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NUCLEAR FORCES AND
THE FUTURE OF INATO

BricabiER GENERAL E. VANDEVANTER, JR., USAF (Ret)

OR MORE than a year now, strategists
and policy makers have carried on a
cross-Atlantic dialogue over the merits
of the American proposal for a combined NaTO
multilateral nuclear force (MLF). Protagonists
on both sides of the ocean continue to hold
divided opinions as to what is at stake. Is the
mixed-manned MLF a vital necessity to smooth
relations with our European colleagues, or is it,
as some have maintained, more apt to divide
than unite the alliance? In either case, if the
MLF should have to be scuttled because of lack
of allied enthusiasm, what are the alternatives?
The area of maneuver for the strategic
nuclear strike force issue is hemmed in on three
sides by hard, seemingly immovable restric-
tions. First, France is by now bound and deter-
mined to have her own independent force de
frappe. In retrospect, one can now guess that
de Gaulle was almost certain to refuse the
Nassau offer.® Even without de Gaulle, France
could. and probably would, press its nuclear
program to completion.

®Incidentally, some Americans still argue incorrectly that
the French “turned down our offer of nuclear weapons.” As
far as is known, the Nassau proposal represented no change in
the United States position regarding nuclear weapans sharing.
_l.tccnrqlng to the Nassau communiqué, the proposal involved
Polaris missiles { without warheads).” In the French view, this
was like refusing to throw a life line to a tired swimmer but
teiling him you would have a scotch and soda ready if he made
it ashore. The French needed warheads, not missiles, as de
Gaulle emphasized in his reply.

NATO Conference, Ottawa, 22-24 May 1963

Second, a European community deterrent
would have little purpose if its use were subject
to a United States veto. Confidence in the
American ability to provide active strategic
deterrence is now waning because Europeans
doubt that the United States would, in many
cases, take action that might risk the devasta-
tion of America. This is no reflection on our
bravery—or our integrity. Rather, Europeans
regard their own suspicion as an acknowl-
edgment of our propensity for making rational
decisions in such matters. In any event, it Euro-
peans think we may hesitate to come to their
aid, their concern would not seem to be allaved
by an arrangement that includes an American
finger on the “safety catch.”

But a third factor—fear of possible ungov-
erned German resurgence—generates demands
for some type of control mechanism which
would prevent unilateral national use of the
component parts. Not only the Soviet and satel-
lite nations would strenuously object to an
independent, nuclear-armed West Germany;
even neutrals and most of our allies would op-
pose such a course.® The Nassau formula of a

°Most objectors are less emphatic in their opposition than
the heir apparent to the role of British Prime Minister, Mr.
Harold Wilson, Britain’s Labour Party leader, He is reported to
have said: “"We are completely, utterly, and unequivocally op-
posed, now and in all circumstances, to any suggestion that
Germany, West Germany or East Germany, directly or indirectly,
should have a finger on the nuclear trigger. . . ."”" Laurence W,
Martin, ** ‘Honest Brokers® in the Nuclear Muddle,” The Report-
cr, Vol. 30, No. 1 (2 January 1964), p. 21.
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multinational Polaris armada, with each nation
allowed to determine for itself the circum-
stances under which it could withdraw its con-
tribution for independent national use, could
not, in the opinion of allies and opponents alike,
be applied to the German Federal Republic.
The one course most likely to shatter NaTO
would be acquiescence in loose or ineffectual
controls over West German nuclear armament.

Faced with these contradictions, what
policy should the United States pursue? One
course would be simply to let matters work
themselves out. But this course, too, has its
dangers, for, left to themselves, the energetic
Germans might ultimately take matters into
their own hands, either by repudiating their
commitment not to manufacture nuclear weap-
ons or by acquiring them from other sources.
The MLF proposal was an attempt to head off
unilateral German action by tying the Federal
Republic into an unbreakable, mixed-national-
itv association with Britain and the Continental
have-nots.

