
security. Even at this stage it was obvious that it would be a long-range
air force that would be the guarantor. Britain and the Soviet Union were
to take care of their own spheres of influence. Michael Sherry, writing
on this period, commented that 'in 1943% and 1944 an international police
force, widely discussed in the United States, seemed a real possibility.
Congress shied away from explicit endorsements of such a force, and in

public Roosevelt hid behind vacuous generalities.'2 In the Joint Staff

1. National Archives, Washington D.C. (N.A.): RG 218 (US JCS),
28/12/k2 -~ JCs 183, Section 1, CCS 360 (19-9-42).

2. Michael S. Sherry: Preparing for the Next War (America's Plans for
Postwar Defense 1941-5), (New Haven: 1977). p. &42.
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Planners Conference (JSPC) of January 1943 this 'international police

. : . . L
force' with the A-bomb as its backing was intended to creaty

e tha badets
o m,mcws\xﬁﬁffﬂlﬁ\%‘ﬂk LA, The JCS drew upon the four
policemen concept in its first post-was base plan, JCS 570/2 (known in
some circles as 'the base bible'). The plan envisaged a regional division
of responsibilities, largely influenced by Roosevelt's belief that the
American public would not support the stationing of large forces abroad
after the War. The Army Air Force (USAAF, later changed to USAF) did not
entertain any notions of locating forces in Europe after the occupation
period, and even the African and Atlantic bases were late additions. Some,

like Admiral King, were concerned a:out this attitude. Admiral King

cautioned that 'to limit the location of bases for national defense puts

>

ammunition in the hands of the isolationists.' The requirements for

national security and international peacekeeping appeared complementary to
many American military leaders because 'they equated the interests of the
United States with those of the rest of the world.'

General 'Hap' Arnold, while pressing Roosevelt to accept JCS 570, was
similarly concerned. He cautioned against the limited bases concept,
arguing that 'we must meet attacks as far from our own borders as possible
to insure against any part of the United States mainland being visited by
a sudden devastation beyond any Pearl Harbour experience ....'5 General
Arnold believed that it was necessary to have a strong post-war base system
but warned of any premature attempts to base bombers in Europe. 1In a

letter to General 'Tooey' Spaatz, Arnold cautioned against Spaatz's

3. N.A.: RG 218, JCS 71st meeting, 30 March 1943: CCS 360 (12-9-42),
Section I.

L. Michael Sherry: p. 43.

5. N.A.: RG 218, JCS (undated) file CCS %60 (Gen. Arnold to Pres.
Roosevelt) (12-9-42), Section II.



- 27 -

suggestion for any addition to the projected 'Occupational Air Force'.
When President Roosevelt signed JCS 570/2 in November 1943, committing the
United States in effect to the formation of an international organisation
for the maintenance of world peace, Arnold warned:

'The acquisition by the United States of permanent air

bases in several European countries is a subject filled

with dynamite. It appears to us here that any action

taken at this time by the United States to procure post-

war air bases in Europe would be premature ... it is the

expressed policy of the United States to withdraw from

Europe as soon as practicable, leaving possibly a token

force in Germany to carry out our armistice decisions.

I believe that planning fog permanent post-war air bases

in Burope is inadvisable.'

There was some vagueness as to how long American occupation forces
would remain in Europe. The President estimated occupation forces would
remain 'one year, maybe two' and that four policemen might maintain order
in Europe by the gquarantine method. At the Tehran conference there was
little attempt to follow up  a comment by Stalin expressing willingness
to see the United States hold bases in Europe and play a peacekeeping
role.7 The plans for a post-war base policy were further complicated by
inter-service quarrelling, and by August 1945 there were three sets of
papers amongst the various planners: the Strategic Survey Office had
some, the JSP and the Joint Post-War Committee had theirs. General Arnold,
trying desperately to achieve an overview, came out with the general

impression that 'the number of bases we are asking for will bankrupt the

nation.'8 Admiral Leahy of the USN claimed that the Army alone were

6. Library of Congress, Manuscripts Division, Washington D.C.: Arnold
file 1932-46: Box 44, Letter from Commanding General, AAF, H. H.
Arnold to Commanding General, U.S. Strategic Forces in Europe, Spaatz:
APO 633, 6 November 194k,

7. N.A.: RG 218, JSP/215th mtg. 22 August 1945 in CCS 360 (12-9-42)
Section VII, JCS.

8. Library of Congress, Manuscripts Division, Washington D.C.: Arnold
file, letter to General Norstad, Post-War Air Bases. 22 August 1945,
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asking for forty-five bases; Admiral King said the Navy wanted at least
fourteen - this was without AAF bases.

After General Arnold's warning, General Spaatz's staff officers
confined their work to recommendations for air bases to support the
occupation of Germany; nevertheless this still demanded at least short-
term occupation of some European air bases. In response, Spaatz forwarded
the Periphery Base Program to the State Department. This called for
American forces to be stationed in Germany and Austria, with a ring
surrounding them in Italy, Denmark, Norway and France. The official policy
regarding the United Kingdom was to close down the war-time bases as soon
as practically possible. Again, this was based upon the mistaken view that
Britain was to be one of the policemen.9 The AAF asked the State Department
to secure approval for five Peripheric Bases, but there were worries about
the possible effects of demobilization on the scheme."O In a letter from
General Arnold to Secretary of Defense Marshall, Arnold had warned that
'rapid demobilization was incapacitating the Army Air Forces.'11 By the
following spring hasty demobilization had undercut the Air Force's ability
to act in Europe and elsewhere. The recommendation for five B-29 groups
to go to Europe was later cut to three upon General Eisenhower's advice.

This was resisted strongly by the AAF, as was a proposal to reduce the

9. N.A.: RG 353. Spaatz to Commanding General, AAF: Occupation Period
requirements of US Air Forces in Burope. 10 April 1945, Enclosure to
JCS 1332, 30 April 1945, file SWNCC 134 series, 323.3 'Air Bases/
Europe', Box 24. SWNCC/SANCC.

10. N.A.: RG 341, Records of the h.q. USAF: Box 7, entry 337. Deputy
Chief of Staff, Operations to Director of Plans, Executive Office.

General File 1944-53, TFolder TS 21.

11. John Greenwood: 'The Emergence of the Postwar Strategic Air Forces,
1945-53', in Proceedings of the Eighth Military History Symposium
(USAF Academy, 1978). pp. 224-5.
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support fighter groups from ten to seven. The only measure that met with
any degree of unanimity was that 'all negro troops should be withdrawn from
Europe.'1

The inability of various parts of the services to agree upon a concrete
figure was to typify the muddled policy-making over the next two to three
years. In May 1946 the decision was made to scrap the Periphery Base
Program. The decision was largely the result of strong objections from
Secretary of State Grew, who argued that to obtain bases in Scandinavia
would invite the Soviet Union to seek similar base rights in that part of
the world. Alongside this consideration there was a lack of suitable personnel
and suitable V.H.B. bases, plus the realisation that bombers bases in Germany
would be vulnerable to Soviet attack. The main reason lay with France and
Italy: negotiations for bases in these two countries were, at the State
Department's request, to be conducted at the military level, largely because
negotiations through diplomatic channels might prejudice other negotiations
for base rights. The French Air Ministry in December 1945, setting a
precedent for Italy, insisted that negotiations should take place at the
diplomatic level and thereby effectively ended the Periphery Base idea.13
This will prove of later relevance because the initial and subsequent
approaches to the British were conducted at a military level. There were
no considerations regarding the probable mission of the B-29's, the best
strategic locations or the political implications involved.ﬂ+ Many in the

State Department saw the size of the Air Force in Europe as adequate without

12. N.A.: RG 341. Box 7, Entry 337: Memorandum for Deputy C/o. General,
AAF, 'Occupation Air Force Troop Basis', AAF D-700. Sept. 1945,

15. Library of Congress: Manuscripts Div. Briefing Materials for
European Trip, Box 265, prepared by AC/AS-4 for Gen. Carl SPAATZ,
CG/AAF. Spaatz files. pp. 1-7.

14, Ibid. p. 8.
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further additions and found it 'difficult to understand how control of
Germany could be used as an excuse at this time for negotiating base rights

1
°  The limited range of the heavy bomber (HB)

for any type of aircraft.'
then in Germany was of no great threat to Russia, whereas proposals to
station very heavy bomber (VHB) groups in Germany by the American War
Department did pose a threat, a fact quickly realised by France and Italy.
Any attempts to negotiate bases in France or Italy for VHB units would be
construed by the Soviet Union as the formation of a military alliance with
a pointed threat.

Certain points became clear as a result of the failure of the Periphery
Basing Program. First, the defence of the United States required strategic
bomber units to be located east of the continental United States as soon
as possible. Secondly, the bases that had been contemplated for VHB use
were unsatisfactory from strategic and tactical viewpoints. The logical
outcome was that 'retention of VHB units in CONUS until properly located
permanent bases are secured and constructed would better satisfy the
strategic concept of protection of the United States than would use of the
present bases.'16 The Air Force decided to base strategic units in the
United States under the new Strategic Air Command's (SAC)17 control and
rotate them to various theatres for training and flight acclimatisation.

The plan appealed mainly on economic grounds, since it could guarantee a
presence in Germany without the need for expensive maintenance of long-

stay crews and bases. The 'rotational' plan was optimistically seen as a

15. Ibid. p. 9.
16. Ibid. p. 12.

17. The headquarters United States Continental Air Forces was redesignated
Strategic Air Command at the start of 1946 and charged with the
mission of 'concluding long range operations in any part of the world
at any time.' The SAC motto later became ‘'Peace is our Profession.'
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temporary measure since the introduction of long-range aircraft would mean
minimum reliance on overseas bases. It was hoped that the B-36 bomber
would provide a long range intercontinental striking force, which in turn
would eventually be replaced with long-range jet powered bombers or even
missiles. The initial SAC plan was to rotate units through three strategic
overseas areas - the North Atlantic, the North Pacific and the Far East -
which would in turn provide the 'surest and most expedient solution to
training SAC units in operation from, to or through the three areas where
they are most likely to be deployed.'18 SAC was also given responsibility
shortly after its formation on 21 March 1946 to develop an atomic striking
force. Within fifteen months of its creation, it was sending bombers on

their first rotational tours of six weeks' duration, beginning with nine

9

B-29's being deployed to Giebelstadt in Germany.1 It was, however, still
assumed at this stage that Britain would join the United States as one of
the policemen and no public mention of basing American military units in
the United Kingdom had been made.20

The main motive for pressing ahead with a further attempt at obtaining
overseas basing rights, after the failure of the Periphery Basing Program,
was that of national security. The Air Force continued to be the most
vociferous advocate for bases and anything up to a 105-group post war Air

Force was mentioned. The Air Force's demands for an extensive base system

was backed up by two criteria: that the bases must ensure that 'all

18. N.A.: RG 18 (Records of Army Air Force), Box 605, Entry 1. Air
A/Gen Mail Records Division, Classified Records Section, Decimal File
1946-7. Folder 322, Organization and Tactical Units, Vol I. Letter
from Requirements Div. AC/AS-3 (Brig-Gen. Alfred R. Maxwell) to
AC/AS-3 Op's Div. (Lt-Col Sowers). 6 Sept. 1946.

19. John Robertson: ‘'Looking back at SAC-UK', Air Britain Digest, July
1968. p. 198.

20. Britain was in fact never wholly free of an American military presence
between 1945-8 since the United Kingdom remained host to the US Navy
headquarters for Europe in London as well as a few radio transmitters
and facilities.
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possible routes to the United State§7 are protected via overseas basing
of defensive fighters', and that bases must be 'close enough to all
potential enemies so that bombers could reach targets within the strategic
heartland of an adversary.'21 Contrary to the stated need for bases to
carry out America's self-appointed 'policing' role, the main concern
appeared to centre on worries about national security. The Joint
Strategic Survey Committee (JSSC) concluded that the United States did
need substantial overseas forces, because 'defensively, the further away
from our own vital areas we can hold our enemy through our possession of
advance bases, the greater our security.'22 Brigadier-General George A.
Lincoln, Directorate of Plans and Operations, War Department General
Staff, who directed the first serious attempt to draw up plans for the
initiation of strategic air operations against 'the enemy', was nonetheless
frank:

'«.. We shall have to intervene militarily in Europe

or Asia because we certainly don't envisage getting

set back on our heels where the military ogeration15;7
are going to start in the United States. '@

American post~war base requirements were first compiled in November
1943 by the JCS. A requirement for thirty-three bases was outlined, with
none in Europe.24 A second study of base requirements in May 1945 also

omitted any European bases, and no strategic plan was presented to

21. Perry McCoy Smith: The Air Force Plans for Peace 1943-5.
(Baltimore: 1970). p. 75.

22. N.A.: RG 218 (Records of JCS). JSSC, 'The Overall Effect of the
Atomic Bomb and Military Organization': JCS 1477, 26 Oct. 1945,
¢ 119531 - Section 29.

25. N.A.: ABC 092. Proceedings of the meeting of JSSC, JWPC, JPS,
JPWC. 18 July 1945. Section 1.

2k, N.A.: RG 218. JCS 570/2. 10 Jan. 1944, ccs 360 (12-9-42),
Section 2.



support the lists of requirements.25 It was only with the start of
strategic planning that the United Kingdom began to assume importance in
American thinking. The first post-war plan in March 1946 was called
PINCHER, followed a year later by a variant BROILER. They both assumed
a Russian attack on the United States or her allies. Although sparse

on operational details, these plans realised that the United Kingdom
would be a valuable location from which to launch a strategic air
offensive. At the same time as American strategic planning began to grasp
the potential value of the United Kingdom as a strategic air base, there
were those in Britain who, for differing reasons, saw distinct
advantages in playing host to visiting American bomber groups.

Since the end of the wartime basing of American air force units in
the United Kingdom, General Carl Spaatz had kept in regular touch with
the British Air Marshal, Sir Arthur Tedder. Both had confided their
concerns about the growing Russian forces and the weak state of Europe
economically and militarily. Prompted by these concerns, which were
exacerbated by demobilisation, Spaatz and Tedder 'wondered what would
happen if the United States found it necessary to deploy its long-range
B-29's to Europe. Not a single British airfield was equipped to handle
them. To correct this, they decided informally that the RAF would
prepare four East Anglian bases to receive B-29's - just in case.'26 It
was with these thoughts in mind that Spaatz travelled to England in June
1946 to discuss basing arrangements with Air Chief Marshal Lord Tedder.
The discussions were most likely aimed at a temporary arrangement. John

Greenwood, a noted air historian of this period, argues that the United

25. James F. Schnabel: History of the JCS, Vol. I, 1945-7. /Hist.
Div.: Joint Secretariat, JCS/. p. 305.

26. Lt-Col. John W. Keeler (Dir. of Information), Third Air Force
Historical Brief. Vol. II, 16 July 1948 - 31 Dec. 1967: Foreward.
(Historical Division, Office of Information, 3AF, USAFE).
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States Air Force 'counted on the development of advanced air weapons not
only to facilitate the accomplishment of its missions but also to reduce
its overseas commitments.'27 The long range plan was to place all
strategic forces in the United States to 'reduce their vulnerability and
to have them constantly ready.'28 In spite of the long range plan the
next decade was to see an unprecedented growth in American overseas

basing - in which the United Kingdom was to assume vital importance.

The Spaatz-Tedder Talks

The talks between General Spaatz and Air Chief Marshal Tedder in
June-July 1946 were thus prompted by concerns about the extremely low
state of air effectiveness in Europe and a feeling that 'the ground
situation presents a serious threat to us ... the Russian ground Forces
are capable of over-running almost immediately, the US Occupied Zone.
Such action by Russia would leave us the alternatives of extricating or
losing our occupational Forces. This presents a difficult problem with
regard to basing VHB groups.'29 Since Italy and France had already been
approached for the Periphery Basing Program and had forced an American
back-down over ‘'political difficulties', and because Germany was too
near a hostile frontier, the United Kingdom was the logical alternative.
During the search for suitable VHB bases in the Periphery Basing Program,
it had been concluded that 'all bases currently contemplated for VHB use
are totally unsatisfactory.' Whilst the United Kingdom could offer no

suitable bases, her strategic location was a good deal safer than Germany

27. John Greenwood: p. 225.
28. 1Ibid. Loc. cit.
29. Library of Congress, Manuscripts Div.: 3Briefing Material for

European Trip prepared by AC/AS-4 for Gen. Carl Spaatz, CG/AAF.
20 June 1946. Box 265 in Spaatz files.
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and the background of the wartime special relationship would form a more

receptive political lobby.

