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Preface

This document is the initial installment in the continued History
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. It is concerned first
with the development of problems in strategic target planning during
the 19508 and the evolution of plans for the integration of the activi-
ties of the various commands into one plan; second with the organization
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff at Headquarters SAC; and
third with the preparation of the first Single Integrated Operational
Plan. In the preparation of this history the histori?n did research
in JOTPS files at Headquarters SAC and in the files of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in Washington. Documents indicated as exhibits‘(Ex) are on
file in the History & Research Division, Diregtorate of Information,

Headquarters SAC.
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Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates! decision of 16 August 1960 to
esteblish e Joint staff at Headquarters Stretegic Alr Command (SAC)
under the direction of Coamander in Chief, SAc; brought together for
the first time ell elements of the armed services with a strategic nuc-
lear capability into one integrated operatlonal plan.l Secretary Gates
considered the decision the most Ilmportant he had made in seven years
in ?he Pentagon.2 Perhaps the magnitude of this action cen be better
appreciated after a review of the_hiatory of planmning and coordination

activities for the strategic nuclear offengive betweén 1952 and 1960.

(u)

Between the end of World War IT and the begimning of the Korean

War, SAC had a virtual monopoly on the means of delivering atomic wea-
pons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) drew SAC forces under its direct
operational control in 1946 and strengthened these bonds in subsequent
years by preventing usurpation of control of BAC forces by theater com-
manders.3 Therefore, during these years no coordination‘prdblems
existed in planning and executing the atomic offensive, but by the

" early 1950s the situation was changing because of & proliferation of

weapons and delivery vehicles. gﬂ§

The United States Navy announced in 1952 that all of its new at- .

tack planes were capable of carrying tactical atcmic bombs, and that

it had on hand gircraft capable of deliveripg large'bdﬂbs. Newly

seerer UNCLASS I




- Wi,

actlvated tactical units in Europe and the Far Fast also became able

to deliver small weapons. Indeed, the Secretary of the Air Force,
Thcmas K. Finletter, announced that "nearly all" USAF combat aireraft

' were being modified to carry ‘c.hem.l‘L The time was also rapidly approach~
ing when the Soviet Union would beccme a major atomic power. It exe-
ploded an atomic device in 1949, and & year later USAF credited Russia
with already having a "formidable long range air force" which by 1952

could cover all of the United States.’ ()

To meet this increased Soviet threat the JCS acted to gain more —
direct control of the nation's expanding atcmic forcé. TIn March 1952

an ad hoc committee of that group examined existing procedures for con-

&
trol and coc;rdination of atanic operations and reccmmended centra.li-zing
them for maximum bombing effect and minimum interference between foreces.,
The JCS agreed and established facilities for lateral coordination of
planning called Joint Coordination Centers (JCC) in Furope and the Far ‘
Fagt.* They were war room facilities for recelpt, campilation, display,
review, coordination, and relay of information concerning the plans and
operations of atomic forces for the benefit of the unified snd specified
6

commanders concerned and the JCS.¥¥~ This was operatipnal coordination,

that is, it took place after hostilitles began. ()

* DBuckinghamshire, United Kingdam, and Pershing Heights, ‘Tokyo, Japan.

*¥ In Furope, Commander in Chief Naval Forces Eagtern Atlantic and Medie-
terraneap (CINCNEIM), Cammander in Chief United States Forces Europe
(CINCEur), and Comander in Chief Strategic Alr Ccmmand (cIncsac),
and in the Far East, Camandep in Chief Pagific (CINOPac), Commander

in Chief Alapka (CINCAL), and CINCSAC. EM.%]H
- i]
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Early exercises of the Joint Coordination Centers disclosed a re-
quirement for pre-hostilities coordination of coamanders' atonﬁc plans.
Accordingly, in 1951L, the JCS asked each appropriate commarder tg sub~
mit an atomic anmnex, i.e., & target list, to his war plan and to coor-
dinate it with theater commanders and CINCSAC. In 1955 SAC was directed
't‘:o act as host for a conference of approprigte cammanders to determine
& methodology or "modus operandi" for defeat of communist air power.
This conference failed to sgree on anything except the requirement for
Periodic coordination of atomic war plans. With JCS approvel these con-
claves became known as World-Wide Coordination Conferences (wice). They
were held each subsequent year through 1958. Plans codrdineted et these
conferences and approved by the JCS were prepositioned with the Joint o
Coordination Centers for operational coordination required by an exer-
cise or the initiation of hostilitles. The total coordination sctivity

pre- and post—-hostifl.ity, was known as the atomic coordination machinery.T

(#6)

How successful was this machinery? The megnitude of the problem
Probably can be appreciated best by recalling the canplex problems of
generation, launch, mutual support, and meximum bembing involved in
preparing & single command's strike plan. These factors were manage-
able because the work went on within the fremework of & common doctrine.
When coordination between commands with different concepts, doctrines,

traditions, ‘and techniques was attempted, the problems became formid-

able. On the positive side, wor]d-wide conferences did ensble caumanders

m bWSS‘ff/fB‘
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to appreciate more fully each others capabilities, tasks, objectives,

and plans. Target lists, forces, and strike timing were discussed and

compared. Scme conflicts were avolded. Yet the defects of the program

were clearly more evident than its successes, at least to SAC. The cone-

ferences did not solve targeting conflicts; for example, in the 1957

and 1958 meetings duplications and triplications (two or more commands

delivering weapons to the same target) were not gignificantly reduced.