But Europeans have hardly waxed ecstatic
over the American suggestion—in fact, some
seem downright skeptical about its practical
value.! They boggle at the cost to them of pro-
viding what would amount to only a tiny frac-
tion of the U.S. unilateral nuclear delivery
capacity. They note that the characteristics of
the Polaris missile are such that the force would
be configured for a “counter-cities” role. Yet
the surface fleet proposed by the Americans
would not ensure the degree of survivability
against a pre-emptive enemy attack that a
“counter-cities” force must possess in order to
add stability to the strategic balance.

Overactive American sponsorship could
generate hesitations among those who must
participate, some of whom are naturally unen-
thusiastic and some of whom might drag their
feet in familiar bargaining techniques. One
should expect active opposition from the Scan-
dinavian countries, and the southern Europe-
ans have little wherewithal to back up their
aspirations. Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Italy appear to be going along reluctantly in
order to exert some control over the Germans.

As usual, the prime issue revolves around “who
will pull the trigger” and “who will guard the
safety catch.” With so little enthusiasm for the
project, deliberations over these complex pro-
cedures could be dragged out interminably.

Many have questioned the wisdom of the
American policy. They wonder if a contrived
community endeavor represents the only solu-
tion. Professor Henry Kissinger, for one, main-
tains there is a better alternative.* He favors
a course of encouraging the French and British
to form a European strategic force independ-
ent of the United States. Through the natural
course of events he believes the most affluent
European nation, Germany, would be drawn
into this consortium, thus satisfying her yearn-
ing for strategic power. This proposal does not
really come to grips with the matter of how
to govern the German contribution. Could the
British and French, having for years insisted
on the sovereign right of nations to defend
their own vital interests, reverse themselves by
asking for restraints on Germany’s employment
of its component? Many observers feel that
Kissinger vastly underrates the grass-roots op-
position to such a semi-independent German
nuclear rearmament.

Another pragmatist, Hans Morgenthau,
takes a pessimistic attitude.®* He predicts that
a separate French national striking force would
mean that “the alliance will for all practical
purposes be dissolved.” Since the force de
frappe appears inevitable—or is already in ex-
istence, if we take the French word for it—
the dissolution of NATO may soon be upon us.
A logical question might therefore be, Is the
alliance worth attempting to preserve under
these conditions?

OricinaLLy, we are told, the
North Atlantic Treaty was conceived solely as
a means of guaranteeing a prostrate Europe
that America would not leave it undefended
against Soviet aggression. If this purpose is no
longer served, what is the value of the coali-
tion? Actually the very factors which have
caused the loss of strategic significance seem
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to have increased the necessity for common
defense. If America, with a reduced nuclear
superiority and itself now vulnerable to attack,
can no longer offer the same degree of protec-
tion through strategic deterrence, does it not
become more important that the Continentals
be able to provide a larger measure of their
own defense?

The NaTo association has demonstrably
strengthened both the physical and psycho-
logical security posture of Europe. Without
the backing of the other allies, it is hardly
likely that, a few vears back, little Norway—
or, more recently, Greece—would have felt able
to reject insolent Soviet demands. Without the
alliance as a medium for consultation, nego-
tiation, and reconciliation, it is doubtful that
the Free World could present a common face
to the Communist bloc on any matter. And
finally, without the NaTo military organization,
the Europeans could hardly have accomplished
the buildup to a formidable composite military
force that has taken place in the past decade.

Beyond doubt, NaTO is a valuable asset
well worth striving to save. But NaTo is only
an alliance, an association of states which
moves forward only when all members are
interested in the same course of action. Each
nation must view NATO's programs from the
utilitarian standpoint of what policies would
best further their own interests. What does the
United States seek from the alliance?

Militarily, the answer to this question
stems from two complementary functions: de-
terrence and defense. Some still see the alliance
in the original context: as a manifestation of
intent by all the allies to unite in opposition
to aggression in Europe. Others place more
emphasis on the role of welding the individual
national potentials into the most capable fight-
ing machine. But in either case there are im-
portant qualifications. Americans would reject
any commitment so binding that it could take
them into war without a decision on their part;
nor would they accept any restriction which
precluded their following a forceful, independ-
ent course in non-NATO areas like Cuba, Tai-
wan, and Africa.