The Spaatz-Tedder talks were held on 25-28 June and 4-6 July, and
were attended also by various American theatre commanders. They resulted
in Spaatz obtaining tentative agreement that the RAF would prepare four
or five East Anglia bases by mid-1947 for the use of American bombers in
time of emergency. The agreement, known as the Spaatz-Tedder agreement,

also ensured that the United States 'obtained RAF cooperation in the

. . . . . 50
modification of certain bases for the support of atomic operatlons.')

Ironically, just four months before the Spaatz-Tedder agreement, The Times
carried a small report announcing that:

'"The last Flying Fortress bomber under American control

in this country will take-off from Honington airfield

«es 1its departure will mark the end of the US Eighth

Air Force in Britain.'>]

Few suspected the American Air Force would reappear so soon. The
briefing material for General Spaatz's trip to Britain in June outlined
the potential importance of the United Kingdom as a strategic base for
deployment of the atomic bomb. Brigadier-General Everest of the AAF
recommended in Spaatz's brief that 'highest priority should be given to

32

moving the 58th Wing to England.' It was also recommended that

'construction should be initiated without delay to provide bases in the

30. N.A.: RG 341, DCS/0, AAG, File 23, Box 7: Gen. I. Eaker, Dep.
CG/AAF to Air Staff, Decisions reached in London between General
Spaatz and the Air Ministry. 23 June and 6 July 1946. (For
further details see Appendix I). And N.A.: RG 218, JWPC 4?74/1,
file CCS 092 USSR (3-27-45), Sect. 20, Strategic Study of Western
and Northern Europe, 13 May 1947.

31. The Times: 23 February 1946.

32. In January 1946 the USAAF named the 58th Bomb Wing and its three
bomb groups, albeit unofficially, as its strategic bomber
force.
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United Kingdom for receiving the first five VHB groups. At least two

bases should be prepared for handling the atomic bomb.' The brief report

then conciuded emphatically that the 'defense of the United States does
require strategic bomb units to be located East of the Continental
United States. In fact, to insure the maintenance of US prestige and

55

power, bases should be selected and manned immediately.' In accordance
with Air Chief Marshal Tedder's consent to the recommendations, General
Leslie Groves, of the Manhattan District arrived in England on 17 August
1946. (The 'Manhattan District' was the code name for the A-bomb
development programme controlled by Colonel Kirkpatrick.) Kirkpatrick
was armed with personal instructions from General Spaatz to General
Bissell to supervise the construction of assembly buildings, aprons

and loading pits that fitted the dimensions of the early 'Fat Man'

bomb design.54 By early 1947 atomic bomb assembly and loading

facilities were in existence in the United Kingdom and the Marianas,

to support possible atomic bombing operations in Europe or the Far
East.35 These actions were to set the pattern for future Air Force or
Strategic Air Command war planning, because the bases in the United
Kingdom would remain at the centre of Strategic Air Offensive plans until
the late 1950's. The selected bases for SAC rotational training tours

*
were at Lakenheath, Mildenhall, Scampton, Marham and Bassingbourn , all in

East Anglia. Setting a precedent for later base agreements, the Spaatz-

* All these bases were B-29 bases by mid-1950 with the exception of
Bassingbourn.

33, Lib. of Congress, Manuscripts Div., Washington D.C.: Papers of
Gen. Carl Spaatz, CCAF. Box 265, Briefing Material for European
Trip, 21 June 1946 - prepared by Brig-Gen. F. F. Everest.

Emphasis added.)

34, N.A.: RG 341. DCS/0, TS AAG, File 23, Box 7. Letter from Carl
Spaatz (C/Gen AAF) to Maj-Gen Bissell (Military Air Attache,
London Embassy). 8 Aug. 19hko.

35. John Greenwood: p. 226.



- 37 -

Tedder agreement was made between top military personnel with no public
awareness nor any debate of the issues and the potential results of such

a momentous decision.,

The actual tours to Europe by SAC rotational units started in July
1947. In spite of the mutual security that the Spaatz-Tedder agreement
engendered, relations in other areas were not as intimate. In particular,
there was an adamant refusal by American authorities to share atomic
information with the United Kingdom - a tool that was later to be used to
gain further concessions from Britain. Although the Spaatz-Tedder
agreement gave Britain the benefit of the small United States nuclear
arsenal, it gradually emerged at the beginning of 1947 that Britain wanted to
develop her own atomic bomb. The decision was not so much the outcome of
the 1946 McMahon Act (which effectively ended Anglo-US atomic cooperation),
as it was a symbol of independence and political status in the international
community. Air Chief Marshal Lord Tedder, replying to an American
suggestion that Britain might rely on the United States for the maintenance
of a nuclear striking force, voiced a general feeling when he warned that
this would 'involve a close military alliance with the United States in
which Britain would be merely a temporary advance base, would involve
complete subservience to United States policy and would render Britain
completely impotent in negotiations with Russia or any other nation.'36

Under the Spaatz-Tedder agreement, facilities for atomic operations
would shortly exist in Britain; it seemed logical to initiate plans for
possible use in an emergency. The PINCHER series of studies was the first.

These first war plans suggest both over-estimation and over-reliance upon

the early B-3 (Fat Man) type bombs, of which nine were available in July

36. Margaret Gowing: Independence and Deterrence: Britain and Atomic
Energy 1945-52. Vol. 1. Policy Making. (London: 1974).
p. 135.




1946, Two years later there were fifty, with thirty B-29 SILVERPLATE
bombers (the codename for those bombers converted to carry out atomic
missions). Since at least *two British bases had been prepared for handling
the atomic bomb as an outcome of the Spaatz-Tedder talks, it signified a
vast change in American perceptions of Britain's military strength and
role in the post-war world. Gone was the naive belief that the maintenance
of world peace 'will depend upon mutual cooperation among Britain, Russia
and the United States.'57 By 1947, and with the growth of the first
detailed plan for war involving atomic weapons (known as 'BROILER', part
of the PINCHER series), a new attitude was being shown towards the United
Kingdom. The realisation of Europe's economic and military vulnerability
led the United States to consider itself, at least temporarily, as
Europe's defender. A JWPC study proclaimed that 'the defense of the
British Isles for use as an Allied base of operations and for exploitation
of their industrial potential, must be the minimum strategic objective in
that area.'38

The appeal of United Kingdom bases was considerable. From bases in
East Anglia B-29 bombers could cover all of western Europe and reach three
vital industrial areas: Moscow, Donbass and the Ploesti regions. Britain
also had a highly developed base system left over from the War, requiring

slight modifications to bring them up to VHB standard.39 The British Isles

37. N.A.: RG 218 (US JCS). Combined Chiefs of Staff, Decimal File
1942-5, File CCS 381 (5-13-45), Section 2, Box No. 293.

38. N.A.: RG 218, CCS 092 USSR (3-27-45), Section 20. JWPC, Strategic
Study of Western and Northern Euorpe. 13 May 1947, p. 3.

39. Between June 1942 and December 1945, 165 installations in the
United Kingdom were being used by combat units of the United States
AAF. Amongst these installations were three air squadrons, nine
commands, four air divisions, thirty-three wings, 116 groups, and
449 squadrons (including maintenance and supply). Zfigures from
Third Air Force Brief prepared by S.-Sgt. R. W. Hillard, Historical
Division, Office of Information, 3AF, Installations of USAAF Combat
Units in the UK 1942-5./ (February 1967).
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were seen as necessary for mounting and staging any operations in north-
western BEurope. Without the British Isles, 'Allied capabilities would be
reduced to a sea blockade and extremely limited air attacks from Iceland
and the Azores.'uo Plans for growth were also evident when the JWPC
reasoned that since there were a total of forty-two US HB groups and
seventy-five RAF HB type squadrons stationed in England during World War
II, there was, in their eyes, 'no reason to suppose that the same number
of VHB groups cannot be equally well supported.'hq However, there were
problems with this sudden enthusiasm for UK bases. The limited range of
the B-29 deployed from the United Kingdom made its bombing radii less
effective, in terms of targets covered, than would deployment from France
or Italy. JWPC 43%2/5 showed a graphic map of 'Bombing Radii of Action'42
for the B-29 from its East Anglia bases and others worldwide. The range
according to their estimates was 1,500-1,700 miles with a 15,000 pound
bomb load. From bases in England, Egypt, India, China and Okinawa, the
JCS plan 'PINCHER' illustrated that an air atomic offensive was beyond
the capability of the AAF, as several of the twenty targeted cities were
up to five hundred miles beyond the operating range of the B-29. Flying
from East Anglia, the B-29 could hardly reach Moscow, and Kirov was out
of the question except on a one-way mission. JWPC 432/6 was also generous
in its assessment of the Soviet military threat; indeed, so serious was
the threat perceived by the Allies that the report concluded that 'the
principal critical offensive effort against the USSR must consist of an
air offensive, utilizing the atomic bomb to the fullest extent, for the

purpose of destroying the Soviet war making capacity.' 5 Evidence of a

40. JWPC, Strategic Study of Western and Northern Europe. p. 30.

41. N.A.: RG 218. CCS 381 USSR (3-2-46), Section II. JWPC 432/5,
10 June 1946,

k2. TIbid. JWPC 432/5. Appendix B to Appendix B.

43. N.A.: RG 218. CCS 381 USSR (3-2-46), Enclosure B, JWPC h432/6.

10 June 1946,
<
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lack of planning coordination can now be seen, since there were no
SILVERPLATE bombers based in Europe until the summer of 1949, and it was
not until mid-1950 that the majority were of the modified configuration.
The reputation of the B-29 as the 'atomic bomber' was most important.
This was illustrated when six B-29's of SAC flew to Rhein-Main Airfield
in November 1946, and then visited the free countries of west Europe. It
was with their reputation as atomic bomb carriers that 'SAC B-29's
unmistakably demonstrated support for the countries visited.'mF

The Spaatz-Tedder agreement formed the first major breakthrough in
the reintroduction of American forces into post-war Britain. Rather than
approach governments and risk rebuttal and the endangering of other
negotiations, as happened in the Periphery Basing Program, it was agreed
between Spaatz and Tedder that the matter would be handled as routine;
it would attract 'no special attention', and an officer familiar with the
'special equipment' (Colonel E. E. Kirkpatrick) would report to General
Bissell, the Military Air Attache, at the American Embassy in London.
There was also a tacit understanding that there would be further discussions
regarding 'a certain type of activity'. Lord Tedder was quick to assure
Spaatz that these 'requirements' would be 'met without any difficulty.'l‘L5
The agreements were kept quiet, and there was a complete lack of comment
from press and government alike regarding plans for the reintroduction of
US bombers to Britain in an emergency, with atomic capability. Spaatz

had informed Tedder that the AAF had planned the deactivation of the 305th

and 306th bomb group (heavy) by October 1946 and the deployment of one

L, Sgt. E. James, Office of History, h.q. USAFE, Historical Highlights,
USAFE 1945-8. 1 May 1980. p. 2.

bs5. N.A.: RG 341. DCS/O TS AAG, File 23, Box 7. Memorandum for Gen.
Spaatz from Maj.-Gen. Clayton Bissell, Air Attache, London.
'Reminder on decisions taken during London visit. July 4-6, 1946,
Item 6-9. (See Appendix 1).
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VHB group would take place, at the earliest, in spring 1947, following the
reinforcement and lengthening of runways in East Anglia to handle VHB's.
Tedder expressed concern that the interval between the proposed departure
of the HB's and the arrival of the VHB's at least six months later, would
give rise to claims that the United States was 'increasing markedly its
military potential in Europe', and thus threaten any chances for stability
in Burope. It was therefore agreed that there should be 'no interruption
in the assignment of bombardment units to the ETO.'46

The Spaatz-Tedder talks were convivial, unlike the earlier
negotiations that American representatives had held with France and Italy.
The importance of gaining a base in Europe can be seen by the measures
that would have been taken in the event of the Spaatz-Tedder talks stalling
or breaking down. One of the ideas floating around Washington D.C. at this
time was that a reminder to the United Kingdom about some kind of return
on the European Recovery Programme or the crippling Lend-Lease bills might
not be amiss. Lucius Battle, who was then Special Assistant to the
Secretary of State, responded to a suggestion that bases were used in a
trade-off for financial aid, that 'we never got quite that crass.' He did
go on to suggest that 'because of the financial aid Europe had received
there was a sense of obligation to do something for us - there was also a
sense of closeness.'L+7 These sentiments had certainly been expressed with
regard to Britain by others in the administration. A letter from John
McCloy to Acting Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, in September 1945 did
mention that 'the fullest degree of reciprocal aid should be continued to
be furnished by Britain so long as US forces are required in their

territory. This aid should include civilian labor, subsistence, real

46. N.A.: RG 341, DCS/0 TS AAG, File 23, Box 7, Memo. for CG/AAF,
Rotation of VHB Groups to ETO. June 1946,

4L7. 1Interview with author, 10 May 1984, Washington D.C.
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property and strategic installations such as airfields ....' (The letter
also had a memorandum attached listing future base 'requirements'). John
McCloy then mentioned that the 'Empire is going to have a very difficult
time obtaining the exchange necessary to meet amortization or interest
payments on loans. I would think that either in settlement of existing
lend-lease accounts or possibly in connection with any further credits
which may be given, the British themselves would be well advised to accept
this form of repayment rather than one which involves foreign exchange.'48
Likewise, there had also been a strong recommendation from General Ira
Eaker for a paper that would outline what the US Air Forces required from
the British as 'part of our bargaining power for the British delegation now
here asking for a loan of US funds.' The Assistant Secretary of War for
Air, Lovett, also mentioned 'concessions' in a memorandum, where specific
mention was again made of military and air rights at the strategic bases
now under Britain's jurisdiction, and of the idea of ‘'support by Britain
in the securing of air bases or air rights in any locality in the world
which, though not under British jurisdiction, is nevertheless subject to
their influence or indirect control.'L‘9
The British documents for this period are few and far between; and
although no specific acknowledgement is made of indirect American pressures,
the military authorities seemed well aware of such pressures. The absence,
at this stage, of any mention of charges covering the financial aspects

of SAC's rotational tours to East Anglia might also suggest that a quid

pro quo was reached. The Spaatz-Tedder agreements coincided with the

4L8. N.A.: RG 341, DCS/O TS AAG, File 23, Box 7. Letter, J. McCloy to
Dean Acheson. 19 Sept. 1945.

49. N.A.: RG 341, DCS/O TS AAG, File 23, Box 7. Letter from Dep Co,
AAF (Ira C. Eaker) to Lauris Norstad (Maj Gen. USA ACAS-5).
10 Sept. 1945, (w/incl. memo from Mr. Lovett).
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first post-war joint Air Plans prepared by the JCS. The agreement had
given the SAC rotational units a presence; the War Plans were to provide

a role for the American presence in Britain during an emergency.

Post-War Air Planning

During 1947 the JWPC informed the Joint Planning Staff (JPS) that
the PINCHER series was sufficiently advanced so that they could now proceed
with a joint War Plan for the initial stages of a war that had been forced
on the United States during FY 1948. The PINCHER series had met with
strong criticism, particularly from the Air Force, which objected to the
apparent subordination of air power to ground and sea forces. Colonel
Alvin Leudecke, a key Air Force planner, wrote to Brigadier-General Frank
Everest, the Air Force representative on the JWPC, that 'it seems that the
same old thinking of World War II is coming up again with the result that
Air power is treated as an adjunct to Ground and Sea power.'BO Much of
the inter-service disagreement arose over the role of the atom bomb. In
the USN, Admiral Chester Nimitz, the Chief of Naval Operations, thought
that references to any kind of planning involving atomic bombs should be
kept to an absolute minimum, particularly as they might not be employed at
all or even outlawed by something like the Baruch Plan. In the Air Force,
General Spaatz saw 'the bomb' as the deciding factor in a war with the
Soviet Union, where it would also help to offset their acknowledged

numerical superiority. Officially the studies in December 1946 decided

to omit any reference to plans for utilizing the atomic bomb upon the

50. N.A.: RG 341, DCS/0, TS P&0, PD381 Russia (PINCHER), Box 949,
Memorandum for Brig-Gen. F. F. Everest from Col. A. R. Leudecke.
6 Sept. 1946, quoted in John T. Greenwood, 'The Emergence of the
Postwar Strategic Air Force, 1945-53', Air Power and Warfare:
Proceedings of the Eighth Military History Symposium. (USAF
Academy, 1973).
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assumption that its use 'would not be necessary for political reasons.'51
Major-General Groves, in charge of the 'Manhattan Engineer District', put
forward security concerns as the most convincing argument for the apparent
lack of strategic planning for the atom bombs.

