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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

CM-380-59
17 August 1959

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Target Coordination and
Associated Problems (U)

1. On 28 iuly 1959, at the Arqnd Forces Policy Council
meeting, you asked for my views on procedures for coordination
of atomie strike plans. This ﬁemnrandum presents, for your
information, & resume of what we are currently doing and a
discussion of controversial issues which must be resolved in
order to improve our effectiveness. If the Joint Chiefs of
Staff are unable tn reach ugraemant on &ny aspect of this
pruhlum.aren, ruu will be uﬂviued

2. Targut coordination and associated problems have
recelved mre and more attantiu.n. during the past few years not
because of ﬁnacnaptuhle weakmesses in our present poeition --
but, rather, because of the impact pf declisions in this area
on future Service programs and on the allocation of resources
avallable to the Department of Defense. We do have weaknesses
in our system today, and these weaknesses should be eliminated
as rapidly as possible. However, the major impact of our
current examination of this problem will be on future posture
and future capabllity, and we must expect that attitudes and
Judgments on these issues will be somewhat influenced by the
budgetary implications.

BACKGROUND
3. Before 1952 there were so few atomic weapons in the
stockpile and such limited capabllity ocutside the Alr Force
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that coordination presented no aisnii‘ica.nt difficulties. Early
in 1952, as the stockpile became larger, and delivery capability
of other than ﬁir Force forces 1n¢reased, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff set up machinery to coordinate atomic targeting.  Two

types of procedures evolved: planniné coordination and
operational coordination.

4. Planning coordination stems rrﬁﬁ the requirement by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff that commanders devalup and dove-tail
with other commanders the indiVidual strike plans which are
spelled out in their atomic annexee, which are prepared in
support of the JSCP. Up to the pmaaeﬁi time, this initial
coordination nr plans between ¢ammanders has been somewhat
spotty. It 15 rather good between aams commands; inadequate
between others. Following individual cnurdinatian between
commands, the plans are further coordinated at conferences at
which &1l commanders are represented. .

5. Prior to 1955 this coordination I:?!as accomplished at
conferences hel& at SAC. Since 1955,T%hia coordination has
taken place at World-wide conrdinatioﬁ Conferences "(WWCC's)
held at the Pentagon. The last two nf these were monitored by
a senior member of the Joint Staff and the next conference is
scheduled to be monitored by-Ji3. Ihds is in line with the
new operational responaibilities-of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

6. Following the World-Wide Coordination Conferences, the
plans are submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review
and approval, at which time the Joint Staff reviews each plan
and the combined plans as a whole.
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7. So f&r I have been dealim only with planning coordination.
To effect operational cnordinat:}.ﬁn the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have established Joint War Hoom Annexes (Pentagon and Fort
Ritchie) and the Joint Gonrdinatiuu Centers (JCC's)/ located in
the United Kingdom and in Haun:!.E These centers screen all
atomic strike plans, and, haaed .on targets and routes thereto,
identirfy patent;!.al confliot ui@ationa. Actual conflicts
develop only when actual atrﬂcegﬂtiming is made lmown.
Representatives of the comma.nds; Permanently stationed at the
JCC's, are charged with monitoring execution of the plans and
resolving conflicts as they dev?lop. Communications exist so
that recommendations on conflicts which cannot be resolved
can be referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and agreed
. resolutlons can be flashed to commanders for implementation.
Joint exercises are held perlodically to test the effectiveness
and exercige the procedures of iﬁﬁ.s gystem. The last of these
exercises, DICE CUP, was held between 27 February and 2 March
of this year. While these exercises have resulted in some
improvements, they have also defin:eﬁ mﬁre clearly certain
fundamental weaknesses in current procedures.