Neither did they achieve mutual support or unity of strategic effort .

among the JCI cammanders. At the JCCs, operational coordination proce-

dures depended upon & highly sophisticated camunications system. Dur-

ing peacetime exercises the communications time lag between sending and

receipt of messages tended to increase causing a backlog; under ccmbat

conditions the system's efficlency would be greatly reduced, In each

of the exercises of the JCC machinery from 1958 through 1960 over 200

time over target (TOT) conflicts highlighted the degree of conflict in

existing execution plans, In wartime, with disrupted commnications,

this could result in needless loss of alrcraft and crews. A comperison

of target lists and same confliet resolution were the net gains in four

years of coordination ef‘f.‘ort.8 General N, F. Twining, Chairman of the

JCS, believed one fundamental prineiple had evolved from these coordi-

nation activities: ". , . atomic operations must be pre=-planned for

autanatic execution to the maximum extent possible and with minimm

reliance on post~H~-Hour cammunications."g (8}
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The Search for More Effective Coordinstion

The Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 (Public Iaw 85-599) , passed

by Congress on 23 July 1958, seemed to open new vistas for better coor-

dination of the strategic offensive. President Eisenhower, in ocutlin-

ing his plan to the bongress, emphasized ". . . the vital necesgity of

,
camplete unity in our strategic plamming and basie operaticnal direc-

tion."lo Tt was necessary that the Secretary of Defense and the Joint

Chiefs have the authority to take action in these matters, The Air

Force, traditionally in favor of integration along functional lines,

supported the President's brogram, as did the A.'r'my.ll
12

i
The Navy was

(v) !

less enthusiastic.

Armed with increased authority over the develomment end operation

[N

of new weapon systems glven him by the reorganization act,13 the Secre-

tary of Defense, then Neil McElroy, examined plans for the new Fleet
Ballistic Missile or Polaris, then in develomment. In December 1958
he asked the Joint Chiefs for their views on the

foture employment of
the system.lh (p8)

As spokesman for the Atr Force, General Thomas D. White advocated -
ereation of a unified US Strategic Conmand, to encampass subordinate

uni't:s from the Air Force (hea.vy and medium bombers and intermediate and
intercontinental ballistic missiles) and the Navy Polaris. With ap=
provel of the JOS, the CINCSAC would develop the organization so it

eould be functional by the time Polaris became operational. ' Strategic

— TSR y’?ﬂ}m/ﬁ’fﬂ
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Air Command personnel would be integrated with those of the participab- Er
ing services and assigned to the new hesdguarters. General White be-

lieved a unified strategic command provided the organizational strue-

ture best suited for developing maximum effective atomic offensive

15 o ;
plans. (26) : A

. The Army, Navy, and Marine Corps were in general opposition to the &

Air Force plen. Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Newval Operations, ob-
jected to integrating all strateglc weapon systems into a gingle com-
mand and reccmmende@ rejection of the Air Force position.l6 The Navy
had earlier asked that Polaris be assigned to Cgmmander in Chief, At~ Ty
fantic (CINCIANT) and eventually to Unlted States Gommander'in Chief, N
Burope (USOTNCBur) snd Cammnder in Chief, pacific (CINGPac).™! Admiral
Burke saw 1little need for change: in'his opinion coordingtion had been
working well since the 1958 Reorgenization Act and integration of Po- ;
laris into the fleet would pose 1o targeting problems, Assignment *of |
g1l weapon systems to a single cammand, on the other hand, ", . . would
disrupt and alter the U.S. defense organiza.tion.“:l'8 Autnority already

existed in the JCS to prevent undegirable duplications in strategic tare

geting, planning, and weapons employment end the CNO believed it should

remain the:;:e.19 The Avmy generally agreed with the Navy, but it be-

lieved the entire investigation was premature. Tt would assign Polaris

to the fleet and examine 1ts commend structure later when it had hecome

& proven sya‘bem.zo The Marine Corps favored making the JOS responpgible

for selection of targets, after which the unified commanders would
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agsign them to attack forces. It feare sgignment of targets to one '

; .

ontrol aircraft

commander would create a "nonolithic" structure to ¢

rom—
T

14 have great coordination prob- ;

gnd 1and and fleet missiles which wou

lems and be vulnersble if commmnications were destroy9d-21 GPS) :

As a result of this disagreement, & split declision paper was pre- 7 i

sented to the SecDef.22 Although General White reported Mr. McElroy

e a decision on command arrangements was urgent because

did not believ

the system would not become operational until late in»l960,23 there ]

was no doubt that the Secretary intended to press for improvement of

3
target coordination procedures. In late July, following an EWO brief= g
1

{ng at Headquarters GAC for the SeeDef and menbers of the JCS, he re=

quested the Chairman present his views on this pro'blem.el1P LES)

Tn his reply, General Twining reviewed the history of coordination

to date and concluded ". . . not much more progress can be achieved B
H

under the present arrangements « « o ."25 He rejected modifications

to the existing machinery, advocating instead "fundamental changes”

to the system.

and 1

The problem divided into three categories: (1) tar- {
|
i
{

geting policy, (2) development of integrated operational plans,

Regarding the first, he ineclined toward

(3) control of strike forces.

ce philosophy, believing the target systenm

the Air Force counter for
lear dellvery capa-

ghonld include (in order of priority) long range nue

bility, governmernt and military control centers, war making resoﬁrces,

After adoption of & targeting policy, in the

and population centers.
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