The problem still remained of how to utilise the air bases in Britain
in case of emergency - be it conventional or otherwise. On 16 July 1947
the JWPC concluded that the PINCHER series, though not complete, had
progressed far enough to justify preparation of a Joint War Plan, covering
the initial stages of a war beginning some time in the following three
years. The JSP agreed and in late August directed the JWPC to start Joint
War Plan BROILER. Amongst the underlying assumptions of the plan were
that 'atomic weapons wQuld b. used by the United States' and that 'the
United Kingdom and Canada would be allies of the United States.'52 The
importance of overseas base areas also tended to emphasise the relative
importance of the Air Force; this can be seen in the basic strategy in
BROILER, which was 'to secure bases in North America, the United Kingdom
and the Cairo-Suez area and to launch a strategic air offensive against

53

the Soviet Union.'!

Through successive modifications or new War Plans, the United Kingdom
was to occupy an increasingly important position in American planning for
the conduct of war in the western hemisphere. The first long-term war
plan entitled CHARIOTEER appeared on 20 November 1947. This planned for a
war against the Soviet Union in 1955 and assumed 'the loss of Western

BEurope and the need for a massive atomic strategic air campaign launched

51. N.A.: RG 341, DCS/O, P&O, OPD 381. Sect. 1, Box 382, Strategic
Guidance for mobilization planning. 18 Dec. 1946.

52. James F. Schnabel: History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Vol. IT,
1947-9. p. 284,

53. N.A.: RG 218, cCS 381 USSR (3-2-46), PM-573 to JWPC. 29 Aug. 1947.




- 45

from peripheral bases.'SLP The great disparity between the Soviet Union
and European ground forces was seen as the underlying reason for this
assumption. The apparent utilisation of bases in the United Kingdom in
the short-range plan, and their non-availability in the long-range plan,
was puzzling unless it was assumed that the United Kingdom's strategic
location would spare her the fate of continental West Zurope and would
continue to operate as a peripheral base. In later variants of the
BROILER type plans like 'MAKEFAST', three base areas were outlined for the
launch of the strategic air offensive. The British Isles and Okinawa were
the first two and the last varied between the Cairo-Suez area and Karachi,
Long before the 'formal' arrival of the B-29's in England in response to
the Berlin Crisis, the East Anglia bases were a central part of America's
war strategy.

The JCS approved BROILER (in its final form it was somewhat
inappropriately named 'FROLIC') only with reservations. Admiral Leahy was
quick to point out that USN approval did not necessarily indicate approval
of the use of atomic bombs. Admiral Denfeld also expressed reservations
about the plan but conceded that only as an emergency plan was it
acceptable. It is difficult to tell if the naval reservations were lodged
in genuine protest on moral and strategic grounds, or if it was pique at
watching the Air Force under Spaatz's guidance walk away with America's
prime strategic weapon. There was also a marked gap between professed
US foreign policy objectives announced in the Truman Doctrine, and
CHARIOTEER, which seemed to abandon Western Europe to the Soviet Union with
little struggle and retaining Britain merely as a strategic air base. It
was not until the advent of the National Security Council (NSC) that

strategic War Plans were more closely allied to foreign policy and political

Sk, James F. Schnabel: pp. 284-5 (Vol. II).



considerations. BRCILER was eventually transmitted to the services in a
shortened form known as HALFMOON in July, only to be renamed a month later
as FLEETWOOD. HALFMOoN, the first cut version of BROILER, was approved by
planning officers from the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom in
Washington D.C. in April 1948. Whilst HALFMOON was more specific about
the scale of forces involved, it was assumed, like BROILER, that the
strategic air offensive would begin about a fortnight after the initiation
of hostilities (or D + 15 days), with medium bombers of SAC flying from the
United Kingdom, Cairo-Suez and Okinawa. At D+15 days the bombing effort
was to be fairly evenly distributed, with two groups operating from the
United Kingdom and Okinawa respectively, and one from Cairo-Suez. By D+12
months the strategic bombing force was to grow to a total of one heavy
bomber group flying from bases in the US, and ten other medium bomber
groups from overseas - five from Cairo-Suez, three from the United Kingdom,

22 Soon after HALFMOON was approved the Joint

and two from Okinawa.
Strategic Planning Group (JSPG) realised that the Egyptian bases could
easily be overrun. It was concluded that 'in the final analysis English
bases offered the best prospects for launching a massive air offensive,
though other areas would also be used as available.'56

Several faults with the plans became immediately apparent. The plans,
and many to follow, like MAKEFAST and its revision EARSHOT, relied upon the
somewhat cavalier assumption that atomic weapons would be used in a war.
This was in part because President Truman 'had never given defense leaders

57

firm guidelines on future use of atomic weapons.' There were also

55. Ibid. p. 290.

56. N.A.: RG 218. Records of JCS, CCS 381 USSR ¢ 32-36. Section 10.
JSPG 496/4. Broiler. 11 Feb. 1948,

57. Harry Borowski: A Hollow Threat, Strategic Power and Containment
before Korea. (Connecticut: 1982). p. 102.
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guestions about how seriously the War Plans should be treated. The plans
were in no sense definitive and changed with such rapidity that operational
training for implementation of a plan was virtually impossible. The plans
could also be seen as a device to justify, before Congress, excessive
appropriations by the services and particularly by the Air Force which was
anxious to prove that it needed the 'bomb'. The various plans illustrate
two significant points. First, the atomic trust was to be placed in the
Air Force for many years to come. Secondly, the United Kingdom was to be
crucial in implementing any short or long term War Plan. Certainly at

this stage every single War Plan was unworkable because of the limited
number of atomic weapons stockpiled, and because of the number and limited
range of available bombers. When General Curtis le May was directed in
1947 by the Deputy Chief of Staff, Lieutenant-General Ira C. Eaker, to
prepare a contingency War Plan, the sombre conclusion was that about twenty-

58

five 'bombs' were available. The JCS was counting on nearer to three or
four hundred such devices to have the desired impact - likewise, even
given the bombs, there were few SILVERPLATE bombers available. John
Greenwood estimates that 'only sixteen of forty-six SILVERPLATE B-29's
modified during the war were available to operational units, while another
eighteen were stripped of equipment and in storage. Six of the sixteen
VHB groups were activated with aircraft; three had no aircraft and the

29

other seven were not activated.' The Armed Forces Special Weapons Project

58. Estimates on this point vary; most are between 25-35. David A.
Rosenberg, in the Journal of American History (American Atomic
Strategy and the H-Bomb decision, Vol. 66, 1979), suggests that
there were no more than twenty-nine atomic weapons in the American
arsenal by mid-1947. Duncan Campbell, in The Unsinkable Aircraft
Carrier (London: 1984, p. 28), suggests there were nine B-3 type
bombs available in July 1946 and fifty available two years later.
The figure here is taken from Harry Borowski, A Hollow Threat,
Strategic Power and Containment before Korea, p. 104,

59. John Greenwood: p. 28. Again, figures differ. Norman Polmas,
Strategic Air Command, People, Aircraft and Missiles (p. 12), suggests
tnat of the 148 B-29's first operating with SAC, thirty were SILVER-

PLATES.
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(AFSWP), which supplied the technical teams responsible for constructing
the atomic bombs, did not expect to have enough crews to assemble even
one hundred bombs simultaneously for another three and a half years.
Having thus established the need for an overseas base network, the gradual
truth‘dawned upon the Air Force that 'SAC could not deliver even fifty
atomic bombs on twenty selected cities in the USSR, the blow necessary to
paralyze roughly half of Soviet industry. The American threat carried a
hollow ring.'6o The American administration was meanwhile pursuing an
expansion of ground forces rather than air groups. Confusion seemed rife
and none of the plans gave any adequate assistance to Western Europe. It
was evident, out of all this confusion, that in any future plan 'atomic
weapons and operating bases in Great Britain were the critical elements
of the plan.'61
The Spaatz-Tedder Agreement and the subseguent rotational tours
marked a spirit of goodwill that allowed the American military to negotiate
for many other base rights in the Empire or Commonwealth. It was largely
ritain's attitude, cooperative or obstructionist, that determined the
establishment of an American system of overseas bases. As one historian
as early as 146

commente%b 'without Britain's free support, without her willingness to
share control ... such a system of American overseas bases cannot operate
on the grand and enduring scale that is required.'62 It was upon the
assumption of British cooperation that much of American post-war planning
was based. However it soon became clear, with the gathering of the

international storm clouds over Berlin, that what the United States had in

mind regarding the length of stay of forces in FEurope was different from

60. H. Borowski. p. 106.

61. Ibid. p. 124.

62. George Vleller: Bases Overseas - An American Trusteeship in Power
(New York: 1954). p. 329.
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what was indicated in the Spaatz-Tedder Agreements.

The Berlin Crisis

The Berlin Crisis of 1948-9 was to provide the pretext - not the
cause - for the reintroduction of American military forces to Britain on
a large scale. Although it is true that 'in the face of the Berlin
blockade, the US deployed long-range B-29 strategic bombers to four East
Anglian bases',63 it is not wholly accurate to add that 'USAF units are,
in eifect, an outgrowth of the days of the Berlin a:i_rlift‘t.'él+ Certainly,
as far as the public were aware, the presence of USAF units were the
outcome of the Berlin crisis. To those more intimately involved in the
military process, the deployments were the outcome of the Spaatz-Tedder
Agreement where less conspicuous training 'visits' had already taken
place.

In response to the worsening situation in Berlin, USAF initially
planned the deployment of two medium bomber wings to the UK, for a period
of thirty days' temporary operational training (TDY). Significantly, the
official Third Air Force History made the claim that these bombers under

65

SAC command 'did have atomic capability.' The same historical monograph
then claimed that 'the presence of the B-29's with atomic capability was
a subtle reminder of what could happen if Russian aggression went out of

hand.'66 Atomic-capable can be taken as meaning that the bombers were able

to carry out nuclear missions but did not actually carry atomic bombs.

63. Fact Sheet, USAF Public Affairs Office, 20th Tactical Fighter Wing,
RAF Upper Heyford, Third Air Force History. May 1982.

64. Directorate of Plans and UK Financial Arrangements, h.q. 3AF, London:
A Matter of Decision. p. 2.

65. 1Ibid. Loc. cit. (emphasis in original).

66. Ibid. p. 3.
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Not only does contemporary research make the presence of an atomic capability
in Britain unlikely, but even if there were such a capability there 1s no
historical evidence that it was a decisive factor in bringing an end to
the crisis. What was the point of deploying B-29's to Britain? Was it, as
Forrestal suggests in his diaries, a way of getting a "foot in the door'?
Was it an early attempt at nuclear diplomacy, or did the lack of a suitable
conventional response leave the deployment of bombers to Britain as the
only other choice? Even if Stalin did perceive a veiled nuclear threat, it
is not certain that the response would necessarily have been to back down.
The guestions that arise out of the Berlin Crisis are numerous, and
within the confines of this limited study only some can be addressed. The
Berlin Crisis provided the opportunity to deploy a substantial number of
bombers on British territory - this much is fact; but beyond this, when
considerations of length of stay, the nature of the bombers and their
intended mission are taken into account, the picture is far from clear.
In response to the gathering storm clouds over Berlin, Secretary of State
Marshall instructed the US Ambassador in London to offer to send to Europe
three groups of heavy bombers, 'as a political gesture and a token of
United States interest in the defence of Europe.'67 Permission to rotate
bomber groups to Britain was requested on 28 June by Ambassador Douglas.
The decision to go ahead with the airlift had already been taken, and
before Britain was approached, the Secretary of the Air Force Symington had
informed Forrestal that the US Air Force had available (within twelve
hours), for reinforcing Burope, one fighter group, three medium bomber
groups with thirty B-29's in each group, and three additional medium

bomber groups at a later date. These plans were made upon the assumption

67. FRUS 1948, Vol. 2. Marshall to Douglas. 27 June 1948. pp. 926-7.
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that 'maximum support would be furnished by the Military Air Transport
Service and that all units would be deployed in the United Kingdom, where
they could be supported with the assistance of the British.'6

Marshall's initial proposal made through Ambassador Douglas was
welcomed as Britain had no effective heavy bomber force. Bevin himself
had impressed upon the American administration that there should be no rush
to negotiate, but that they should indicate their position by stepping up
the airlift and deploy B-29's to Britain. The request from Douglas was
agreed to with astonishing speed. The same day the request was made, the
Foreign Secretary replied to Ambassador Douglas in London that 'we can
agree in principle to such an arrangement ... we think that the agreement
should be made subject to subseguent discussion on the administrative and

69

financial implications.' The decision to accept the US proposal was
made by the Committee of Ministers on Germany. This was a more restricted
group than the Defence Committee, consisting of the Prime Minister, Mr. Bevin,
Mr. A. V. Alexander, Mr. Herbert Morrison, and the Chiefs of Staff. Shortly
before the decision was taken to accept Douglas's request, it was pointed
out by Sir J. Kirkpatrick that the USAF already had the informal authority
to rotate medium bomber groups to the United Kingdom under the Spaatz-
Tedder agreement and that 'we seem committed to the proposal in principle,
a fact of which the Prime Minister does not appear aware.'7O

The quick acceptance by the Committee of Ministers on Germany of the
American request was due to several reasons: fear of Russian expansionist
aims in Europe following the successful Communist coup in Czechoslovakia,

the imminent withdrawal of Russia from the Berlin Kommandatura, fear of an

American retreat into isolationism that characterised the inter-war years
Y

68. N.A.: RG 330, CO 6-2-9: Memorandum for Mr. Forrestal from W. Stuart
Symington, 25 June 1948, enclosing memo. for Mr. Symington from
Lieut.-Gen. Lauris Norstad (Deputy COS Operations). 24 June 1948,

69. P.R.O.: FO 371, ¢ 7517/3/18 G, 28 June 1948.

70. Ibid.
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and last, but not least, the Spaatz-Tedder agreement effectively making
any other decision improbable. General Lucius D. Clay, who was the US
Military Governor in Germany, warned that 'America's presence in Berlin
was the symbol of her commitment to defend Western Europe against the
march of communism, and that any faltering in this commitment would be

71

disastrous' - such statements implied that any failure of America's
allies to toe the line could also be disastrous. The acceptance of the
proposal, with such apparent ease, came as a surprise to 'Secretary of
Defense Forrestal and Under-Secretary of State Lovett, so much so that
Mr. Bevin was asked by Secretary of State Marshall if he had fully
considered its implications."72 It would appear that the British govern-
ment had considered the implications of a temporary presence, but few
knew exactly what the Americans had in mind regarding the future use of
bases.

To meet what Margaret Gowing has called 'the first acute ciris in
the Cold War', the precise arrangements for the visit of the bombers were
ad hoc and unclear. No precise objectives were agreed to between either
government regarding the duration or nature of the stay. The idea to
deploy bombers to Britain was probably that of Secretary of Defense James
Forrestal. As early as 22 June, one day before the Russian total blockade
of Berlin began, Forrestal had suggested as a ‘'countermove' to Russian
provocation or aggression the transfer of bombers to bases in Britain,
within striking distance of Russia. In fact some bombers had already been

deployed to Germany under the HALFMOON Joint ZEmergency War Plan. Forrestal

saw the sending of B-29's to Britain as important for three reasons, which

71. Avi Shlaim: The United States and the Berlin Blockade 1948-9: A
Study in Crisis Decision Making. (London: 1953). p. 137.