8. The procedures outlined above are elaborate, well-
established and sophisticated systems which over the years have
effected & substantial measure of target coordination. Out of
a total of about 2,400 targets, something over 300, or about
13%, have been labelled "duplications," Whether or not these
are in fact duplications is a matter of Judgment entailing
such considerations as the degree of destruction required on
a target, the reaction time of the various forces, the
attrition of delivery vehicles, and othepr operational factors.
Furthermore, an overlap in echeduling because two. op more
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commands consider the ﬂastmtiqn of a single target essential
to the accomplishment of their m:l.sainns does not necessarily
mean that there will, in raot. Ee & duplication in execution.
Once it has been determined tha.t' & target has been neutralized
or destroyed the procedure . J.a thy.i: measagea wlll be dispatched
to preclude a second and unnenaaaaxw attack. However, an
elaborate world-wide Wnnmmiutiqns system 1s required to
effect the coordination. 1In manquvaz-s and exercises communica-
tions frequently lag too far behq.nd Under: combat conditions
the system would undoubtedly be qegradad and md.ght function
with considerably reduced eﬂeot%?msa.

9. From our experience in thia area to date, we can derive
at least one fundamental prinn_:.ple. This principle 1s that
atomic operations must be pre-planned for automatic execution
to the maximum extent possible and with minimum reliance on
pest-H-hour communications. Hnwé;ver, with respect to the
Jolnt Coordination Centers, I believe that we should continue
their functioning even if we make othep changes which will be
discussed hereinafter, The Joint Coordination Centers are an
extremely useful maneuver tool. Even if they never functioned
in war, during exercises they isolate problem areas and
develop valuable data which is fed back into oup operational
plans.

10. From our experience to date, I have also arrived at the
conclusion that not much more progress can be achieved under
the present arrangements fop target coordination, s:mw minor
improvements can, aof course, be made, but any uigmriea.nt
progress wlll require fundamental changes in our present
system. Smne of these changes should be made imeﬁiately,
action on others m be deferred withuut serious consequences.
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11. In addition to the routiné staffing of atomlic annexes as
described in the preceding paragraphs, two actlons are now in
process which may contribute toﬁcrd improvement. These are:

2. The "Optimum Mix Studyﬁ_heing conducted by General
Hickey's staff, due date 31 Getober 1959.

b. JCS study of pmoaeduraléarrangumsntn for target
system analysis and war gaﬁin%.-

UNDERLYING ISSUES ,
12. Having described procedures currently in effect, and

noted additional actions in process, we should now examine the
underlying 1;§ues. In terms of ﬁheae issues, the problem
breaks down into three categories. These categories are:
2. The process of targating?which leads directly to
ennsideration.pr force adequacy.
b. The development of integrated operational plans.
e. The question of operational control of the strike
forces involved.

13. L. the past there have been basic differences of viewpoint
within the Joint Chiefs of Staff on all three of these categories.
Unfortunately, it 1s not possible to resolve the issues by
mathematics or precise techniques. Diagnostic astudies and
mathematical treatment can provide_inputu which assist in
tackling these problems -- but such analytical work cannot
produce a definitive answer.. Ultimately, military and
executive judgment must be exercised in determining specific
policies and programs.

14, The resolution of the underlying issues calls for
command declsion, and we will never make much more progrese in
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this area‘until these declsions are déEe end enforced. In
order to isolate the specific decisiorb, which in my judgment
are required, I will treat with each é;tegorw of the problem
in some detail, o

The Process of Target
15. The process cof targeting 1s the énst complicated of zll
the issues. It involves specific sub-issues and problems which
are discussed in the following paragraphs.

16. The first problem is -- How many and what kind of
targets should be destroyed? The area of disagreement here
is exceedingly wide. Opinlons vary possibly by a factor of
ten. The real question is -~ What constltutes an adequate
deterrent and an effective counter-force if deterrence fails?
What should our targeting philosophy be? Shopld we plan only
for the destruction of population centers and control centers?
Or should we keep in being a strong counter-force capabllity?
What constitutes an “opfimum nix" of targets of various

categories?