Between deterrence and defense, as be-

tween the terms strategic and tactical, a useful
distinction can be made if one does not carry
it too far. For our purpose, it helps to consider
one interrelation between these descriptive
terms: strategic forces are deterrent because
they dissuade the Soviets from going to war
by the threat of devastation to the motherland;
tactical forces are defensive because they
would be used to stem a Soviet invasion. A
slight oversimplification is allowable here, for
the statement differentiates the two ways in
which the threat of American strategic nuclear
power could be lashed to the defense of
Europe. The first way we have just discussed:
through an independent European community
or national strategic commands. The basic
premise here assumes that the deterrent effect
of even a small force will be magnified by
Soviet and American fear that first use of the
European force would trigger a worldwide
general nuclear war.

The second linkage, somewhat more tenu-
ous, would threaten the involvement of Ameri-
can strategic forces through escalation. Tacti-
cal nuclear weapons integrated into the NaTO
shield complete the potentially escalatory cir-
cuit.

Let us look more closely at this arrange-
ment, for it may offer a partial solution to our
dilemma. Much of the firepower would be de-
livered by American units assigned to or ear-
marked for NaTO use, the rest by European
tactical forces. Weapons for European army,
navy, and air force troops of the NaTO “shield”
are stored and maintained by American teams
at dispersed locations. In case of hostilities,
when the release order is given, the Americans
would turn over the nuclear weapons to the tac-
tical troops, who would carry them to launch-
ing positions, mate them with delivery vehicles,
and fire them as directed by ~NaTo authorities.

Conceptually, the system has served a
vital need, but in practice it has obvious draw-
backs. It places a heavy drain on American
manpower for technical and custodial person-
nel. Yet it does not give Europeans the feeling
of ownership they would like to have. Natu-
rally, some Continentals will always be reluc-
tant to relv completely on weapons which are
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not under their sole jurisdiction to use as they
see fit. Higher NaTO commanders and staff
planners have chafed in the past under U.S.
legal restrictions which obstructed their access
to essential information about how the war-
heads would act and how many were available
where. The recent decisions to provide ad-
ditional information may well alleviate this
situation.

The system is not all bad, however. In-
deed, some of the so-called weaknesses could
also be considered advantages. Weapons are
probably better guarded and cared for in the
custodial sites than they would be if scattered
throughout the tactical units. The storage
teams function as valuable safeguards against
unauthorized firing, since both the European
tactical commander and the U.S. custodian
must agree that the proper release order has
been received.

Moreover, the system could be improved
without change in the basic pattern. American
legal restrictions (or our interpretation of them)
could be eased. In this connection, one should

note the reported search for electronic locking

devices which would, if developed, make re-
mote control procedures more effective.’ Some
of the provisions which have kept Europeans
out of the planning and control functions are
anachronisms left over from the days of atomic
scarcity. The barriers have recently been low-
ered, but just how much is hard to say. Two of
the measures agreed to in the spring of 1963 at
the Ottawa meeting (namely, non-American
representation in Omaha and a non-American
deputy for nuclear matters at suape) would
have been meaningless under previous limita-
tions.

Europeans would be pleased if certain
weapons now in Europe could, without leaving
U.S. physical custody, be fully committed to
NATO. Such a pool would form the tactical
equivalent of the warhead reservoir contem-
plated under the multilateral nuclear force.
The United States would retain the same veto
right as other nations, so that nuclear war could
not be initiated without U.S. concurrence. But
Europeans would receive an important psycho-
logical boost from the fact that the weapons

were actually theirs to dispose of in a manner
decided by the international network.

Hints of such an impending arrangement
have been widely circulated. The Nassau com-
muniqué spoke of an interim plan for “sub-
scribing” nuclear delivery forces now in Europe
to NaTO. Since units in Europe are already
“assigned” to NaTo—heretofore the highest
category of commitment—there must have
been an intention to create a new order of
dedication. To many observers, the new status
could only mean a greater corporate sharing
of weapons.