72. Andrew Pierre: Nuclear Politics, The British Experience with an
Independent Strategic Force, 1939-70. (London: 1972). p. 79.
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he outlined in his diaries. It would be seen as an action that would
'underline to the American people how seriously the United States views
the current sequence of event.' It would also give the Air Force
experience 'in this kind of operation' and 'accustom the British to the
necessary habits and routines that go into the accomodation of an alien,
even though an allied power.' Lastly, he saw it as essential to move
bombers to Britain as soon as possible and then set about formalising the

arrangement:

'We have the opportunity now of sending these planes
and once sent they would become somewhat of an

accepted fixture whereas deterioration of the situation
in Europe might lead to a condition of mind under which
the British would be compelled to reverse their
attitude.'?>

In Forrestal's list of reasons, Berlin was not mentioned directly,
but he saw the forward basing of bombers as a precedent for future
intervention in Europe to counter Russian aggression. Gregg Herken makes

the point that the idea of transferring B-29's to advance bases in time

of emergency - 'the atomic equivalent of gunboat diplomacy' - was not new

with Berlin:

'Some weeks previously, Forrestal had urged that the
administration send some bombers and their crews to
Greece, then in the midst of a civil war, for training
purposes. While thus not unaware of the move's
diplomatic significance in the case of Berlin, he also
thought the forward basing of bombers was a practical
decision long overdue in the nation's preparations

for war.'?

73. Typescript of Forrestal's Diaries: memo JFT :FJT - record of
meeting between Secretary Forrestal, Secretary Marshall and the
President, 'Sending B-29's to Britain'. (Washington Navy Yard,

Wasnington D.C.). p. 236%.

74. Gregg Herken: The Atomic Bomb in the Cold War 1945-50. (New York:
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There were some in the US administration who feared that the move

might only provoke the Russians further. It was for this reason that the

75

transfer of bombers was delayed from June until mid-July. The US Army,

in particular, under General Bradley was in favour of B-29 deployments
as well as of sending a convoy up the Autobahn to 'put things to the
test' and to 'bomb ... the Soviet troops manning the blockade and also

76

Soviet airfields in East Germany.' On 15 July, the National Securilty

Council (NSC) agreed, 'subject to reservations by the Secretary of the
Army, that the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense should
recommend to the President that the United States proceed with the

7

On the same day it was

78

dispatch of B-29 bombers to the British Isles.'
announced that B-29's would leave for RAF bases in Britain. The Times
announced this momentous occasion with a rather unmemorable paragraph
that carried no suggestion of the massive involvement to come:

'Two B-29 medium bomb groups (60 in all) have left

their bases in the United States and are en route to

bases in England for a short period of temporary duty.

The movement of the planes is part of the normal long

range flight training programme which was instituted 79
more than a year ago by the Strategic Air Command ...'

The 'short period of temporary duty' was to be the first of numerous
rotational units of bomber groups. The periods of temporary duty were,
over the years, to amount to a permanent presence. Various leaks to the

Washington Post were picked up by the Daily Express on 4 September with

75. N.A.: Berlin 'Hot File'. Plans and Operations of the Army General
Staff, JCS Records. 28 June 1948.

76. P.R.0.: FO 371, 70502, C/5740: Gen. Robertson to F.O. 16 July 1948.

77. Harry S. Truman Library, President's Secretary Files. Minutes of
15th mtg. of the NSC (Decision 13). 15 July 1948,

78. New York Times: 16 July 1948.

79. The Times: 17 July 1948.
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its headline about the re-opening of 'Great Wartime Bases' for use over
'a number of years.' This caused great anxiety in the Foreign Office and
Government; no public statement concerning the American presence had

yet been made to negate such stories. According to Foreign Office
documents, the announcement was delayed for two reasons. There was no
telling 'how long the emergency would continue' and, secondly, there was
little or no idea 'what the United States really has in mind.'

Shortly after the arrival of the two bomber groups in July, a high-
level military decision was made to the effect that the USAF visit would
be of a longer duration than the origianlly-planned 30-60 day temporary
duty. It was with the advent of this decision that the nature of the
USAF's stay in the United Kingdom changed. The Third Air Force
Historical Office explained that from this time on plans and programmes
were being 'formulated in terms of a greatly extended time element.'
From the British documentation for the early days of the Berlin Crisis,
there is no record of any ‘high level decision' regarding a stay of
longer duration for USAF units. The overall picture seems to have been
one of confusion. Mr. Arthur Henderson, the Secretary of State for Air,
wrote to the Foreign Secretary that 'it is not clear from our papers how
long the aircraft were intended to stay except that reference is made to

'arrangements' with the RAF regarding a 90 day visit.‘82 A month later,

after the arrival of the bombers, the question still remained unanswered.
After the arrival of two bomber groups in July, a further request

was made by Ambassador Douglas to station a third group in Britain. The

80. P.R.O.: FO 371, C 7517/3/18G. 27 July 1948.

81. A Matter of Decision. pp. 4-5.

82. P.R.O.: FO 371, C 7517/3/18G. 28 June 1948,
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third group would be transferred from Germany, where it was felt that the
air bases were too close to a hostile and dangerous frontier. The Foreign
Secretary, following consultations with the Minister of Defence and the
Secretary of State for Air, agreed to the transfer; the third group of
B-29's moved to Britain in August. A second significant addition to the
United States military presence in Britain was also made in July when an
agreement was made between the respective military officials to re-open
Burtonwood as a USAF depot. Within a few days of the agreement, in order
to give the USAF a depot to provide support for the Airlift, eleven USAF
officers and 116 enlisted men were working round the clock to restore
Burtonwood to its former wartime glory as 'one of the greatest air

83

maintenance depots in the world.' The first few men were soon joined
by others bringing up their total to 2,500 at the height of the crisis.

The New York Times commented that 'this unprecedented setting up in Britain

of a major military installation in time of peace with the wholehearted
approval of the British government is but part and parcel of a major -
though unemphasized - shift of the United States air power into Western
Europe during the past six months.'&'L The number of American military
aircraft in Europe had risen from 175 to 466 during this period of six
months. At the same time, US Air Force personnel in Europe had increased
from 5,000 to 18,000 - of whom roughly one-third were to be based in
Britain by winter. The agreement between American and British military
personnel to re-open Burtonwood was made 'in much the same spirit as the

85

Lend-lease or destroyers-bases deal during the War'; legalistic issues

were brushed aside in the face of necessity.

83. New York Times: 29 Aug. 1948.

84, 1TIbid.

85. 1Ibid.
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The presence of B-29's soon created demands from M.P.'s for more
information regarding the visit of the American bombers. The Secretary
of State for Air, Arthur Henderson, made a statement which coincided with
a joint announcement released by the British Air Ministry and USAF
explaining that the two squadrons (sixty aircraft) of B-29's were here
for a 'short period of temporary duty', and that this was part of the
'normal long-range flight training programme instituted over a year ago
by the United States Strategic Air Command.'86 The pressure for a further
explanation regarding the nature and duration of the stay by Mr. Platts-
Mills led to a further statement a few days later by the Secretary of
State for Air:

'Units of the USAF do not visit this country under a
formal treaty but under informal and long-standing
arrangements between USAF and RAF for visits of goodwill
and training purposes. The B-29's at present at RAF
stations are here to carry out long-distance flying
training in Western Europg. It has not been decided

how long they will stay.' 7

In spite of the non-commital tone of the government's position and
the US government's belief that the visit would lead to something longer-
term, it seems that the British government saw the role of the bombers
only in the context of the Berlin Crisis. 1In a Cabinet memorandum it had
been understood that the 'intention was that all three groups of aircraft

88

should remain in the United Kingdom so long as the Crisis continued.'

Bevin was quick to see that, although bombers were undoubtedly a welcome

presence in Britain, to give them ‘permanent peacetime bases involved

86. Keesing's Contemporary Archives: 16 July 1948. p. 9413,

87. H.C. Debates: U5k, col. 123 (written answers). 28 July 1948,

88. P.R.O.: Cab. 131/6, DO (48) 59th mtd. Cabinet memo. from Sec. of
State for Foreign Affairs. 10 Sept. 1943.
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89

quite new principles.! In spite of the concern voiced in some quarters
about the implications of an extended stay, Britain was still weak in
both the military and economic contexts. It was the sober recognition of
this fact that led to a notable trip to Washington D.C. in October by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Stafford Cripps. The Chancellor confided
to Forrestal that 'Britain is placing its main reliance on the development
of fighter aircraft to insure the security of Britain. Britain must be
regarded as the main base for the deployment of American power and the
chief offensive against Russia must be by air.‘go
The United States, it would appear, was already regarding Britain as
the main base for the deployment of its power, and in particular, air
power. Shortly after the Berlin Crisis and Czech coup, the JCS passed a
motion (JCS 570/120) which established a requirement for the indefinite
continuation of the right to base and maintain air groups in the United
Kingdom. 1In August 1948, scarcely a month after it was created, the
American Third Air Division at Marham was made a permanent unit under
SAC's control. In November, four months after the first B-29's arrived,
the 'USAF intimated to the RAF that they would like a permanent presence

o1

in Britain.' The presence of B-29's in Britain did not escape the

polemics of the Soviet press, which commented:

'"Thus with the obliging consent of the Labour government,
which 1s ignoring the interests of world peace, the
American militarists are turning Britain into a base
for their aggressive plans in Europe.'92

89. Coral Bell: The Debatable Alliance: an essay in Anglo-American
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Many have argued that the presence of atomic-capable aircraft in
Britain was decisive in the outcome of the Berlin Crisis. Walter Millis,
amongst others, made the assumption that the B-29's were atomic-capable
and that Truman had taken a strong line and would use these weapons if
need arose. Millis wrote that 'the crisis had advanced the B-29 groups
to British airfields; it had brought the atomic bomb plainly to the

2
192 Ambassador Douglas was earlier

forefront of our military policy.
instructed to ask Bevin whether he had fully considered the effect of
the arrival of these two groups in Britain upon British public opinion,
while Marshall had to consider the effects upon the Russians and the
implications of sending such groups to Britain. The official Third Air
Force history quoted at the start of this section alsoc insisted that the
SAC aircraft did have an atomic capability. SAC had indeed been given
responsibility for nuclear weapons in 1946 but many doubt such a presence
during the Berlin Crisis.

Avi Shlaim has indicated that the confusion of whether the B-29's
were atomic-capable {in itself an ambiguous phrase) was perhaps
deliberate. Although the flight was 'officially described a» a routine
training mission, it was accompanied by a lower-level publicity
disclasure that the bombers were atomic-capable, and hints were dropped
that they carried nuclear warheads.'94 Margaret Gowing, who has done
extensive research and has had access to all levels of material,
observes that the 'B-29's themselves were known to be of a type which

could deliver atomic weapons. Nevertheless, although the bombers were

potential carriers of nuclear weapons, those based in England in 1948

93. Walter Millis (ed.): p. 456.

94. Avi Shlaim: The United States and the Berlin blockade 1948-9:
A Study in Crisis decision making. (London: 1983). p. 237.
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had not been modified to do so.'95
No one seemed to know whether the B-29's actually carried A-bombs

or not in 1948. 1In spite of this, the B-29's were important, because

they implied a possible nuclear threat due to their reputation throughout

the world as atomic bombers. The veiled threat implied by the presence
of the bombers in Britain was to bring 'nuclear weapons for the first
time directly into the system of diplomacy and violence by which the

96

affairs of the people were henceforth to be regulated.’ More recent
research has indicated that it was not until the summer of 194G that some
of the B-29's were converted to the SILVERPLATE configuration, and by
mid-1950 all were modified. The presence of bombers with atomic
capability or atomic bombs in Europe during the crisis was unlikely for
two reasons. First, the United States Atomic Energy Commission (USAEC)

had not at this juncture granted custody of the atomic bomb to the
military, despite the fact that SAC had been given delivery responsibility.
Even if a transfer of custody had taken place, 'how or whether the weapons
would be used in a future war remained as ambiguous a question after the

97

Zguppose§7 bomb transfer as before.' The United States had not agreed

upon strategic plans except HALFMOON, which was approved for planning
purposes only. The second reason for doubting their presence was the
lack of suitable storage facilities for the bombs. It was not until
September, after the bombers had arrived, that it was agreed between

Truman and Marshall that General Norstad should be sent to England with

95. Margaret Gowing: Independence and Deterrence: Britain and Atomic
Energy. Vol. 1. (London: 1974). pp. 311 and 311n. See also
Kenneth W. Condit, The History of the JCS, Vol. 2, 1947-9.
(Washington D.C., Hist. Div., Joint Secretariat, JCS, 1976) in
RG 218, National Archives, Washington D.C., who is also emphatic
that the B-29's were not of the modified configuration or carrying
A-bombs. p. 139.

96. Walter Millis: Armies and Men: 4 Study in American Military History.
(London: 1957). p. 323.

97. Gregg Herken: p. 261.




a letter to the British Chiefs of Staff saying there were 'certain matters'
the American Chiefs of Staff wished to discuss. The object was to obtain
the acquiescence of the British to the 'construction of certain necessary
buildings, or huts, for the housing of the components of the bomb at two
airfields chulthorpe and Lakenheatﬁ? ««. the importance of this decision
to us is that it will indicate whether or not the British mean business
because the equipment of these fields obviously carries with it the

98

inference of the purpose for which they will be used.' Of course,
'bombs' could have been transported from the United States to the UK
during the crisis, but this would seem a risky and foolhardy action in the
midst of a major international crisis. There was also fear amongst senior
American military officials that such negotiations during a crisis might
lead the British government to take advantage of the situation to renew
'their importunity on a wider exchange of information leading to the
manufacture of the bomb.'99
Whatever the rights or the wrongs of this question, it is fair to
assume that the B-29's were intended to have a symbolic effect. Whilst
the bombers might have afforded some protection to transport aircraft in
the Airlift (known as Operation Vittles), which allowed them to prevent
starvation and a complete severing of the Anglo-American Zones of Berlin
from the Russian, they had little direct effect. The Soviet Union did
not 1ift the blockade following the deployment of B-29's and they
maintained their effort for ten months thereafter. Seemingly, the

/100

Russians 'were not outwardly influenced by the ninety B-29's. Even

98. Washington Navy Yard, Washington D.C.: Typescript of Forrestal's
Diaries, Vol. XII, 1 Aug. - 30 Sept. 1948. p. 2501.
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100. Harry Borowski: A Hollow Threat: Strategic Air Power and Contain-
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if the threat were perceived by the Russians, the Stalinist response
would not necessarily have been to back down; the presence of the bombers
could actually have increased Russian resolve to continue the blockade.

There is no evidence to suggest that the intention of moving B-29
bombers to Britain was to coerce the Soviet Union into ending the blockade.
To Avi Shlaim it was not coercion but deterrence which was the 'vaguely
conceived objective of the move: deterring the Russians from escalating
in response to the airlift ... it is appearances and images rather than
reality which constitute deterrence.'101 The fact that the Soviet Union
chose not to escalate the crisis, and not to interfere with the air
corridors 1is significant, and is probably due to the presence of B-29
bombers in Britain as a reminder of the potential military might of the
United States.102 The B-29's were also a reminder that America's nuclear
arsenal could be used as an instrument of policy where many major Soviet
cities fell within the range of the bombers. The precise reaction of the
Soviet leaders to the new presence of the bombers in Britain is difficult
to gauge when most of the public comment was confined to polemical
indictments of Britain's behaviour in the provision of bases for 'American
militarists.'