17. Those who propose a basically population center target
gystem for the future insist that it will be an impossible
task to neutralize the Soviet ICBM system; that warwill not
know where the missiles are located and, even if we did know,
we would never strike the first blow -- hence the Soviet
missiles would be on the way before we could counter-attack.
On the other hand, if we were to strike certain urban and
control centers, the Soviets would be incapable of prosecuting
the war, and the United States wouid emerge on top. Therefore,
according to this line of thinking, it i1s a waste of money to
build a strategic delivery system capable of attacking more
than a few hundred targets,
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18. Those who propose a strong counter-force capabllity

insist that we must develop the neqessary Intelligence; that

it will be easier to destroy a missile before it is launched

than after; that the Soviets will ﬁ@t be able to launch

anything like 100% of their missiles in the first salvo; that,

in any case, we must destroy the Soviet capability to re-attack

in order to minimize damage to the ﬁnited States; that a

force geared to a few hundred targeﬁa cannot survive a

surprise attack in strength ﬁnd thué would not provide a

deterrent to Soviet aggression; and .that we will have no

strength in foreign policy if we loge the capabllity for

pre-emptive action based on atrateg&c'znxe111gence.

19. My own Judgment on this issue is influenced somewhat by
our past experience and by m& estimate of Soviet philosophy.
We have developed a atrategic capability to launch, under good
to optimum conditions, possibly 2,000 to 4,000 strategic
weapons with manned eircraft, and we have, thus fay, deterred
general war. Soviet militarf doctrine is based on the
Principle of Mass, and I believe that the Soviets will respect
only a very powerful force. Further, I believe that they will
attempt, over the next several years, to augment their present
force or.about 1,000 medium and heavy jet bombers with a

« limited numbér of manned boﬁberu'of advanced design and with

an ICEBM force numbered in tour'rigures. We have developed our
pregent long-range strateglc rqrce during a period of relative
Soviet weaknesa. I would aeé no logic 'i'a"'-allowing our own v
strategic force to decline in power -- actually or relatively --
when we have certain knowledge that the Soviet strateglc force
is gaining in power. Moreover, I.consider that the necessity
of prevailing in genersl war is of such vital import that any
error in judgment should be on the safe side. I, therefore,
lean to the heavy uiﬁe on this issue.
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20. From previous experience and study I have always believed
that we should adopt a policy alﬂﬁs the following lines:
Policy. We should continue to develop and keep up-to-date
a target system for strateglc attgck which includes:
(1) The critical components of Soviet long-range
nuclear delivery capability.
(2) Governmental and military control centers.
(3) War-sustaining resources.
(4) Population centers.

21. On completion of General Hickey's study we may have more
definite information on this subject. Once we have adopted &
targeting policy, such as the one gbove, or any other as

“ finally determined by the Secretary of Defense, we will have
made significant progress. The gquestlons ﬁe next face are as
follows: ‘

2. Who or what agency is going to apply this polley,
develop the target system and keep it up-to-date?

b. What agency will review théltargat system for
consistency with policy and give it.tha stamp of final
approval?

22. My thinking on this is that the commander responsible for
the strategic misslon should take the initiel steps to develop
the national strategic target system -- regardless of and
without prejudice to what forces might attack what targets.
For the development of this national strategic target system,
the responsible commander should be provided with an approved
targeting philosophy and gulde lines. He will, of course,
rely heavily on the work of the targeting sectlion of the Alr
Intelligence staff and the analytical work which has been
produced by such agencles as WSEG, DASA and Rand. Since
any commander may be expected, at times, to err on the safe
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side in determining his requirements, higher level non-partisan
review 18 obviously necessary. Thip kind of a higher level
review, of the target system per sé, is, initially, an
Intelligence function. "Inteniseﬁi;e," in this initial review
of the target system recommended by the commander, should
determine if the system constitutes a suitable basis for
further analysis. Is the target system in consonance with
approved targeting policy? Will the system, 1if destroyed,
accomplish the commander's mission as prescribed by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff? Based on past experience and judgment, does
the listing of tergets appear excas§1Ve, insufficient, or
generally in the ball park? In my judsment, this initial review
is a Joint Staff (J-2) function. Hﬁat J-2 ghould do here is

to come out with one of the problem elaments‘which is required
in the succeeding steps of operational planning, operational
analysis, and war gaming. The J-2 ﬂﬁviaw of the commander's
recommended target system should, or&course, receive final
review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff before the succeeding steps
are talken.