The United States should not feel obliged
to subscribe all tactical weapons in Europe to
NATO, for that would undercut one of the pri-
mary advantages of the present system. The
weapons now located in, say, Italy or Germany
are still American. If hostilities should deterio-
rate to a condition in which local troops and
Americans were fighting side by side in a des-
perate situation, nuclear weapons would prob-
ably be used if both countries wanted to,
regardless of the attitude of other NaATO mem-
bers. This feature is one of the reasons the
Germans have been content with the present
arrangements. The same feature would prob-
ably be lacking in a common strategic force,
and the Germans have already tabled their ob-
jections to any voting system that would re-
quire unanimous consent of all members to
engage the multilateral nuclear force.

Thus, those who want to be sure the weap-
ons are readily available for use are relatively
well satisfied with current tactical arrange-
ments. At the same time, those who worry
about impetuous use also feel that the naTO
process interposes reasonable precautions
against premature release.

"T'HE oBvIOUS question then arises:
Will the tactical arrangement with minor mod-
ifications (to make the command and control
more truly international) satisfy the aspira-
tions of responsible Germans and eliminate the
need for a strategic command? Only time can
tel. A few years ago the equipping of the
Bundeswehr with tactical atomic weapons was
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the ultimate goal of only the most militant
German rearmers and far beyond the desires
of the moderates. Even Strauss stopped there.
Chancellor Adenauer reluctantly swung over
to the support of tactical weapons only after
having sensed the opposition to large conven-
tional armies.

German public and official opinion toward
nuclear arms, originally characterized by pas-
sivity, has been growing more active with time.
There is nothing at present, however, to sug-
gest a widespread desire for strategic power.
True, Bonn has been the staunchest European
advocate of the MLF, which it seems to recog-
nize as the best way to ease the Federal Repub-
lic into strategic activities. This attitude does
not represent a self-generated campaign to
insist on a strategic role; it is more a considered
selection in response to the choices offered her.

Many observers feel that German concern
is still directed primarily at the battlefield.
Cermans live with the constant knowledge
that they, of all the allies in Central Europe,
are most exposed. In spite of recent reassuring
estimates of overall allied troop superiority,
most Germans still believe that a European
conventional war would be fought in Germany,
with much of the country being overrun. Any
apparent Western reluctance to use nuclear
weapons from the outset might tempt the
Soviets to bite off a piece of territory and then
negotiate as to how much they should give
back. Therefore, the prime German objective
has been—and still is, in the eyes of many—
to weave nuclear weapons inseparably into the
forward defense at the Iron Curtain. This aim
overshadows any incipient desire to engage
in strategic deterrence.

Why then the American desire to deal
primarily with strategic problems? At the
Ottawa conference the other allies made plain
their preference for improving the machinery
for planning and control of tactical nuclear
weapons. Many Americans, too, feel that the
delicate issues of tactical control present the
really critical problems. As limited wars be-
come more likely, the chances for misuse of
nuclear weapons multiply—more quickly with
less rigorously controlled frontline weapons.

Paradoxically, the vital issue of general nuclear
war might hinge more importantly on how
the Western allies handle battlefield and other
tactical weapons than on how shrewdly they
manipulate the threat of strategic attack.

Yet the American reticence to grasp the
thorny problem of sharing tactical nuclear
weapons is still consistent: it stems from the
Administration’s fundamental desire to widen
the gap between conventional war and gen-
eral nuclear war. In the Administration’s view,
frontline nuclear weapons in non-American
hands are antithetic to that aim, for diffused
control could shorten the fuse between a con-
ventional spark and the combustion of a lim-
ited nuclear war—and limited nuclear war in
Europe (if such a condition is possible) could
easily escalate into full-scale war. Washington
wants to “preserve the options,” including the
option to fight a large conventional campaign.
Unhappily, an elaboration from one side of the
water sometimes merely confirms previous sus-
picion on the other side. American proposals
for conventional defense reinforce the anxiety
that limited war means “limited to Germany.”
Bonn’s arguments in favor of integrating nu-
clear weapons in troop units stationed near the
frontier lead Administration strategists to fear
that a minor conflict in Europe could flare inad-
vertently into a general-war nuclear holocaust.