The next chapter will look at the growth of the American military
presence in the United Kingdom, from its initial limited presence of
three groups to a major overseas Air Force. The Spaatz-Tedder Agreement,
that had provided for rotational tours of American bombers to Britain in

time of emergency, was soon to be superseded by a more extensive agreement

101. Avi Shlaim: pp. 239-40.
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(London: Chatto and Windus, 1963). pp. 98-126; Bernard Brodie:
Iscalation and the Nuclear Option (Princeton, Princeton University
Press, 1966) pp. 44-6; and Daniel Yergin: Shattered Peace: The
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that, in effect, gave the Americans a permanent military presence in the
United Kingdom. The Berlin Crisis was to mark the beginning of a reliance
on an American military presence in the United Kingdom, whilst the United
States administration had taken the opportunity to introduce bombers into
Britain during the first acute crisis of the Cold War. The ramifications
of the decision to deploy B-29's to Britain were to extend far beyond the
Berlin Crisis which occasioned it. Even by the time the Russian blockade
of Berlin was eventually lifted, the bombers had become, as Forrestal

predicted, 'somewhat of an accepted fixture.!
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CHAPTER III

CONSOLIDATION: PART 1

1948-50

The Bases, post Berlin Crisis

By September 1948, at the height of 'Operation Vittles', there were
ninety B-29 bombers at seven RAF stations and at the former supply and
maintenance depot at Burtonwood. The permanency of the units stationed
here was in doubt in spite of their growing numbers. The Secretary of
State for Air stated in the House of Commons, 'it has not been decided
how long these arrangements will continue.'1 However, when Mr. Arthur
Henderson was further pressed by Mr. Warbey M.P. to give an assurance that
these arrangements would not continue beyond the duration of the airlift,
he refused to do so. This refusal was a portent of what was to come, and
by June 1953 the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Defence
announced that there were 45,000 US military personnel in Britain2 -

3

compared to some 11,500 in July 1950, There were, in addition to the US
Air Force, significant US Navy personnel in the United Kingdom. Their

exact function was vague but in a memorandum from the American Secretary

of Defense to the Secretary of State it was estimated that 'our Naval

1. H.C. Debate, 5th series, col. 893, Statement by Sec. of State for
Air. 3 Nov. 1948.

2. Figure from, Notes of the Month: World Today. 16 Aug. 1960. p. 322,

5. Figure from, The Times, announced by Mr. C. Attlee, 25 July 1950, in
the House of Commons in response to a question by Mr. S. O. Duncan
requesting details on the nature and equipment of 'foreign' armed
forces on British soil. p. k4.
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personnel under command of Commander USN East Atlantic and Mediterranean
now based in the United Kingdom total approximately 74 officers and 540
enlisted men. In addition, Naval personnel afloat under this command
frequently spending extended periods of time ashore in the UK total
approximately 440 officers and 9,000 enlisted men ... the combined totals
of US military personnel presently located in the United Kingdom or
shortly to arrive therein (USN and USAF), including forces afloat, will
approximate 15,726 officers and enlisted men.'L+ This chapter will examine
the growth of American bases in the United Kingdom following the Berlin
Crisis, up to the Ambassador's Agreement which heralded a permanent
American military presence.

Between 1948-50, the United Kingdom assumed the proportions of
George Orwell's phrase, as put forth in his vision of a future world

Nineteen Eighty-Four: Britain was America's 'airstrip one'. (Ironically

enough, George Orwell had originally wanted to call his book 'Nineteen
Forty-Eight', the year in which the American bombers arrived in Britain.)
The resolution of the Berlin Crisis focused British attention on the
intended future use of the East Anglia bases by American bombers.

Anxiety in British governmental circles was aroused by an early CIA
report which assumed that, in the event of a Soviet attack, 'the Western
Powers would undertake immediate counteraction, including maximum
employment of US air power, using the atomic bomb at least against Soviet

2 It was realised that the position of the United Kingdom

targets.!
following a Soviet occupation of the European continent would be critical.

If on the one hand the United Kingdom were occupied by Russian forces or

b, N.A.: RG 341. Box 443: Memo from Sec. of Defense to Sec. of State,
8 Oct. 1948.

5. N.A.: ORE-58-48, The Strategic value to the USSR of the Conquest
of Western Europe and the Near East, prior to 1950. 30 July 1943.
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completely neutralised, US capabilities for counteraction through naval
and air operations would be severely limited. If, however, the bases in
the United Kingdom remained tenable for American naval and air operations,
it was obvious 'substantial' continuing damage could be inflicted upon
the adversary.

The American Emergency War Plans had all assumed that the atomic bomb
would be used sooner or later in a strategic air offensive; and 'the
question of the use of atomic bombs owned by the Americans was terrifyingly
real and was already a matter of urgent concern to the Chiefs of Staff.'6
The strategic employment of atomic weapons had not been discussed between
the Americans and British, and the British Chiefs of Staff had absolutely
no guidelines concerning the probable American deployment of atomic-
capable bombers from our shores. It was not until after the creation of
the United States Air Force Europe (USAFE) by the JCS on 21 January 1951,
and the establishment of the Seventh Air Division under SAC to command
strategic air units in Britain, that the JCS 'made an allocation of atomic
weapons to the defense of Europe.'7

The possibility of atomic weapons being used from the United
Kingdom's shores opened up a central anxiety within the British government
over the question of control of such operations. The problem of the
control of America's nuclear stockpile was also occupying many minds in
the US Congress.

The revelation of the existence of the Quebec Agreement to a Joint

Congressional Committee in May 1947, which effectively stated that there

had to be a 'consent' between the parties before use of 'the bomb', was

6. Margaret Gowing: Independence and Deterrence. Britain and Atomic
Energy 1945-52. Vol. I, Policy Making. (London: 1974). p. 310.

7. Robert Futrell: Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine., A History of basic
thinking in the USAF 1907-64. (Alabama: 1964). p. 156.




viewed with astonishment and incredulity by many American officials. The
revelation of the Quebec Agreement was not, however, a complete surprise

to the American administration. Some senior personnel in the administration,
like Dean Acheson and General Groves (of the Manhattan Engineering

District), definitély knew of its existence because an abortive attempt

was made by Acheson to change it in 1946.

The Quebec Agreement

The Quebec Agreement, or, to give it its proper title, 'Articles of
Agreement governing collaboration between the authorities of the USA and
UK in the matter of Tube Alloys' (a wartime codename for atom bomb
research and development), had been signed by Roosevelt and Churchill, with
Canada as a non-signatory party. It was agreed on 19 August 1943 that
'we will never use this agency against each other' and most importantly
'we will not use it against third parties without each other's consent.'
The agreement then went on to promise that neither would communicate any
information about Tube Alloys except by mutual consent, and that the
British Government would have to recognise that any post-war advantages
of 'an industrial or commercial character' arising out of 'Tube Alloys'
should be dealt with on terms specified by the President to the Prime
Minister. A Combined Policy Committee was established to administer the
agreement. This agreement effectively meant that the whole of the
American nuclear arsenal was subject to a veto by Britain, something that
might have been agreeable in 1943, but was not in 1948, It was on the

second clause of the agreement (dealing with the 'veto') that the debate

was to focus.

8. Articles of Agreement governing collaboration between the authorities
of the USA and the UK in the matter of Tube Alloys, HMSO, April 195h.
Cmd. 9123,
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Dean Acheson had argued against the acceptability of the Quebec
Agreement primarily for strategic reasons, but the official line of
argument was political. It was argued that the agreement imposed a
restraint upon the President's power as Commander-in-Chief to act freely
in the national interest, were he subject to consensual agreement - and
it was therefore deemed unconstitutional. At the end of 1945 there were
moves afoot to change the agreement, with a recommendation to the
Combined Policy Committee that a new document should be prepared to replace
the Quebec Agreement 'in toto'. The new re@mneclmiy its first clause
?n*axﬁ~ that the governments of the US, Canada, and the United Kingdom
'will not use atomic weapons against other parties without prior

consultation with each other', thus aiming directly at Clause II of the

Quebec Agreement which had expressed atomic weapons would not be used
without each other's consent.9 (my emphasis). The meeting between Truman,
Attlee and Mackenzie-King of Canada in November 1945, and subsequent
meetings, failed to persuade Britain to give up her veto right.

On 12 March 1947, Truman spoke before a Joint Session of Congress.
His primary address concerned the gravity of the world situation, with
particular reference to Greece and Turkey where Britain was unable to
meet her obligations. The agreement reached at Quebec was a well-kept
secret from most, apart from a few senior statesmen like Acheson - who

was aware of its existence. Hewlett and Duncan's excellent book makes

this clear:

'Vandenberg, Connally and Bourke B. Hickenlooper were
members of the Committee on Foreign Relations as well
as Joint committee on Atomic Energy. Better than most

9. Foreign Relations of the United States /FRUS/, 1945, Vol. II.
Memorandum by the Commanding General, Manhattan Engineer District
(Groves) and the Chairman, British Advisory Committee on Atomic
Energy (Anderson) to the Chairman of the CPC (Patterson). pp. 75-6.
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of their Congressional colleagues, they were aware of

the ties linking the US and Britain. But as they heard

Truman speak on March 12, they did not know that in

1943 at Quebec, Roosevelt had agreed with Churchill

that neither country would use the atomic bomb without

the consent of the other ...'10

Exactly a month later, when Acheson appeared before the Joint

Congressional Committee, US representatives first learned of the agreement.
Hickenlooper and Vandenberg were 'shocked and outraged'. Hickenlooper
wrote to the Secretary of State Marshall in August protesting that 'the
present agreement, in view of all the circumstances, is intolerable.'11
Senator Vandenberg, as Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
saw the Quebec Agreement as 'astounding' and 'unthinkabl<—3';12 and he felt
a tremendous responsibility, as chairman of perhaps the most prestigious
and influential committee in American politics, to change the agreement.
Hickenlooper event went so far as to declare to Marshall that he 'would be
unable to support American economic aid to Britain unless the situation

15

were rectified at once.' The American administration wanted desperately
to drop this clause, and a cable to London in December 1947 assumed there

could be no objection since 'so long as the present collaboration between

the two countries continued, the clause was otiose."\L+ Meanwhile, in

Washington D.C., a cunning package was being prepared proposing the

exchange of limited technical atomic information for the nullification of

10. Richard G. Hewlett and Francis Duncan: History of the United States
Atomic Energy Commission. Atomic Shield 1947-52, Vol. II. (London:
1969). p. 263.

11. 1Ibid. p. 275.

12. Vandenberg, Jnr. (ed.): The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg.
(New York: 1952). p. 361,

13. Andrew Pierre: Nuclear Politics. The British Experience with an
Independent Strategic Force 1939-70. (London: 1972). p. 129.

14. Gowing: Vol. I. p. 250.
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the veto clause in the Quebec Agreement, which Vandenberg saw could be a

15

'source of desperate embarrassment.'

The 'modus vivendi' (January 1948)

The new package, or modus vivendi as it became known, looked

attractive to the British at first. The modus vivendi was to be an

agreement between the United Kingdom and the United States on the future
of their respective atomic energy programmes. There was also to be, most
important from the British perspective, exchange of technical information
covering nine specific areas, including natural uranium, reactors,
metallurgy of plutonium, detection of nuclear explosions and nuclear cross

sections. The modus vivendi was also meant to signify the beginning of

greater atomic cooperation with the Dominions, while another clause related
to closer American and Canadian collaboration. This package was in
exchange for the nullification of the Quebec Agreement and in particular

Clause II and Clause IV. The modus vivendi was also envisaged to have

beneficial effects spilling over into other fields of Anglo-American and
Canadian relations. The major disadvantage to Britain was the surrender

of her uranium claims.16 The exchange of information was seen as restoring
faith in the Anglo-American relationship and in atomic collaboration which
had effectively been stopped by the McMahon Act of 1946, That Act had
halted collaboration in the nuclear field with two exceptions: these were
non-military nuclear information and raw material, which in effect worked
to the advantage of the US. The struggle to build our own bomb without
collaboration from the United States was seen as wasteful of both time

and resources. It was hoped the modus vivendi would alleviate this; we

15. Pierre: p. 129.

16. As laid out in Cabinet papers 134/21, 22-5 and 26.
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in turn would lose our veto right over use of Britain, by American forces,
as a base from which to launch a strategic offensive utilising the atomic
bomb. However, when collaboration on atomic projects did resume, it was
found that British development had kept up with the United States.

In effect the modus vivendi asked Britain and Canada to surrender

both their accumulated uranium stocks in excess of that needed for current
industrial projects, and their 'veto' right on the use of the bomb. 1In
exchange, the United States would assist others in the development of
atomic energy for industrial purposes. The proposals went before the
Combined Poiicy Committee on 10 December 1947, with the burden of the
American position falling on Acting Secretary of State, Robert Lovett,
assisted by Forrestal and Lillenthal (of the AEC). Lord Inverchapel was
head of the negotiating team for Britain and Hume-Wrong, a diplomat, for
that of Canada. Amongst the British advisers was Sir Gordon Munro, who
asked about the wartime agreements on the bomb. Lovett replied that the
'bomb agreements should be swept away rather than continue to exist as a
source of misunderstanding and controversy.'17 Negotiations continued
until 7 January 1948 when the final agreement was ready. It consisted of
three parts: a technical cooperation agreement, information exchange and

an agreement on ore allocation. The first clause of the modus vivendi

dealt with the British veto, declaring that 'all agreements between the
three governments or any two of them in the field of atomic energy shall
be regarded as null and of no effect,'18 with a few exceptions that are
not relevant here.

John Cockroft and Sir Roger Makins of the Foreign Office and David
Peirson of the Ministry of Supply proposed that the agreement should take

the form of a general declaration of intent, which was a form of agreement

17. Hewlett and Duncan: p. 280.

18. Gowing: op cit. pp. 266-72.
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that the President could conclude without reference to Congress, and would
not come under Article 102 of the United Nations Charter. This was
extended as a working or temporary arrangement and, as Margaret Gowing puts

it, a means of 'co-existence pending a permanent settlement.' The modus

vivendi was agreed to by the Combined Policy Committee on 7 January 1948,
but was not officially signed; instead, in keeping with the style of

other agreements, Lovett, Inverchapel and Wrong (representing the United
States, Britain and Canada respectively) declared their intent to abide

by the document. The agreement zllowed the CPC to continue as the organ

for dealing with atomic energy problems, and amongst its functions was

the allocation of raw materials (mainly uranium and thorium). Within a
short period of time the item dealing with the exchange of information on
atomic reactors was deleted, the information from American scientists proved
to be innocuous, and the United States gained considerably. The most
serious flaw was without doubt the 'surrender of the British veto on the
American use of the atomic bomb, without even substituting the word
'consultation' for the word 'consent!', as had been proposed in 1946.'19

The timing of the modus vivendi gave cause for alarm with the ensuing

Berlin Crisis and the arrival of the B-29's only a matter of months away.
Scarcely three years later there was the threat of the American use of an
atomic bomb during the Korean War. It was only with this threat that the

full effects of the modus vivendi were realised, when the possibility of

British bases being used for a cause out of the NATO area arose. The

surrender of Clause II of the Quebec Agreement, seen as intolerable by
the American administration, was seen here as a reciprocal exchange for
the American surrender of Clause IV, which recognised that the post-war

advantages - industrial and commercial - of atomic energy were to be dealt

19. Gowing: p. 252.
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with on terms specified by the President to the Prime Minister. The modus

vivendi also relieved the United States of any raw material shortages in
their nuclear development programme, by alloting to Washington the entire
Congo (uranium) output for 1948, and giving it an option on any of the
following years' output not required by Britain.

Opinions upon the result of the modus vivendi differ. Sir Roger

Makins (now Lord Sherfield) felt that 'Mike Pearson was anxious for
agreement and was interested in a raw materials agreement. The raw
material deal was made with Groves by which there was a division of
available raw material and Britain was never at any time short of raw
materials. The technical information helped but didn't lead to any
immediate development of ccllaboration. However, scientists talk together
and it is difficult to quantify how much information was exchanged and
its value ....'20 But, was this limited technical information worth the
surrender of the veto? Margaret Gowing expressed surprise that 'in view
of the potential issues of life and death that were involved, neither
officials nor Ministers showed any concern or interest in the surrender
of Britain's veto, or right to consultation on the use of the bomb.'21
One possible explanation for the apparent apathy on this crucial question
was that many probably did believe that the B-29's were to visit Britain
for 'temporary duty' and 'visits of goodwill and training'. Few, apart
from those intimately involved in the military process, had any idea of
the length of stay envisaged. It could also have been the case that many

still assumed our interests were so similar that the need for a safeguard

or check was redundant. It is worth noting that the Americans had failed

20, Interview with Lord Sherfield. 21 Feb. 1984,

21. Gowing: p. 251. Professor Gowing does point out one notable
abstainer from this view., Vice Chief of the Air Staff, Sir William
Dickson, thought that if we retained the veto it might be a
'restraining influence' in the event of an emergency.
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to live up to the provisions of the wartime agreement, and therefore the
grounds for such implicit trust were questionable. There seemed to be
little concern from ministers that the Quebec Agreement would just as
effectively apply to any British atomic bomb once it was ready. A veto
on a British bomb that was independently developed, unlike the American
bomb, would have been more difficult to justify.