Development of Integrated Operational Plans
23. The next major issue with respect to targeting and

assoclated problems involves both intelligence and operations.
Once you have an approved target list for further analysis,

the question arises as to how many bombs or misslles should be
launched against each target. Here we get into the area of the
"over kill" controversy. Operational factors such as estimated
-~ attrition of the attacking force, weapon yileld, CEP, level of
destruction required, and surface versus air-burst weapons
enter into this aspect of the problem. Do we want a 10%
probablility of 10% destr;ction, or a 90% probability of 90%
destruction, or something in between? Should we surface burst,
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which gives a higher level of local destruction and fall-out
but requires more bombs, or should we alir burst? These are
complicated problems and the answers are not the same for the
various categorlies of targets. The geography of the problem is
also important because 1t affects rrifﬁﬂlr or neutral popula-
tions., However, in general, it can be stated that the Army
and Navy favor a lower level of destryction while the Air Force
favors a higher level of destruction. The Air Force favors a
higher level of destruction because of thelr experience that
it is almost always cheaper to destroy a target in the initial
attack, even if it requires more force, than to have to re-
attack the same ;arget.

24, Fortunately, thls aspect of the problem can be better
handled by analytical and mathematical techniques than can the
other aspects of the problem. However; handling this aspect
of the problem gﬁaﬂ beyond the Intelligence function of
targeting. It requires that there be davﬂ;nped an outline
operational plan which provides a general plan of attack, to
include timing and the characteristics of delivery vehicles
and weapons. Working with the operational plan, it 1s possible
to apply war gaming techniques to shed some light on the
question of how many bombs or misslles should be launched
againat the various elements of the strategic target system.

25. In the past and at the present time varicus commands have
been involved in the planned attack of the strategic target
system. Hence, the agencles which have conducted war games
have had no single integrated operational plan with which to
work, They have had to plece together the operational plans
of the fleld commanders and utilize the results of World-Wide
Coordination Conferences as & basis for war gaming. One of the
problems, then, is: Do we need a single integrated operational
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plan for the strateglc attack? 1In my Judgment we do need such
a plan. Since CINCSAC is assigned thn major portion of forces
responsible for the strategic mission, I would think that he
should be charged with the responsibility for developing such

a plan. His plan should, of o&urae, be reviewed by the Joint
Chiefls of Staff.

26. In the development of this integrated operational plan
we would have to face up to two questions now and one at a
later date. '

a. The two questions for lmmedlate decision would be:

(1) should any force without an all-weather capability
be allocated strateglc targets?

(2) Should the aircraft carrier forces be taken off
strategic targets because of uncertalnty as to their
location at the outbreak of general war?

b. The additional problem, not .requiring immediate
decision but continuing attention, is where does POLARIS
£it into this scheme of things?

c. With respect to the question of all-weather delivery
capability, I would strangly recommend that vital strateglc

qo T ) oty b
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targets, such as enemy long-range nuclear dellvery capability

and control centers, be assigned only to forces having ell-
weather capability.
d. With respect to the aircraft carrler forces, the
following factors and arrangements should be considered:
(1) In order to provide maximum security to the fleet,
it should not be tied down to an area limited by the

requirement to remain within aireraft range of pre-selected
targeta. The fleet should be free to exploit its inherent

mobility. In addlition, the usefulness of the carrier
forces in limited war situations eghould not be degraded
by the requirement to remain on station, on a continuing
basis, in order to cover targste of vital strategic

- e e =™ = o
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(2) These conclusions suggest that the carrier forces
should not be assigned Héhnyr responsibility for any
pre-planned strategilec targe?s,

(3) Possibly tHe carriarirarﬂea should be considered
as having three primary functions:

One: As a strategic reserve for follow-up attack as
required.

Two: As a mobile limited war force.