Oddly enough, the present patchwork sys-
tem seems to come as close to a workable com-
promise as any scheme yet suggested. As
explained, it offers some advantages that a
more clean-cut arrangement could not dupli-
cate. In deciding to emphasize the tactical
network in lieu of a separate European stra-
tegic deterrent, the United States would have
several factors working in its favor.

First, the impetus would be coming trom
elsewhere. All Europeans, not even excluding
the French, have an interest in tactical nuclear
weapons. The British in particular, while not
enamored of a hair-trigger nuclear response,
favor an immediate emphasis on nuclear sup-
port for the shield, for in this endeavor they
could make the greatest contribution at a time
when they sorely need bargaining material.

Second, the modifications which would
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make the system more attractive to Europeans
in general, and to Germans in particular, are
modest and politically feasible. They would
depend mainly on changes in American atti-
tude and some legal refinements. The latter
process might be time consuming, but this does
not necessarily represent a disadvantage.

On the debit side, one must admit that
tocusing on tactical issues might merely post-
pone a final reckoning with the Germans on
the matter of strategic power. But the chances
are more than negligible that the Germans will
be permanently content with the close tactical
tie to American strategic power. Even if the
solution proves only temporary, a delay will
probably be beneficial. All indications point
to a willingness on the part of the Erhard
government to approach matters of politico-
military strategy with an open mind.

Advocates of the multilateral nuclear
torce have consistently opposed the mobile
mid-range ballistic missile (MMRBM) for Euro-
pean forces as being militarily unnecessary.
Yet this weapon could be integrated easily into
the forces of Allied Command Europe with-
out creating a fractional part of the political
dilemmas involved in the mvLF. The central
problem is one of control. MMRBM's could be
installed under the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Allied Commander, Europe, whose command
and control arrangements have so far provided
the only workable formula. If such weapons
can be supplied to German forces under con-
ditions of control which satisfy the Germans

Notes

1. Drew Middleton, “NATO Fleet Plan Is Opposed in
P;uiel nfl Ef;nropean Union,” New York Times, 5 December 1963,
p. 1, col. 6.

2. Henry A. Kissinger, “NATO’s Nuclear Dilemma,” The
Reporter, Vol. 28, No. 7 (28 March 1963), pp. 22-37.

but which do not unduly alarm the Soviets or
the allies, could they not provide with less
political friction the same firepower now con-
templated for the surface missile ships of the
MLF?

WorkiInG through the established framework,
i.e., remodeling the tactical procedure and ex-
panding the force, will tend to solidify naTo.
Military officers of all nations want to have a
voice in nuclear weapons planning. Non-
American commanders want to be guaranteed
that weapons will be available to them; they
want to be assured that their influence will
decide how these weapons are to be used.
Arrangements for increasing the participation
of the naTo staff and non-American cornmand-
ers will add enormously to the solidarity and
esprit of the international network.

I have argued that the multilateral nuclear
force is not a sine qua non tor sharing nuclear
weapons in NATO. The mixed-manned surface
fleet was a worthwhile gamble, one which
would solve many a sensitive political issue
if it could ever be brought safely into port.
It may yet succeed in spite of its deficiencies.
But the point is that we need not pin all our
hopes on the MLF successfully negotiating
the reefs ahead. The tactical nuclear apparatus
also represents a useful vehicle for improving
the sharing and control arrangements with our
allies. Our course should be planned with
enough flexibility to allow us to shift emphasis
as the situation unfolds.

Washington, D.C.