No matter how seriously the Americans took the initial right of
consent in the Quebec Agreement, 'it gave Britain at least a contingent
right to consultation before action was taken that might lead to her own

22

annihilation. Now Britain had no claim to consultation ....°' The

modus vivendi had no set term and, as Margaret Gowing concludes, the aim

of the agreement was the greater defence and security of the United States
as secured by the acquisition of additional uranium and the negation of
any consensual agreement on the use of the bomb., Lord Sherfield, who was
active in the modus vivendi negotiations, has argued that the agreements

23

were negotiated in an atmosphere of 'complete trust'. The next two years

were to challenge severely this trust as the modus vivendi ended any

'formal sanction that Britain might have enjoyed over the use of US atomic

weapons from their new strategic bases.'

Temporary Duty?

After thousands of tons of supplies had been flown to the beleaguered
Berliners in the Russian sector, in 24-hour a day air shuttles lasting
nearly a year, the blockade was lifted in May 1949. There appeared to be

no clear picture of how long the American forces would stay on Britain's

22. Gowing: p. 253.
23, Interview with Lord Sherfield. London. 21 Feb. 1984,

2k, Gowing: p. 251.
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bases. It was again from the JCS that the answer came., During the Berlin
Crisis several new War Plans and reports had been in the planning stage,
and they saw the light of day soon after the Crisis. As part of these
plans, the USAF put forward a request to develop four Midlands airfields
early in 1949. After the deliberations of a Defence Committee in London
it was decided to tell the American authorities that improvements could
be undertaken only if we were reimbursed.25 Although the Defence Committee
agreed in principle to the development of four airfields, in order to make
them suitable at least for medium bombers, there was still no formal
Cabinet approval for permanent USAF bases in this country - a point
Mr. Bevin was at pains to make clear to the British Ambassador in
Washington:

'TI explained to Mr. Douglas the American Ambassadog?

that the fact was that the British Cabinet has never

yet accepted the principle that there should be a

permanent American base in Great Britain. What we had

done was to allow the B-29 groups to be brought here

as a protection during the difficult time arising out

of the Berlin blockade. But there had never been a

decision taken by the Cabinet regarding the permanent

location of American bombers in this country; neither
had we ever reported the question to Parliament.'

The last American War Plan before the Berlin Crisis had been 'Fleet-
wood', a modified version of HALFMOON. The HALFMOON plan had assumed
that war would be forced on the United States by the Soviet Union during
FY 1949. Accordingly the American response was to secure 'vital home and
base areas' from which an air offensive was to be mounted against vital
elements of the Soviet war-making capacity. The role of the United
Kingdom was paramount in this plan. The first post-Berlin crisis war

plan was TROJAN, approved by the JCS on 28 January 1949. This plan was

25. P.R.O.: FO 371: DO (49) 13th mtd. 13 May 1949.

26. P.R.0.: FO 371: Telegram No. 1628 from Foreign Secretary to
Sir O. Franks. Washington D.C. 26 Nov. 1949,
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in turn an update of FLEETWOOD and an annex outlined the proposed atomic
offensive, including a broad range of industrial facilities in seventy
Soviet cities - Moscow and Leningrad included. The delivery of the
strategic air offensive was again to rest on forces flying from the same
bases as stipulated in HALFMOON.

During deliberations on the military budget for FY 1950 it became
increasingly clear that the current strategy was unrealistic, bearing in
mind the forces likely to become available under stringent spending
ceilings. The JCS issued a new directive to the Joint Strategic Plans
(ommittee (JSPC) on 26 April 1949 and, due to continuing interservice
squabbling and delays during planning conferences with Britain and Canada,
the outcome of the JSPC study called OFFTACKLE was only approved on
8 December 1949. OFFTACKLE was a new development for two reasons. It
was the first strategic plan to be based on guidance from the National
Security Council, which meant, in effect, that planning was more in touch
with what was going on politically and economically. NSC 20/4 stated that
'we should endeavor to achieve our general objectives by methods short of
war' and in spite of the fact that war might grow out of 'incidenfs
between forces in direct contact', it would result because the Soviet Union
might be tempted to 'take armed action under a miscalculation of the
determination and willingness of the US to resort to force in order to
prevent the development of a threat intolerable to US security.'27

Like other plans, OFFTACKLE was based on the assumption that war
would be the result of aggressiveness of the USSR or its satellites. But
unlike its predecessors the strategic offensive was not just 'directed
against' the Soviet war machine and its infra-structure, but aimed at

'‘destroying them'. OFFTACKLE was also of interest because it was far more

27. Harry S. Truman Library: Papers of Harry S. Truman President's
Secretary Files, NSC 20/4, Sect. 4. 23 Nov. 1943.
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specific about the role of the United Kingdom. JSPC 877/59 was emphatic
about the importance of the UK as an air base and stated that 'of all the
operations in Western Eurasia, first priority is given to that of securing
the United Kingdom against invasion' and to that of defending it against
air attack to the degree necessary to 'insure its availability as a major
base for all types of military operations.'28 It was contemplated that
the United Kingdom would have six main functions in any future war or
emergency. t would first and foremost be the major base for a strategic
air offensive. Second, the United Kingdom would also serve as a base for
alr operations, to secure air supremacy over Western Europe and as a
potential base area to secure air supremacy over Western Europe and as a
base area for a build-up leading towards an invasion of the European
continent, as well as being a base area to support such an invasion. 1In
addition, (and this was the first time that a naval support role had been
mentioned for the United Kingdom's USN contingent), it was 'a naval base
area from which to protect the sea lines of communication' which wre vital
to the above operations. Lastly, it was somewhat vaguely to ‘assist in
the provision of essential British requirements.'29
The deployment patterns also show the importance of the United

Kingdom in American strategic considerations (D-Day was assumed to be

during FY 1950):

28. N.A.: RG 319, Records of the Arms Staff. Plans and Operations
(P & 0) Sect. I (Case I) JSPC 877/59 Offtackle. 26 April 1949.
Enclosure p. 29, Sect. 27a.

29, 1Ibid. Sect. 27b, Base Operations.
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OFFTACKLE base deploymentszo

Base area D-Day D+12 months

Zone of the Interior (i.e. US) 1 heavy group 2 heavy groups
United Kingdom 2 medium groups 5 medium groups
NW Africa - % medium groups
Okinawa 1 medium group 1 medium group

The emphasis on the United Kingdom was explained partly by the fact
that no bombers had been allocated this time to the Cairo-Suez area,
abandoned as the launching-point of a strategic offensive largely because
it was felt to be beyond the capability of US forces and thereby better
left to the British. The OFFTACKLE plans, like others, had as its main
failure the weakness of the United States in ground forces, as they
'necessarily limited initial offensive operations to air attack'; this
also meant that the United States 'could do little to aid the Western
European nations in defending their territories, despite the newly
concluded North Atlantic Alliance.'31 Soon after, the short-range War
Plan 'OFFTACKLE' was presented to the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group,
who in turn presented the JCS with a memorandum with the pointed title
'Inadequacy of Bases Provided for Strategic Air Offensive'. The summary
of their report was interesting and the figures quoted, regarding the
number of groups to be deployed, added one extra medium bombardment group

to the OFFTACKLE numbers (see above) for the United Kingdom. However, the

report then went on to state:

30. Figures from James Schnabel, The History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and National Policy. Vol. II. (Historical Division, Joint
Secretariat, JCS). p. 301.

31. Ibid. Loc. cit.
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'.«. there are inadequate bases provided in Great
Britain to deploy the six medium bombardment groups

and one reconnaissance group as contemplated in current
Strategic Air Command emergency plans. This inadequacy
is caused by the vulnerable location of presently
assigned bases, Sculthorpe, Marham and Lakenheath. The
vulnerability of these aerodromes is aggravated by a
lack of dispersed hardstands for B-29 or B-50 airplanes.'

The WSHEG memorandum rightly pointed out that there were also no
arrangements existing between the executive head: of the two governments
to ensure the availability of the three bases, of the supply depot at
Burtonwood, or of the headquarters of the 3rd Air Division (Provisional)
established on 16 July 1948. A preliminary approach to the British
government for American bases in the Midlands area, at Upper Heyford and
Brize Norton, met with a refusal largely because it would jeopardise RAF
operational effectiveness and the government would not authorise the
expenditure of funds required for reconstruction of the airdromes to meet
the requirements of the B-29 or B-50. The recommendation was that this
matter should be taken up on the highest governmental level.

The JCS headed by General Eisenhower was annoyed by the interference
of the British government in what had hitherto been a military affair. 1In
March 1948, four months before the official arrival of the American bombers,
the USAF and the Air Ministry had initiated a survey of airfields in the
United Kingdom to determine 'those capable of sustaining operations by US

Air Force strategic bombardment type aircraft.'33 Shortly after the

arrival of the first medium bomb group in the United Kingdom, service-level

32. N.A.: RG 319. Records of the Army Staff: P & O 373 TS (Section 1)
Case 1. JCS 1952/9, memo on Inadequacy of Bases Provided for
Strategic Air Offensive, prepared by Lieut.-Gen. J. E. Hull, Dir.
WSEG. 13 Sept. 1949. p. 143, Sect. I.

33. N.A.: RG 319. Records of the Army Staff: P & O 373 TS (Sect. I)
(Case I). JCS 1952/10. Memorandum for Dir., WSEG re JCS 1952/9.
10 Oct. 1949. p. 146, Sect. 2.
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discussions with the Air Ministry took place outlining 'requirements'’

for airfields in the United Kingdom. JCS 1952/10 claimed that 'during

the course of these discussions the following agreements were reached:
a) Airfields at Marham, Lakenheath and Sculthorpe were

to be immediately available to the US Air Force as
required.

b) 1In view of the vulnerability of the above airfields,
four airfields in the Oxford area, presently
requiring certain improvements, would be made
available for US Air Force strategic bombardment
units in the event of hostilities.

c) ~Three other airfields capable of supporting limited
MB (medium bombardment) operations would be made
available in the event of hostilities.'’

Unfortunately no records exist of the discussions, nor of any formal
document showing British concurrence. If taken seriously, the implications
are disturbing, since this would mean that the United Kingdom was
effectively committed to an expansion of the American base network during
the Berlin crisis, an expansion that the Government did not know about
and of whose duration no mention was made. The agreements did, however,
founder on the question of who paid for what. JCS estimates prepared
during January 1949, when the Berlin Crisis and Operation 'Vittles' was
still active, estimated that the total cost of improving the four Oxford-
shire airfields would be about 231 million. The Secretary of Defense
decided to submit the question to the NSC on 17 March 1949 to determine
'whether or not the development of four airfields in the Oxford area of
the United Kingdom was in the national interest ....'35 The NSC then
referred the subject to the JCS and received affirmation on 27 March 1949

that the construction of these four airfields was in the United States'

34. Ibid. pp. 146-7, Sect. 3. (In Section (c) no mention was made of
which three airfields.)

35. 1Ibid. p. 147, Sect. 6.



- 81 -

national interest.

NSC 45 set forth for consideration the necessity of at least four
more air bases, of medium bomber standard, largely to avoid the growing
vulnerability of the East Anglia bases. The new bases were to be 'in the

36

heart of the British defense system.' The funds which were needed for

the development work on the four Oxfordshire air bases during FY 1950
amounted to one million pounds, according to RAF estimates, with the total
cost estimated to be £7,717,000 (or $31 million). The British Treasury
declined an Air Ministry proposal that £1,800,000 be included in the budget
Yor the fiscal year 1950 to finance the base development. This was done
on the grounds that:

'... the British government could not support an

appropriation of funds for USAF requirements without

agreement between the Government of the US and UK as

to the source of funds. It is the opinion of

Ambassador Douglas and of General Johnson, Air Force

Commander in the UK, that no favorable action may be

expected from the British government without pressure

from high quarters in the Us.'>

Following the NSC advice, the Secfetary of State directed the

American Ambassador in Britain (Douglas) to undertake negotiations with
the British government. Informal discussions were held but 'the Ambassador
refrained from opening formal negotiations with the British pending
information as to what proportion of the construction funds the US govern-

ment would be willing to provide.'38 Rather surprisingly, the Secretary

of Defense suggested to the Secretary of State, seeing that negotiations

36. Harry S. Truman Library: Papers of Harry S. Truman: President's
Secretary's Files, A Report to the National Security Council by the
Sec. of Defense on Airfield Construction, NSC 45, 17 Mar. 1949.

37. N.A.: RG 319, Records of the Army Staff, 1949 'HOT FILE', P20,
600.1 TS. Memorandum for the Secretary of the Army: Airfield
Construction (NSC 45). 22 Mar. 1949,

38. N.A.: RG 319, Records of the Army Staff, P20, 373 TS (Section 1)
(Case 1) JCS 1952/10, p. 148. Section 7.
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were at an impasse, that perhaps the British should bear the complete
cost of the proposed building project. If that was not possible, the
American Government would offer to defray the dollar cost {in other words
dollars which would have to be expended to obtain equipment and materials
available only outside the United Kingdom).39

Other ways were employed to bring pressure to bear on the British
government for additional bases. For instance, the newly-formed North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation of April 1949 was open to favourable American
interpretation. The NATO members were pledged in Article III by means of
'continuous and effective self help and mutual aid, to maintain and develop
their individual and collective capacity to resist aggression.' The NSC
was quick to claim that it was clearly understood by all parties that
mutual aid meant the 'contribution by each party consistent with its
geographical location and resources of such mutual aid as it can reasonably
be expected to contribute in the form in which it can most effectively
furnish it ....'40 Similarly, a whole spate of reports emphasising the
Russian military preparedness appeared during the first six months of 1949.
A report by an Interdepartmental Working Group in the United States was
typical of such reports stressing the Russian 'preponderance of immediately
available military power on the Eurasian continent and a consequent ability
to resort to war at any time as a means of imposing its will in that area.’

The report also stressed that the principal deterrent to aggression 'is

the superior war potential of the United States.'

39. These proposals were put forward in a letter from the Secretary of
Defense to the Secretary of State, 1 Sept. 1949, as an appendix to
JCS 1952/10.

40. F.R.U.S.: Vol. I (National Security Affairs). Foreign Policy Paper
approved by Foreign Assistance Correlation Committee - Military

Rights. 20 May 19%9. p. 312.

41. F.R.U.S.: Vol. I, Staff Paper Prepared for the National Security
Resources Board and NSC by an Interdepartmental Working Group,
Washington DC. 1 June 1949. p. 339, Section (C).
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One event which was to accelerate the negotiations toward additional
bases in the United Kingdom was the report that an American Air Force
WB-29 (weather reconnaissance plane) on routine patrol from Japan to
Alaska had picked up signs of radioactivity on 3 September 1949. The
radiocactivity 'slightly exceeded the intensity necessary to constitute an
official alert.'42 It soon became clear that the Russians had successfully
conducted an atomic test and it was realised that the official American
War Plans and CIA estimates had been wrong. The President's Advisory
Committee on Military Training had estimated that the Soviet Union would

43 The Finletter

not have an atomic btorb for 'at least' three years.
Committee was even further off, estimating four and a half to five years,
when in fact it was scarcely a year after the arrival of B-29's in East
Anglia that a Russian atomic device was detonated.

The Finletter Report, taking its name from the chairman of the
President's Air Policy Commission, identified for the first time the main
targets in the Soviet Union as industrial, with four centres of gravity:
Moscow, the Urals, the Ukraine-Volga region and the Caucasus.u The
Finletter Committee had also recommended that the prescription for America's
post-war safety was 'an integrated military establishment; 1) - capable
of an atomic attack, 2) - stronger in air power than that of any other
country,' and last and most important it must be 'capable of a sustained

and powerful air counter offensive, either directly or by way of inter-

mediate bases.'lJr5 General Spaatz had also stressed the need for 'outer

k2. James Schnabel: Vol. II. op. cit. p. 523.

