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This is a TOP SECRET document and will be handled in
accordance with the provisions of AFR 205-1, as amended.
It containg information affecting the national defense of
the United States and, accordingly, utmost security will
be afforded and distribution and diesemination of 1ts con-
tents will be restricted on a "need to know" baesis.

Reproduction of this document in whole or in part 1s
prohibited except with the permission of the Joint Strategic
Target Planning Staff.

This document is classified TOP SECRET NOFORN to conform
to the classification of the information in the source docu-
ments.

This volume has been placed in downgrading Group 1, which
ie the highest downgrading group assigned to the information in
the source documents. The historian's analysis and consolida-
tion of information from many sources, which individually may
have lower downgrade provisions, results in a synthesis which
may have wider implications than the material on which it is
based. Therefore, individual downgrade instructions for each
paragraph are not indicated, and all portions of this volume
will be handled under the overall downgrading group.
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Preface

The SAC historian's relationship to the Joint Strategic Target

Planning Staff is, like that of 95 other heedquarters personnel, one

of support. In addition to his normal duties, he is responsible for
preparing the JSTPS history. To satisfy what the first deputy director
of JSTPS called " . . . requirements which are obviously most important
to any new staff of this naﬁure,” since 1960 the historisn has prepared
two histories covering the crganizetion of the staff and the prepara-
tion of the first two SIOPs. This is the third in the series and
covers roughly the period during which SIOP-64 was prepared, mid-

1962 to late 1963. (U)

Tais history emphasizes development of SIOP-64 guidance, pre-
paration of the plan, the growing influence of missiles on plen com-
position, and org;nizational changes. The historian has purpcsely
avoided a step by step account of how the SIOP document was developed
with its myrisd details. Key steps in the process are mentioned,
however. It has not been the historian's purpose to highlight dis-
cords, although there were differences of opinion ané& they are
recorded where they concern planning Tactors; or to paint & picture
of Trictionless harmony, although the successful completicn of three
-'SIOPS since 1960 emphasized the ability of JSTPS elements to rise

ebove pesrochial interests; but he has attempted to blend botn, znd,

within the limits of his ability, to follow truth. (U)

* During the time this history was being prepared, security policies

involving documentation of JSTPS activities were changed and’ some types
idi



of documents pfeviously accessible to the historian (e.g., presenta-
tions of the final plan to the JCS end war gaming data) wére placed
in the extremely sensitive (ESI) category. Joint Administrative
Instruction 210-1 forbids inclusion in the history of informetion

marked ESI. The historian was not able to modify this pclicy.

(v)

The historian wishes té express his appreciation for the assis-
tance given him in the preparation of this history by the JSTPS staff,
especially Lieutensnt Colonel E. M. Crock, USAF, JSTPS Secretary and

Colonel R. E. Arn, USA, Service Representative to the JSTPS. (U)

[}
Documents identified in footnotes as exhibits (Ex ) are on

file in the SAC History and Research Division. (U)
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Bacquoundl

During the years immediately following World War II, and up until
the beginning of the Korean War, no problems of coordinating strategic
nuclear operations among U.S. forces arose, because only the Strategic
Air Command was equipped to deliver atomic bombs. During the early
1950s, however, this monopoly ended as Navy carrier aviation and Air
Force tactical units became able %o deliver the never family of lighter
and less bulky weapons, and problems of control and coordineticn eppeared.
In March 1952 an &d hoc committee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended, and the JCS themselves agreed, that facilities for lateral co-
ordination between equal unified and specifi§d commanders be established.
The JCS appointed the Air Force Chief of Staff their executive agent
for operation of the atomic coordination machinery. He, in turn,:%p-
pointéd CINCSAC his fileld representative. Two Joint Coordination Centers
for operational coordination were set up, one in the Far East and one
in Europe. They were designed for "after the fact" coordination; that
is, they received, compiled, reviewed, coordinated, displayed, and re-
layved information concerning operations of the unified and. specified

commanders after hostilities began. QQST

But however desirable it might have been, post-hostility coordina-
-fion did not go to the heart of the problem. Maybe the Joint Centers
could resqlve conflicts during hostilities, if they survived and could
maintain effective communications with strike forces, but the best time
to coordinate was before hostilities began. This became cobvious éuring

practice exercises of the centers. The JCS subsequently directed "before

TOP-SECRET—
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the fact" coordination of plans. L@ST/