3. Hans J. Morgenthau, “The Crisis in the Western Alli-
ance,” Commentary, Vol. 35, No. 3 (March 1963), pp. 185-190.

4. See Klaus Knorr, A NATO Nuclear Force: The Problem
of Management (Princeton, New Jersey: Center of International
Studies, 1963), p. 10.
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so urgent that Air Defense Command

was compelled to place one third of its
force on alert status. In assuming this posture,
it became painfully apparent that tactical
squadrons could no longer tolerate a signifi-
cant percentage of non-combat-ready pilots.
The work week for operationally ready pilots
—consisting of alert duty as well as instructing
pilots not operationally ready—was stretching
into the 90-hour category. While under some
conditions a 90-hour work week could be an
acceptable way of life, the prospects as a mat-
ter of routine in “peacetime” were not likely
to encourage long tenure among the officer per-
sonnel or many re-enlistments among the air-
men.

Further, the lack of standardization in the
transition and checkout processes among all
the fighter-interceptor squadrons in the com-
mand made the concentration of combat-crew
training at a central location appear not only
desirable but-the only feasible solution to the
problem.

To this end Air Defense Command
acquired Perrin Air Force Base, Texas, in mid-
1962 from the Air Training Command, which
had initiated F-102 pilot training there two
vears previously. The base, its 4780th Air De-
tense Wing (Training), and facilities were
assigned to the 73d Air Division, headquar-
tered at Tyndall ars, Florida. The 73d, with
its usaF Interceptor Weapons School and newly
created F-101 and F-106 combat-crew train-
ing school, became Air Defense Command’s
“school-teaching division,” responsible for all
Apc interceptor pilot qualification.

Under Air Training Command the F-102
school at Perrin already had adequate academ-
ics and flying programs to accomplish the
transition mission. Training, however, stopped
at the checkout point, and new interceptor
pilots sent to tactical squadrons required fur-
ther mission-oriented training. This was the
heart of the problem.

I N 1961 the ballistic missile threat became

To the existing program, Air Defense
Command added an intensive mission-oriented
qualification training phase including academ-
ics and extensive flying training in Apc mission
profiles. Using tactical squadron procedures as
a foundation, the command instituted realistic
training, conducted in an air defense environ-
ment by experienced F-102 instructor pilots.

The result of this expanded and standard-
ized training program is an annual production
of 120 new combat-ready F-102 interceptor
pilots who require only a local area check ride
at their new home base to be fully qualified to
stand alert.

There are other products of the school,
all aimed at filling the interceptor cockpits
with qualified, operationally ready pilots. Some
50 “turnabout” and F-101 conversion pilots are
graduated annually. These are qualified jet
pilots retrained in the F-102 interceptor in an
accelerated program. The school also provides
some 50 F-101 “lead-in” pilots annually for the
Voodoo interceptor school at Tyndall ars.

Since successful training in an air defense
environment requires a high degree of profes-
sional experience, Air Defense Command went
to the field for the school’s instructor force.
Experience minimums call for 1000 hours’ total
time, of which 200 must be in the F-102. The
present 100-man instructor force averages far
above this level. The average instructor pilot
possesses in excess of 630 hours of combat-
qualified F-102 time and more than 7 years
of rated, commissioned service with the U.S.
Air Force. The combined weight of this expe-
rience adds considerable polish to the training
program and ensures a maximum degree of
professionalism and individual approach to the
flying training given each student.

To ensure complete understanding of the
F-102 training program, each instructor is re-
quired to take the basic “long course” on assign-
ment to Perrin and annually take a refresher
course, primarily in the academics phase. Most
instructors also attend initial academics classes



ith assigned students to get the feel of the
structional pace and individual student prob-
ems.

The training, constantly under change to
eep it current, is a precisely balanced com-
ination of academics, simulator, and flving
aining. Each phase dovetails into the next
o ensure continuity and standardization.

Qualification training, constituting the final
half of the training time, has built-in flexibility
to allow addition of new material.

The so-called long course is the primary
function of the school. This is a 26-week (108-
day) combination of academics and flying,
calling for 130 classroom hours and 146:30 fly-
ing hours (93 sorties). Flying training also
includes an additional 293 ground hours in
briefing, debriefing, and simulator.

The accompanying chart shows the
training-day sequence and interlocking train-
ing phases.

The F-101 lead-in course parallels the long
course through the 90th day, when students
move to Tyndall arB for F-101B interceptor
training. The parallel exists again in the F-102
turnabout course, although the latter is of a
shorter duration.