Ihree: As an element of & unified commander's forces,

when on station, with targetfreapnnaibilitiea in support

of the local commander's plana == but not to include any

targets on the national atrategin target l1list,

e. With respect to the POLJHIS submarine force, I would
leave this force under naval control until a proven weapon
system has been developed., If %ha POLARIS submarine force
developes a significant combat éapabilitr (in terms of
reliabllity and weight of errarﬁ which can be delivered on
target), we may then find that a Unified Strategic Command
is required. Such a command evgntually might have
subordinate component commands fﬁr alreraft, for land-based
misslles and for sea-based missiles. If a Unified Strategic
Command is not established eventually, as a minimum, the
targets to be attacked by POLARIS and the timing of attack
should be derived from a single integrated operational plan.
I therefore belleve that an appropriate nucleus of Naval
officers should be &sslgned at an early date to CINCSAC's
operational planning staff, TFor the immediate future these
officers would assist in tha1development of an integrated
operational plan, and they would constituts & nucleus of
Naval personnel if latep decision were made to establish a
Unified Strategic Command,
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27. Assuming that for the immediate future we are to take no
action on the proposal for the establishment of a Unified
Strategic Command, but assuming that we do take action to
develop a single integrated opérational plan, we would then be
in a péuitiun to do more effeotive operational analysis and war
gaming, and these exerclses couiﬁ be conducted under varying

assumptions.

28. War gaming does two principal things:

a. It provides additional information which tends to
valldate, invalidate, or modify a target system; and

b. It indicates the feaaiﬁility or infeasibility of the
operations plan and the resulfs which could be expected

from execution of the plan.

-

29. The policy direction of this type of war gaming should be
above Service or command level. fmhera is no capability within
the Joint Staff at the present tige for this kind of analysis
and war gaming. It has been done in the past by Rand, by SAC,
by the Air Staff Plans and Intelligence organlzation, and by
the NESC (which relies heavily foQ support on the Services and
DASA). The Joint Chiefs of Staff are currently considering

. methods by which this type of war gaming could be performed for
them., It has been suggested that DASA might perform the
function, or that it might be performed by the Alr Battle
Analysis Division of the Directorate of Plans, Air Staff. Under
either solution, the JCS organization should provide the policy
guildance and terms of reference for each analytical study or
war game which 1s conducted. The ageney makling the study for
the JCS would not make policy -- but would provide electronic
computers and trained personnel for doing the mechanical job of
analysis. Wherever this function is assigned, the Joint Chiefs
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of Staff need & war gaming capablility which is responsive to
Joint Chiefs of Staff policy control, This does not require a

large new agency. It does require decislon as to what
existing agency will do this work.

The Question of Operational Control

[ e S rces olve
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30. Up to th;a point, this memorandum has been fooused

entirely on resolving the issues aaénciated with the national
strateglc target system. However, wﬁen we get into the
question of operational control we must broaden the problem to
include an examination of employment ‘of atomic weapons by
unified commanders having an area repponsibility. These
commanders traditionally have 1naiat%d that certain strategic
targets were of such importance to aﬁcnmplishmant of their
local missions that they should havq_the responslbllity for
seeing that they were neutralized or destroyed. To eliminate
duplication in targeting brought about by this situation the
following decision 1s required: As a general policy, targets
on the national strategic target system list will not be
included as H-hour objectives of the forces of unified com-
manders, and forces will not be Justified nor programmed for
such attack,

=  31. However, the local apea commander has a legitimate
concern and responsibility with respect to enemy military forces
which cannot strike immediately at the United States, but
which have the range and capabllity to threaten local forces
and installations. There may be one or several strategic
targets interspersed in the same geographic area. The
problem is therefore one of possible mutual interference, not
on a single target basis, but on an area basis.
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32. Assuming that the serles of qlee:l.aiuna which I have
outlined were taken, the question c;r operational control of the
various strike fordes and the pmhlzem of avoiding mutual
interference would be greatly simplified. They would be
greatly simplified because mutual :,pterraranna resulting from
two or more commands targeting the game objective for H-hour
attack would be largely aliminateﬁ: We would have an approved
national strategic target list and a single integrated
operational plan for strategic attack. These documents would
provide a sound basis for the nenea;au-g coordination of the
operational plans of local cnmnnda;'s wlth CINCSAC's plan.
Potential conflicts could be worked ;nut between the commanders

- concerned by analysis of routes to and from target, by agreement

on timing, and by transfers of targets between commands as
dictated by good Jjudgment. Conflicts not reconcilable between
commanders would have to be solved by the Joint Chief of Staff,
but this would be a manageable problem against the background
of policy decisions which I have discussed.

353. In my Jjudgment, we should resolve the issues which I
have discussed as soon as possible, To that end, I am
circulating a copy of this memorandum to the Joint Chiefs of
Starf.

/8/ N, F. TWINING
' Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff
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