In 1954 the JCS asked each unified and specified commander of
nuclear fqrces to prepare an atomic anhex to his war plan and coordi-
nate it with other theater commanders and CINCSAC. A Target Coordina-
tion Conference was held in 1955. 1In 1956 and each subsequent year
thereafter through 1958 a World-Wide Conference was held. These con-.
Terences represented the first attempis at pre-hostility cocordinaticn.
They were not entirely successful. Target lists, forces, &nd strike

timing were compared and some conflicis were resolved. But the deeper

problem of integrating strategic nuclear forces remained. Each commander

]
brougat to the conference a plan for nuclear strikes which best ful-

filled his requirements. Since all the CINCs were equal in the chain
of command, and the coordination machinery had no authority to compel

agreement, ncne would agree to alter his plan in favor of enother. (287

With the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-1599),
pessed by Congress on 23 July 1958, new emphasis was given to unity in
strategic plans and operational direction. President Eisenhower's Sec-
retary of Defense, Neil McElroy, gave his immediate attention to a sys-

tem that brought to a head already sensitive issues of control of stra-

‘tegic forces, the Fleet Ballistic Missile (Polaris). The gquestion was:

How should this new strategic weapon be commanded and controlled? The

Joint Chiéfs, asked for their views, soon split into two factions. It

Y
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was essentially an Alr Force-Navy encounter, with the Army &s an on-
locker.¥ The Air Force advocated creation of a unified United States
Strategic Commuand built around a nucleus of its own SAC. The Navy
wanted a more natural evolution to take place: +the Polaris shouid entér
its inventory and be targeted in the same manner as naval weapons of

the past. In the ¢pinion of the Navy, coordination had worked well

L]
and it saw no problems resulting from the introduction of the Polaris.

s
Mr. McElroy allowed the issue of command arrangements for Polaris,

the subject of a split JCS paper in May 1959, to lie dormant during his
lest six months in office.¥** He did, however, press forward on the re-
lated but larger problem of improving target coordination.' Asked his
opinion, General Nathan Twining, Chairman of the JCS, wanted "fundamen-
tal changes" in the existing machinery. 'Again, in subseguent dehate
within the JCS, a consensus could not be reached on what the basic
policy should be., Finally, under the direction of the new secretary,
Thomas Gates, the issue was decide&. On 1 August 1960, af'ter over a
year of consideration by the JCS-and two Secretaries of Defense, Mr.
Gates decided to establish a team of experts at SAC Headquarters, under

the direction of the CINCSAC, to prepare & target plan for all United

* The Army believed the entire investigation was premature. (U)
¥¥ Secretary McElroy resigned in December 1957. Eventually, of course,

the Polaris was assigned to unified commanders and no recrganization
as envisioned by the Air Force was undertaken. (U)

TOP=$£eRET™
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States forces committed to initial strategic nuclear operations.¥® Thus

the Joint Strategic Target Planning Btaff ceme into existence. /QEET

The JSTPS prepared the first Single Integrated Operational Plan
(SIOP) within four months after the decision to set up the staff. Be-
cause of the requirement to have the plan done by December, and the
attendant problem of bringing in new people and orgenizing them into
a wvork force, ;t was naturallthat the staff should lean heavily on the
erxperience of the SAC target planners already et Offutt AFB., Procedural
methods, then;‘closely resembled those developed by SAC, and the f;rat

plen vhen finished closely resembled previous SAC wer plans I:

\H

L
R _",‘5 ‘ ‘

In SIQP-63 greater emphasis was placed on flexibility end controlled
responssa, £wo key words in the strategy lexicon of the new Kennedy Ad-
ministration and‘its Secretary of Defense, Robert 8. McNamara. Guidence
for SIOP-63 received from the Joint.Chiefs of Staff was markedly differ-

R a5 ke B A T AR b e b "
ent from that for SIOP-GQZ{}?&‘ etAEFE" 18 "be §£ﬁ£§§3 éasﬁl)-_:]
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The JCS guidance for preparation of the SIOP represented the primary

National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy

reference point for JSTPS planning. The staff shaped the plan toc the
requirements of the National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy
(NSTAP)}. This policy was, of course, prepared by the JCS, but the CINCs
and Director Strategic Target Planning were encouraged to submit recom-
mendations, comments, and proposed changes. When completed, this guidance
was the primary exposition of JCS and DOD policy with regard to strategic

nuclear offensive operations in the event of genersl wer. /}Sj
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The sallent feature of the first NSTAP prepared by the Kennedy

Administration was the requirement, first expressed in guldance for

'SIOP-63, for greater flexibility and discrimination in the use of

general war strategic nuclear forces. The SICP-63 was a more complex

plan and consequently a more difficult one to Prepare1[—'?§¥?“ﬁ§§i§f’
. _—

"
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commanders of unified and specified commands appreciated the need for
greater latitude of choice and supported attempts to-acquire it, but
their experience had taught them that the more complicated a plan vwas

the more difficult it was to execute. ® (931"