43, Carl Spaatz, General USAF: 'If We Should have to Fight Again', Life
Magazine. 5 July 1948. p. 39.

L4, David Kirby, Maj-Gen. USAF. Research Paper submitted to the Faculty
of the Air Command and Staff School of the Air University, Maxwell
Air Force Base, ALABAMA. October 1948. p. 9.

45. Thomas K. Finletter (Chairman): The Presidents Air Policy Commission
Report: Washington DC 1947 (known as the Finletter Report) in Kirby,

p. 9.
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bases from which to project our air power in the decisive struggle for
air supremacy.'l+6 Although the explosion of the Russian atomic device
led to no significant changes in strategic planning, it did lead to
increased atomic weapons production, research into new applications of
atomic energy, and to the search for the new 'super' bomb (or fusion
bomb). Dr. Teller (one of the original Los Alamos scientists) and others
recommended developing a new thermonuclear weapon and achieving a 'quantum
jump' in military nuclear technology.

It was during the summer of 1949, a year after the 'temporary duty'
started and after the ending of the Russian blockade of Berlin, that the
first B-29's capable of carrying out atomic missions appeared in the UK.
In August, longer range B-50's arrived at Sculthorpe, with a number of
stripped B-29's accompanying them to act as tankers - a move which gave
USAF a potential mid-air refueling capacity and huge range. The B-50's
were an important response to the development of the Soviet Tupolev-70
bomber. General Spaatz commented that the 'advent of the Tupolev
signifies the final piercing of the ocean cushion behind which, during
the two world wars, we mobilized our industrial capacity undisturbed.'47
The aftermath of the Berlin crisis also saw a reduction of US units in
Britain so that eventually one group (soon redesignated a wing) at a time
occupied the UK bases, the thirty-day rotational training now replaced by
ninety-day tours. Naval exchanges likewise went on very quietly, with a

visit of four American submarines in August to a Royal Navy Depot at

Portsmouth.

L6, Spaatz: Life Magazine. 5 July 1948. p. 99.

47. 1Ibid. p. 44. (US News and World Report, 'Britain: Base for Air
Showdown', 30 July 1948, p. 13, commented that the Tupolev-40, the
earlier version, 'based as far west as the Berlin area, however,
could not reach US, /—he 7 could do little more than drop bombs in
the ocean unless they resorted to one-way suicide missions ... if
the Russians overran Europe and built up big bomber bases on the
West coast, Soviet bombers still could not reach US soil ...').
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The Ambassador's Agreement (April 1950)

The unwelcome news that the Soviet Union also had an atomic bomb
created concern in Britain, because the lack of Soviet long-range bombers
capable of striking the United States and of aircraft carriers meant that
Britain would be a prime target once the Soviet Union had a larger stock
of atomic weapons - while at the same time American military authorities
were all the more anxious to secure a more permanent arrangement for
basing in the United Kingdom. Such anxieties led the Foreign Secretary,
Ernest Bevin, to express concern over the ad hoc nature of the American
military presence in the Cabinet:

'While he welcomed the presence of US bombers in the UK
at the Present time ... he was anxious to.s§e the Presggt
peace time arrangements put on a more definite basis.'

Such sentiments, combined with the recommendations of NSC-45 in the
United States, which had advised the opening of discussions towards the
selection of more secure installations behind the London Fighter Defence
and Radar Screen at Brize Norton, Upper Heyford, Fairford and Greenham
Common, were to lead to the Ambassador's Agreement.

American negotiators were anxious to establish some kind of financial
arrangement for the proposed base expansion, since USAF war-planning was
outrunning the slow pace of negotiation for the Midlands airfields. Project
BOWERY and its later version, LITERARY, had already provided that in an
emergency certain personnel and equipment would be evacuated from the
continent to the United Kingdom. In order to meet the requirements of the
USAF plan, the Third Air Division initiated three major projects:

DOUBLE-QUICK: removal of B-29's from East Anglia bases

to other locations where they would be less vulnerable
to enemy attack.

48. P.R.0.: Cab. 131/8. DO (50) 4th mtg. 15 March 1950.
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VALISE: a safety precaution should hostilities start

before 'Double-Quick' was ready. This plan stipulated

that after aircraft had deployed their initial mission

they would deploy to the West Coast of England and

Northern Ireland.

SPEEDWAY: this involved the selection and preparation

of all sites along the East Coast of England for SAC

jet-fighter operations.*9
The problem was two-fold. First there was the matter of acquiring the
facilities; and second, there was the problem of financing the
construction to bring the airfields up to B-29 operating standard, which
involved extended runways, additional taxiways, housing and hardstanding.

The first joint high-level meeting in the United Kingdom had been

held on 15 October 1948, at which the Air Ministry stated that in addition
to Lakenheath, Sculthorpe and Marham, authority had been granted to turn
over four more airfields. The Air Ministry did stress that their authority
was limited to only four additional bases. Proposed fighter operations,
then being considered by USAF planners, would take place on the 'vacated'
East Anglia airfields. The British Joint Staff Mission in Washington was
also kept fully aware of the developments and coordinated top-level
thinking for the Air Ministry with USAF. The agreement by the Air Ministry,
in principle, to an extension of the American presence led USAF to develop
the extenéed stay concept. Meanwhile, with such a vast expansion of
facilities planned, the problem of securing adequate funding assumed major
proportions. In a memorandum for Mr. Stuart Symington, Secretary of the
Air Force at this time, General Johnson stated that 'it would seem that
the RAF should make these expenditures for capital improvements which will

50

be of permanent benefit to the RAF upon the termination of our tenancy.'

k9, 1I1bid. op. cit. pp. 45-6.

50. 1Ibid. 1loc. cit., quoting Memorandum dtd. 29 Dec. 1948 from Gen.
Leon Johnson to the Hon. Stuart Symington, Sec. of the Air Force.
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The commander of the Third Air Division, General leon Johnson, wrote to
the Ambassador in London that the British were prepared to go ahead with
the construction, 'considering at all times that the United States
Government would pay for it.' General Johnson argued forcibly that the
British government should finance these construction costs because the
USAF 'duration of tenancy is indefinite and further because of our unusual

2 . .
2 At this juncture, on 11 May 1949,

status in the United Kingdom.'
President Truman referred the problem to the State Department, and the
Secretary of State was then instructed to undertake negotiations with the
British government over funding these bases. Once again the British
Defence Council made no objection to building the fields, provided the
United States government would stand the complete cost. The British
Defence Council in Washington decided that whilst the Midlands airfields
were perhaps desirable they were, under British War Plans, not necessary.
Other projects like the airfield at Abu Sueir occupied a higher priority

in British minds.

The situation . was exacerbated by a restatement of
the United States government position, arguing that the approval of
Congress would be necessary for such military expenditure abroad and that
this would be impossible without either an agreement ever the length of
stay at the fields or a determination of the recovery of residual value,
should the USAF occupancy be terminated. Issues were further confused at
the ABC (American-British-Canadian) Joint Planners Conference in Washington
in September 1949. The conference outlined the USAF Emergency War Plan,
to supersede the old plan TROJAN. The facilities required for the new

Plan included 'some thirty airfields in the United Kingdom, nine of which

52. Ibid. Loc. cit., memorandum from Gen. L. Johnson, CG TAD, to the
US Ambassador, American Embassy, London, 'Airfield Construction in
the UK for use by the USAF'. 4 May 1949.
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are required to accomodate B-29 type aircraft.' The obvious discrepancy

between the requirement for nine bases in the emergency war plan and the
original demand for four medium bombardment bases caused consternation.

Mr. Bevin stated in response to this new plan that he would not endorse the
project for the four Midlands airfields, because American requirements 'are
not firm' and 'presumably the United States Air Force requirements will be

Sk

on an increasing scale in the future.' In fact, a Top Secret 'requirements

1ist'55 at this time exceeded the nine bases discussed in the ABC Conference,
Bn’\’l’S“n

and gave a hint of the future American military involvement on ew® shores.

; The memorandum by the JCS for the Secretary of Defense, dated 16 April 1949,

listed 'rights required' country by country. The rights required in the

United Kingdom were military operating air bases suitable for sustaining

medium bombardment and/or strategic reconnaissance operations, and they

were listed as Brize Norton, Upper Heyford, Fairford, with the fourth

Midlands airbase named as Chelveston. 1In addition, the three existing East

Anglia bases at Mildenhall, Sculthorpe and Lakenheath were required to

support F-51 fighter operations or additional bomber operations in an

emergency. Military operating air bases were required specifically for

sustaining jet fighter operations at Woodbridge, Manston and Carnaby.

Bases were also required for 'sustaining air line of communication operations

for the Military Air Transport Service (MATS) and JAC' at Nutts Corner in

Northern Ireland, Prestwick, Stornoway, Valley and Heathrow. Bases were

also needed for 'air depot' activities at Burtonwood and Alconbury. Last,

there was a vague requirement for the 'right to supplement British effort

53. 1Ibid. p. 57, memorandum from Gen. L. Johnson, CG TAD, to Mr. H. H.
Halaby, Director, Office of Foreign Affairs, US Dept. of Defense.

9 Nov. 1949,
S4. 1Ibid. Loc. cit.

55. N.A.: RG 3350, Records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
CD 092.3 NATO (General) 1949-50. Memo by JCS to Sec. of Defense.

16 April 1949.




to maintain stockpiles and prepare and develop communications, port,

harbor, base, training, and logistic facilities and airbases as may be

necessary for the employment of US forces contemplated in NATO areas.'

The true picture seemed to call for at least seventeen bases and facilities
in the United Kingdom, as the minimum to carry out US Emergency War Plans.
The British Treasury, however, continued to insist that we could not
undertake any further substantial financial commitments without endangering
our economic recovery.

The situation remained unchanged until early 1950. {a b R’.BM&”}! the
first move towards formal negotiations was made by. Air Chief
Marshal Slessor, Chief of the Air Staff, He informed Mr. Hector McNeil,
Acting Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in the United States, that
although the American bombardment groups were only to be in Britain for
the duration of the Berlin Airlift, 'both the British and American
governments recognized the mutual advantages of continuing the groups here,
and that the British must proceed to make available the fields required in
the Midland area.'57 Air Chief Marshal Slessor pushed the Cabinet to
arrange negotiations for 17 March and foresaw 'little difficulty' with the
Defence Ministry or Foreign Office, perceiving the real problem as the
Treasury. The start of official discussions on the four Midlands airfields
was announced by Air Chief Marshal Slessor in a personal letter to General
Vandenberg, which apologised for the long time 'in getting going' and

announced that:

56. 1Ibid. 'British Isles', Section 3. (Emphasis in origianl).

57. Directorate of Plans and UK Financial Arrangements, hq Third Air
Force, London. A Matter of Decision, Appendix, Letter from hg 3 AF
to the American Ambassador, London. 16 March 1950. p. 79.
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'e.. you will be glad to hear that a telegram is going

off to the effect that we are ready to start the official

discussions on the subjgct, suggesting that they should

take place in London.'?

A formal meeting was scheduled at Ambassadorial level for 18 March.

The cost for the four airfields in the Midlands area was estimated at
#£31 million, with the 'possibility' that the US might pay external dollar
costs to the amount of about g4 million. Apart from the problem of
financing the airfield development, the Americans had the problem of how
to soothe, as one official put it, 'the British fear based on the knowledge

of our current emergency planning that the B-29 bases are only the

beginning and that there will be an ever increasing demand for airfields

59

in Britain.' If, as was anticipated, the British felt unable to meet

the sterling cost (of just over £7 million), then the services of the US
Aviation Engineer Battalion were to be offered, and according to General
Johnson's estimates this could reduce sterling costs to almost half of

what would be initially proposed. It was also believed by General Johnson
that the 3,700,000 American share could be furnished without Congressional
action.

As anticipated, the British negotiators did turn down the initial
proposition and Ambassador Douglas, following General Johnson's suggestion,
offered the services of the Aviation Engineer Battalion. Only then did
the Treasury begin to take an active interest in the Midlands project.

Mr. Aidan Crawley, the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Air in

charge of the British side of the negotiations, replied to the Ambassador

58. N.A.: RG 330. Letter from Air Chief Marshal Slessor, Chief of the
Air Staff, Air Ministry, to General Hoyt S. Vandenberg (Ch. of Staff,

hq. USAF). 3 Feb. 1950.

59. N.A.: RG 33%0. Folder 'United Kingdom' 3/49 thru 3/52, Box 162.
Memorandum from A. C. Murdaugh to Mr. Halaby, Possible Financial
Demands on the British. 29 Dec. 1949, (Emphasis added).
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a week later that 'we can see no insuperable difficulty about the work
being done by the battalions in this country.'6O Mr. Crawley did dispute
the American estimate that 66% of the contribution would be American if
the battalions were included and suggested it would be equivalent 'to
perhaps 30% of the cost.‘61 The letter continued by recommending a
reduction in the scope of construction, which would pare an additional
million pounds. Ambassador Douglas refused to countenance a reduction in
scope, stating:

'... I believe to accept them might jeopardize the whole

plan of the United States Air Force operating from the

United Kingdom. We both know that this is a joint

effort that must mot fail,'®e

Mr. Crawley did acquiesce In the American refusal to consider a ma jor

reduction in scope. The formal arrangement was known as the Ambassador's
Agreement and was concluded between 15-20 April 1950, when both the USAF
and Air Ministry agreed to accept various responsibilities in the development
of the bases in the Midlands. The final agreement consisted of an exchange
of letters between the US Ambassador, Louis Douglas, and Mr. Aidan Crawley,
representing the United Kingdom. The basis of the Ambassador's Agreement
was in the extension of the four Midlands bases at Upper Heyford, Brize
Norton, Fairford and a fourth to be named. The United States agreed to
provide the services of the Aviation Engineer Battalion, with the task of

63

performing 'all work within their capability.' Our Air Ministry was to

provide, during the period of construction, the cost of maintenance on

60. A Matter of Decision: letter from Mr. Aidan Crawley to Mr. Louis
Douglas, US Ambassador, American Embassy, London. 28 March 1950.
p. 6.

61. Ibid. Loc. cit.
62. Ibid. Loc. cit.,

63. TIbid. p. 65.



the base and free accommodation for the Aviation Engineers' personnel.
It was also agreed in principle that the four airfields would be raised
only to the level of minimum wartime operational standby, reducing the
cost to about £6 million ~ which the Treasury had to find. An informal
agreement was also reached regarding the duration of the American presence:
this merely assured the British of the right to termina£e the arrangement.
The Ambassador's Agreement was remarkable as much for its omissions as

for its contents. The agreement did not, for instance, set a specific
time-limit on the 'visit'. But the American delight was scarcely concealed:

'"Thus after many months of activity, formal agreement

was finally reached on what turned out to be the first

phase of a tremendously large expansion of the original

USAF plans for operations in the United Kingdom.'
The Ambassador's Agreement only related to short-term concerns, and the
costs incurred by an extended stay of the USAF were eventually to reopen
the vexed question of finance. Mr. Crawley made it abundantly clear to
Ambassador Douglas that if any 'similar project were to arise in the future,
the United Kingdom would not be in a position to contribute appreciably to
the cost.'65 The price-tag for the construction programme was agreed in
the Ambassador's Agreement to be $6.6 million for the American contribution
of Aviation Engineers' labour. The United Kingdom was to pay g10.4 million
in materials and contracting, thus totalling some $17 million for the
project.66 The 928th Engineer Aviation Group, consisting of three battalions,

established their headquarters at Brize Norton, and the Third Air Division

64, Ibid. p. 66.

65. Ibid. Loc. cit. Letter from Mr. Aidan Crawley to Mr. Louis Douglas,
American Embassy, London. 15 April 1950.

66. When the USAF were deployed to the United Kingdom at the outbreak of
the Berlin Crisis the pound sterling was 4.03 dollars, but after a
devaluation in September 1949 it was reduced to 2.80 dollars.
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issued construction orders for the Midlands bases on 11 August 1950.