Students in the F-101 lead-in course are
provided a minimum of 83 flying hours. 275:30
ground hours (simulator and briefing), and
113 academic hours. The cutoff point is at the
qualification training phase.

The turnabout course, calling for 60:30
flying hours, 221:30 ground training hours, and
130 academic hours, totals 63 training days. It
is designed to qualify rated pilots who have
been previously qualified as interceptor pilots
in single-place fighters as operationally ready
F-102 pilots.

The F-101 conversion course of 36 train-
ing days qualifies operationally ready F-101B
pilots as operationally ready F-102 pilots, Fly-
ing training includes 27 hours on 18 sorties,
106:30 ground hours, and 82 academic hours.

Early emphasis in all courses is on instru-
ment procedures. Since the student inputs in
the long course are all recent flying school
graduates, this is a refresher in academics and

© an opportunity to log a considerable number
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of hours in the T-33 on mission flying and tar-

get flying.

Flying safety is stressed throughout the
course, as are emergency procedures. Simula-

Training Days

Morning Schedule

Afternoon Schedule

1-5 Pre-Interceptor Pre-Interceptor
(Classroom) {Classroom)
-9 7-33 Flying 7-33 Flying
{Instruments) {Instruments)
10-18 T-33 Flying Link {Instruments)
19-22 T-33 Flying F-102 Engineering
(Basic Academics)
23-27 Simulator F-102 F-102 Engineering
{Basic Academics)
28-36 Simulator F-102 T-33 Flying
{Procedures-Target)
37-40 F-102 Transition {Open)
{Flying)
4145 F-102 Transition {Open)
(Flying)
46~-54 Basic Radar F-102 Transition
(Academics) (Flying)
5543 Basic Radar Advanced Radar
{Flying) {Academics)
6467 Simulator Basic Radar
(Flying)
68-72 ADC Indoctrination Basic Radar
{Academics) (Flying)
73-81 Basic Radar Basic Rodar
{Flying) {Flying)
82-86 Qualification Training  Advanced Radar
{Academics) (Flying)
87-90 Simulator F-102 Advanced Radar
(Flying)
(Cutoff point for F-101 lead-in course)
91-99 Alert Hangar Qualification Training
100 Briefing/Tyndall AFB Deployment/Firing
101-108 Qualification Training/Toctical Evaluation/

Graduation

tor rides often exceed the minimums, and in
most cases students will log more than the
minimum hours in flying training. Data link
missions are flown, when possible, in time divi-
sion data link (TpDL)-modified F-102 aircraft
based at Perrin. Perrin operates a ground-
controlled interception (ccr) facility for radar
mission training.
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Probably the most unusual “final exam”
in the command is the deployed flight firing
mission to Tyndall arB, some 800 miles to the
east. Student and instructor aircrews posted
to fire the mission brief and preflight on an
alert status. After take-off, they fly to the Gulf
of Mexico range offshore from Tyndall ars,
fire live air intercept missiles (ArM’s) against
the Ryan-built Q2C Firebee drone target, and
recover at Tyndall. This training affords maxi-
mum realism in navigation, fuel management,
cct procedures, and recovery procedures. If
all goes according to plan, the mission, flown
generally on the 100th training day, terminates
the same day at Perrin.

Air Defense Command’s experience with
a consolidated flying training program has

proved its value in increased combat capability
among apc F-102 tactical units. Reactions
throughout the command prove conclusively
that combat-crew training at a central location
is a feasible and most satisfactory solution to
the apc aircrew qualification problem.

The program’s success in its present state
can be attributed to three major factors:

* A precise and balanced course of in-
struction oriented in an air defense environ-
ment

* A high degree of experience and
mission-oriented ability in the instructor staff

* Strict adherence to standardization in
transition and checkout processes.

Hgq 73d Air Division

In classroom study at the F-102 school, the students get a general knowledge of the
armament load their airplane will carry and of the MG-10 fire control system that
controls the armament. Primary armament for the F-102A is the Falcon air intercept
missile shown. The students learn its propulsion and guidance system durizzg the
basic radar instruction that precedes the flying-training phase. The school's aca-
demic program is individualized as much as possible to meet the needs of eacfl stu-
dent, and additional instruction in any phase of the training is always available.



Transition to Combat-Ready

The 73d Air Division is responsible for Air Defense Command’s interceptor pilot qual-
ification. It takes pilots graduated by Air Training Command, gives them transition
training in the Interceptor Pilot Training School at Perrin AFB, Texas, and climaxes
their training with live firing at drone targets over the Gulf range offshore from
Tyndall AFB, Florida. The transition is to the delta-winged supersonic F-102 inter-
ceptor, backbone of the Air Defense Command’s interceptor force since 1956. Capable
of speeds in excess of 800 miles an hour, the F-102 Delta Dagger can fly combat at
altitudes above 50,000 feet. It carries the Falcon radar- or heat-guided air intercept
missile (AIM) in its closed armament bay. When pilots have mastered this inter-
ceptor and weapon, they are ready for combat alert status in the Air Defense Command.
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A student’s initial exposure to the supersonic
F-102 comes in the two-seat trainer, TF-102, used
in early transition phases of flying training. De-
spite its bulging cockpit, it flies and shoots like
its speedier single-place counterpart, which the
student will take on after qualifying in the TF-102.
The trainer is equipped with radar instrumenta-
tion, allowing the instructor to work firsthand
with his student in radar intercept tactics, which
are a basic part of the 26-week training program.
.. . The command post of the 4780th Air Defense
Wing (Training) is the nerve center of F-102
training activity. All flight operations are moni-
tored round-the-clock by staff personnel repre-
senting the wing commander. The command post
is much like those at ADC bases assigned to alert
duty. . . . The snow-covered Texas countryside
lies beyond the flight line and the F-102's poised
to take student pilots aloft for training in the
art of manned interceptor flying. These combat-
ready aircraft have a secondary mission, to sup-
port the Nation's air defense system in time of
emergency. From Perrin’s old control tower the
view takes in the new tower opened early in 1964.






Like F-102’s on air defense alert, those used to
train new pilots require regular maintenance. At
Perrin the heavy load of student and instructor
missions necessitates precise scheduling to ensure
adequate maintenance. In January a record eight
inches of snow temporarily hampered mainte-
nance and flying. ... An F-102 fusclage gets a
thorough checkout between training missions.
Because of the number of sorties required to sup-
port the vast pilot training program, these inter-
ceptors are given meticulous care by aircrews
and maintenance crews alike. Into the cavity goes
a J-57 jet turbine engine. . . . The walkaround
ritual, a must before every flight, is performed
by the instructor pilot and student on a TF-102
preliminary to a transition training flight. A com-
prehensive knowledge of the aircraft, its systems
and armament, and of Air Decfense Command
missions and procedures is required of a student
before he is certified combat-ready and graduated
from ADC's Interceptor Pilot Training School.






The final stop before take-off is the personal
equipment section. Parachute and survival equip-
ment that have been fitted to the pilot are stored
here, and technicians keep constant check on the
condition of equipment to ensurc its rcadiness.
. . . Operations desk. source of information for
every mission-bound pilot, is one¢ of the busiest
spots in the two student training squadrons at
Perrin. Here instructors and students file flight
plans as they get set for a training sortie. One
hundred experienced F-102 pilots staff the two
squadrons that have sole responsibility for the
flying training of all new ADC interceptor pilots.
The blackboard shows flight pairings, take-off and
recovery times, tail numbers, and other pertinent
data. . . . “Hand” flying is part of the postflight
bull sessions. The instructor and the student
get down to cases on the rights and wrongs of
interceptor flying in the ADC manncr. Individual
attention by instructors to their assigned students
ensures thorough knowledge of procedures and
tactics of the manned interceptor air defense
mission. Air Defense Command gets more than
120 qualified F-102 interceptor pilots annually from
the training program conducted at the school. . . .
In the postflight playback the instructor and his
student watch t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>