The British reaction-to the Ambassador's Agreement was generally
favourable. The Minister of Defence had said a month before the Agreement
that it was 'desirable to persuade the Americans to keep their air forces
in the United Kingdom,' and he 'proposed that our representatives should
press them to pay for the cost of the facilities they required. In the
last resort he felt it would be right to make some concessions ....' Attlee
had also declared that 'from a military point of view we had a great deal
to gain in encouraging the Americans to base their air forces in the United

67

Kingdom in peace time.' Ernest Bevin, as Foreign Secretary, was the only
one to sound a cautionary note; whilst he welcomed the presence of US
bombers in the United Kingdom, he was anxious to see the arrangements put
on a more definite basis. He recalled that no precise objectives had been
formally agreed to between the two governments when the B-29's came over
in 1948, and because of this he was particularly anxious about two problems:
first, how we should secure our right to bring arrangements to a close;
secondly, what would happen if the United States conducted active operations
from United Kingdom airfields before the United Kingdom was at war.68

The Ambassador's Agreement did answer some of the British anxieties
when it assured the British 'the right to terminate the arrangement but

69

said nothing about consultation on operational use of the bombers.' The
second concern, left unanswered by the Agreement, was soon to take the
political arena when the Korean War broke out. Concern was also felt since

there were now SILVERPLATE type B-29's in the United Kingdom, and there was

a nagging fear amongst the Chiefs of Staff and Bevin over what might happen

67. P.R.O.: Cab. 131/8, DO (50) 4th mtg., 15 March 1950: the comments by
the Rt. Hon. E. Shinwell and the Prime Minister were made at the same
meeting.

68. 1Ibid.

69. Margaret Gowing: Vol. I. p. 312.
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WS
0 . . . ) . .
T thereLan atomic offensive or exchange involving American forces 1in
WO
Britain, and t@ : the issu%/either outside the NATO area or not of a

specific threat to Britain's national security.

Implementation of the Ambassador's Agreement: the American Military
Presence Grows

Soon after the Ambassador's Agreement, the Third Air Division was

70

notified by its headquarters in Washington'™ of the plan to base Jjet
fighter squadrons in this country. The first squadron was expected in the
autumn and would initiate a system of rotational training similar to that
adopted for the B-29 groups. This would mean that the United States would
have both fighters and bombers continually in this country, and that these
units would cooperate with the RAF and other Western Union countries in
defence and training exercises. The outbreak of the Korean War was, like
the Berlin crisis, to act as the pretext for the urgent strengthening of
American forces in the United Kingdom, with the addition of one fighter
group and an increase in the number of medium bombardment groups from one
to three. The fighter group was introduced to 'gain invaluable time and
experience 1in integrating our forces with the British air defence system.
Further, it wondd materially increase the fighter defense capability of the
United Kingdom.‘71 The increase of the medium bombardment groups was seen
as 'reducing by approximately one-half the time required to carry out their
initial strategic air offensive missions under that required if starting

72

from continental United States.' The Department of State was advised

70. The Third Air Division became a major command reporting directly to
headquarters USAF, rather than headquarters USAFE, on 3 January 1949,
It assumed all the functions of a major command except court martial
jurisdiction. The headquarters, Third Air Division, was transferred
from Bushy Park to South Ruislip on 15 April 1949.

71. Harry S. Truman Library: Records of the JCS, JCS 1906/18, Memo by
the Chief of Staff, USAF, on 'Strengthening US Air Force capabilities
in the United Kingdom', 8 July 1950. pp. 30-1.

72. 1Ibid. Loc. cit.
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of Presidential approval on 8 July and thus informed Ambassador Douglas
that the medium bomber groups to be deployed were the 93rd and 97th, and
the fighter group, the 20th. The increased presence was symbolic of our
more general reliance upon the United States, a fact stressed by the US

Office of Public Affairs:

'Despite a serious postwar decline in political and

economic strength and a greatly reduced capacity to

defend itself, the Uaited Kingdom occupies a key position

in world strategic planning ... much of British foreign

policy is meaningless without active US support, which

is the cornerstone of postwar security plans.'?>

The enlarged American military presence also aksirbsl some of

the scarce facilities of the British fighter command, inCiud.ng two fighter
squadrons on alert during daylight hours, a radar screen adequate to warn
against a daylight attack coming from the continent and one regiment of
British 4Omm guns at each of the four Midlands airfields. It had been
agreed as part of the Spaatz-Tedder agreement that Britain was to have
primary responsibility for the defence of the American bases. The scale
of American involvement became public knowledge when the Prime Minister
was asked by Mr. S. O. Davies in the House of Commons about the 'strength
and nature' of equipment of foreign armed forces on British soil. The
Prime Minister hastily replied that the only foreign forces were American
and that 'there are about 1,500 US Naval personnel in this country
(including the headquarters of the Commander in Chief, US Naval Forces
East Atlantic and Mediterranean) and about 10,000 USAF personnel, comprising
three medium bomber groups with headquarters and administrative units,

74

these forces are equipped with about 180 aircraft.

73. N.A.: RG 330, Records of the Office of the Sec. of Defense: Folder,
'United Kingdom' 3/49 thru 3/52. Box 162 Entry 19B. Asst. Sec. of
Defense (International Security Affairs) DOS, Office of Public Affairs.
The Role of the United Kingdom in the World Today. Information Memo:

20 June 1950.

7?4, The Times: 25 July 1950. (These figures roughly double those for the
year before. See Appendix II, Table III).
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The expansion planned by the United States in Britain had its critics
on both sides of the Atlantic, who saw it as having problems of its own.
For instance, thoughts in some American circles were turning to the next
generation of aircraft, like the B-36, whicn would have an intercontinental
range valuable if there were any difficulty with existent arrangements.
Thomas Finletter, the Air Force Secretary, in a letter to Secretary of
Defense Johnson, outlined the dangers of the enlarged presence in the
United Kingdom to the United States:

'We are dependent at this moment almost entirely on the

availability of UK bases for the launching of our
strategic countermeasure.

Now I haven't any real doubt but that the UK will come
along if we get engaged in War. But the question is
when. I do not like at all the fact that we are almost
entirely dependent on the UK as to whether we can launch
our strategic countermeasure.

.. I think I know the British well enough to know that

they will come in; but I also know them well enough

to know that some-times they can be very slow; and

this strategic countermeasure is something which cannot

afford to hold itself ug while the British Cabinet is

debating about things.'/>
Finletter saw the eventual solution in the diminishing of American reliance
on overseas bases, as bombers with intercontinental range, which could be
staged through Alaska or operate directly on two-way flights from the
United States, entered service. At this time the B-36 constituted less
than 10 per cent of the total air striking power, the rest being B-50's
and B-29's in the medium bomber category. Air refuelling was'possible
with the B-50, giving it an intercontinental range; but this was

hazardous and, according to Finletter, 'the refueling operation will not

work.'76 Thus, for the immediate future at least, there was a very heavy

?5. N.A.: RG 330, CD 092.2, UK (1950). Memo. for Secretary Johnson
from Thomas K. Finletter. 7 July 1950.

76. Ibid.
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reliance on medium bomber forces operating from intermediate bases, and
the 'only ones which can be relied upon are in the UK.'77

Finletter was not alone in his sentiments. An earlier report for
Secretary Johnson had suggested that the general nature of the plans for
the strategic air offensive, and the fact these plans depended largely
upon the availability of air bases in Britain, would make it 'imprudent
to rely solely upon their availability.'78 SAC, aware of this problem,
prepared alternate plans to provide for the contingency of non-availability
of UK bases. These alternate plans contemplated operations from North
African bases and the Azores in lieu of the United Kingdom. The principal
North African base requirements were in French Morocco, with lesser
requirements in Tunisia-Tripoli and Egypt. Dharan in Saudi Arabia was
indicated as an important post-strike staging base. However, the plan
met with considerable opposition from the military and was eventually
rejected when it was decided that ‘adequate base facilities do not exist
in the areas indicated. Therefore, the Strategic Air Command alternate
79

plan today is not feasible.'

Unease with the basing arrangements was detectable in the United

Kingdom also. Although there—was—a—generat-weleoming—of the American
wo5$ C‘Q/\Q}Qllﬂ weltomed

p?eséncié there was a feeling of uncertainty surrounding the working
arrangements for the use of British bases. The Ambassador's Agreement had
also sidestepped the question of length of stay, when it declared that
'airfields in the United Kingdom would be available for use by the United

States Air Force so long as both Governments considered it desirable in

77. 1Ibid.

78. N.A.: RG 330, CD 6-4-18, UK (1950). Memorandum for Secretary
Johnson: Strategic Air Offensive requirements for Alternate Bases.
27 Mar. 1950, Sec. 1-2.

?79. 1Ibid. Sec. 4.
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the interests of common defence.'8O In a letter written in April 1950,

with which the American ambassador concurred, Mr. Aidan Crawley had made

it plain that he felt there was no need to put the matters referred to

in the letter which constituted the Ambassador's Agreement into a formal

agreement. In spite of this, many felt that there was a need for a formal

agreement or guarantee which would %uard our interests; and demands for
wkmfslﬂ

such an agreement were to lead to/both Attlee and Churchill , to

secure a more formal understanding with President Truman.

Apart from attempts to secure an agreement about the use of American
strategic bombers operating from British bases, planners in Britain from
the beginning of 1950 were’trying in vain to obtain information about the

trategic Air Plan as a whole. The lack of explicit information on such
vital plans, understandably, caused unease in the United Kingdom. Such
unease was exposed in government circles once again when it transpired
that all the B-29's had been modified to carry the atomic bomb, with
virtually no public awareness. John Baylis has argued that from 1950

o,(JOJJQ from Ehere

onwards, b61the detrimental effect of the close alliance,[was the
threat of 'nuclear devastation of Britain which the link with the United
States is said to have enhanced.'81 The Pentagon Plan of 1950 also made
the problem of control and use of the bomb from UK territory topical. The
Plan was that Britain would produce plutonium, which the United States
would turn into weapons to be transferred to Britain. British Embassy
officials in Washington were quick to warn London that delicate questions

would arise. The plan foundered due to an apparent lack of mutual trust.

The United States wanted to be sure that in the event of a major war

80. P.R.0.: FO 371/90966: WU 11913/70G. Flag F: in a memo by J. N.
Henderson. 31 Aug. 1951.

81. John Baylis: Anglo-American Defence Relations 1939-80. (London:
1981). p. 120.




Britain would actually use atomic weapons transferred to her and would not
hesitate to do so even in the face of retaliation. The State Department,
in a directive to the President on 30 November 1950, pointed out that
whilst they would not hesitate to order the use of atomic weapons in a war
against Russian aggression, they would in effect reduce their stockpiles
by transferring weapons to British control. The implications of such a
directive for the basing arrangement was obvious: we could, under no
circumstances, be allowed any kind of say in the use of American nuclear
weapons. Fear of America losing any of her nuclear stockpile by transferral
of weapons made their deployment from United States bases in Britain the
obvious alternative. At the end of 1950, British official concern about
consultation over the use of the bomb from American aircraft stationed in
Britain became less hypothetical and more of a reality, as the likelihood
of a nuclear strike in the Far Bast increased. Concern in political and
military circles in Britain was concentrated on Korea and Truman's
threatened use of the bomb in Korea. Andrew Pierre talks of the 'excellent
working relationship that evolved after SAC bombers were first based on

82

British bases in 1948." But the next few months were to prove an exception
to this rule when Truman reportedly threatened the use of the bomb in Korea
without consultation, and in February, Klaus Fuchs, the neutralised British
atomic spy who worked at Los Alamos, was arrested.

British relations with Europe were not all that could be desired
either. A telegram from th;jimbassador ts France to the Secretary of State
sought assurances from the American administration that British

'‘desolidarization' from the continent was economic only and did not extend

to military or strategic concepts, and that the United States for her part

82. Andrew Pierre: Nuclear Politics: The British Experience with an
Independent Strategic Force 1939-70. (London: 1972). p. 148,
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'has not abandoned the idea of the defence of the continent in favour of
retiring to bases in England and Spain in the event of war with Russia.'
The question of West European integration also posed a severe challenge
to Britain's leadership role in Europe. The United Kingdom was in a
difficult position, not having either fully entered into plans for
European organisation, nor having stayed out of them. Britain seemed to
welcome the integration process in princple, from the Coal and Steel
Community to plans for a Defence Community, but the British role was one
of 'limited liability than of full par’t:nerslﬁ.p.'Bl1L The United Kingdom,
while accepting integration as a scheme to liberalise trade patterns within
Europe, would not join West European countries in political and economic
union. There were several reasons for this; amongst them was a belief
that such integration proceeding along the smooth lines of Mitrany's models
was premature, and full federation would require a merger of national
sovereignties. More important was the fear of a fundamental realignment
of interests away from the Commonwealth and sterling area. Britain was
also committed to a Western and pro-American military alliance - and the
almost casual and unquestioning acceptance of the presence of American
bombers was symptomatic of this. Many of these assumptions were to be
challenged when the threat to use 'the bomb' in Korea was understood to
have been made by President Truman, and, not unnaturally, as there was no
consultation, raised extreme anxiety in Britain. The threat emphasised
the possibility that British bases used by American forces could very well

embroil Britain in a cause outside the NATO area, and moreover, be a test

83. F.R.U.S.: Dept. of State, Vol. IV, 1949 (Western Europe). p. 801.

84. N.A.: RG 330. Folder: United Kingdom 3/49 thru 3/52, Box 162,
Entry 19 B. Asst. Sec. of Defense (Int. Security Affairs) Office of
Foreign Military Affairs. Office of Public Affairs, DOS, Information
Memorandum No. 85. The Role of the United Kingdom in the World Today.

6 June 1950. p. 5.
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of the extent to which we were prepared to toe the line.

Attlee, in the wake of this incident, received over one hundred
signatures of complaint from Members of Parliament within twenty-four hours
of Truman's threat being made. The Prime Minister immediately declared
his intent to fly to Washington D.C. to confer with Truman personally, to
clarify the arrangements for the use of American bases in the United

Kingdom.



CHAPTER IV

THE AGREEMENTS

1950-52

The Korean War and the Threat to use the Bomb

At a press conference on 30 November 1950, President Truman had been
asked questions about the situation in Korea, which had taken a turn for
the worse with the Chinese intervention. One reporter asked, 'Will we
take whatever steps are necessary to meet the military situation? Will
that include the A-bomb?' The President replied that this would include
'every weapon that we have'. There then followed the ambiguous exchange.
that was thought to imply active consideration for the use of atomic

weapons in Korea:

'Zéuestiog7: Mr. President, you said '"every weapon that
we have'. Does that mean that there is active consid-
eration of the use of the bomb?

Zﬁhe Presiden§7: There has always been active
consideration of its use.'?
Aware that ambiguity existed, the President, later on that day,
instructed Charles Ross of the White House Press Office to issue a
clarificatory statement saying that 'consideration of the use of any

weapon is always implicit in the very possession of the weapon.'2 The

1. F.R.U.S.: 1950 Vol. VII (Korea). Subannex in a Position Paper
prepared for the Truman-Attlee talks, Use of the Atomic Bomb. p. 1261,

2. Harry S. Truman: Vol. II, Years of Trial and Hope. (New York:
1956). pp. 419-20.
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President made it clear that by law only he, as Commander-in-Chief, could
authorise the bomb's use and that 'he had not authorised its use.'3 In
spite of the clarificatory statement, however, the damage had been done,
and the ambiguity over the statements was understood as a threat to use
the atomic bomb. Many contemporary writers seem certain that the threat
was real and called for the most urgent consultation with the President
by Attlee.4

The threat was taken seriously for several reasons. There had been
a feeling of general unease amongst senior officials in Britain concerning
American rights and the use of A-bombs, but there were 'fears that a letter
on the subject might cause suspicion and offence.'5 The question was
apparently submitted for ministerial discussion which had laid down that
'matters should be left as they stood, on the grounds that in practice
this issue could hardly arise unless British policies had diverged so far
from those in the United States that American use of the airfields would
have to be reconsidered anyway.'6 The threat, or so it was understood,
to use nuclear weapons in Korea made that ministerial decision unsatis-
factory. In spite of Charles Ross's pacificatory words, panic spread

when, the day after the press conference, Truman sent a note to Congress
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