A

Al
Discussions within the target staff concerning guidance for SIOP-
6l begen even before the 63 plan was presented to the JCS. They focused

on the past plan and what needed to be changed for the future. /£ST’

The CINCLant Representative, Rear Admiral John J. Hylaend, disegreed
with several planning factors used in the previous plan. While he de-
clined to present a formal dissent during presentation of SIOP-63 to

the JCS, he . did 1ist his “principel reservations" concerning it as fol-

lows:® /gmgfﬂn'm.w‘_H“‘“J_,_nw




———

A staff position prepared at the direction of General Power de-

fended the targeting methodology used in SIOP-63.{




The Commander in Chief, Pacific, offered several comments to the
JCS for consideration in SIOP-64 guidance. He believed guidance for
the previous plan had not been explicit enough in stating that it repre-

sented an integrated effort for initial nuchar cperations in general

|
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;JAn e8pecially knotty problem, one not solved to the satisfaction of b
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either JSTPS or JCS during presentation of thel:: /
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The director's memo to the JCS also bore a reminder thet the late
arrival of SIOP-63 guidance had given the staff less time to rrepare
the plan than it had originally anticipated. If the effective date of

SIOP-64 was to be 1 July 1963, then guidence should arrive by 1 Sep-

tember 1962.8 /LST~ R

This problem of late arrivel of guidance was but one part of=%ﬁg
overall difficultx JSTPS hed experienced in maintaining firm working
schedules. The most permanent thing about the SICP was its impermenence.
The staff kept the current SIOP up to dete while at the seme time it
prepared the future plan. Tn August the DSTP suggested a means to re-
duce the overlap in planning made necessary by the above. With minor
changes, SIOP;63 guidance would be adequate for a considerable pericd
of time. This would give tactical units and plghning staffs et all

levels added stebility. The DSTP asked approval for extending SIOP-63

"to 15 January 1964, This extension wolld enable the staff to conduct

& more thorough-analysis of SIOP-63.9 (937‘

This issue of plan stability was discussed in a subsequent Policy

Cormittee meeting. Although he favored some stabilization, the Deputy

o
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Director explained that the propesal to JCS was not to be construed as

an "open-end" plan; new guidance, new intelligence, and changes in force
structure would eventually dictate preparation of a new document. The
refresentatives of CINCPac and CINCLant were in essentisl agreement with
the extension, althougﬁ the CINCLant representative qualified his agree-
ment by asking that JCS consider the CINC's recommendations for improving

SIOP-64 as applicable to the extension period.lo ,457'

The JCS chose to delay theilr answer on the issue of extension until
they had completed SIOP-6L guidance.ll They then replied thet the new
plan should be put’ into effect at the earliest practicable date after 1

July 1963, but no later than 15 Jamuary 19611-.12 <{DS-NOPORM

The earliest date agreed upon within the staff was 1 Decembeir 1963,

out in July this was extended one montﬁ[:

i:}rhe JSTPS saw no real difficulty

in pushing the date ahead one momth; its revision 4 to SIOP-63 could be

NOFO
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extended and only & few forces (mostly missiles) were coming into the

plan during this period.d

K “The JCS accepted it."” {BS-NoremN}—

During the period SIOP-63 was current, incidentally the longest
duration of any of the three SIOPs to date, the plen was revised four
times.* New revisions beeamé effective 15 February, 15 April, 1 July,’
and 1 September 1963. The primary reason for them was the growth of
the terget System due to increased Soviet defensive and offensive
strength. Other contributors were growth of the U.S. missile force in
both ICB4s and guided aif to surface missiles (GAM-T7), increased numbers
of B-52s and B-58s on slert, phasedown of B-47s, loss.of Jupiter and

”
Thor missiles, and additional intelligence.'’ (&]

Turning again to consideration of the SIOP-6L4 guidance, these in-
structipné were received by JSTPS in the middle of November. Initial
evaluation indicéted few substantive changes from previous guidance.

Further analysis sustained this premise. }kff

P U e T R T e T e SR SR RIRENE B Iy
~3‘ The "Fundamental concept underlining guidance was to maximize‘

ri

VFU.S. power to attain and maintain strategic supe:iority which will

lead to early termination of war on terms favorable to her and Allies.”

e A R P g .

“, ¥ Targeting adjustments were made on a day-to-day basis. jés'
R RN KESS R Y T

GBI N l&l1 "”H @ﬁim"ﬂ-&b' Piﬁﬂmmm@f““ﬁﬂm "Qﬁ{\-\th, 4’93'#' N&,@}'ﬁ"ﬁ
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Objectives of the plan remained the same, although it was no longer

specified as an annual document. They were: T T /(237
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* Floor space was used to define size of forces allocated, not to define

targeting objectives. (U) '

TOPSECRET
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In three years and as many plans the work of the JSTPS had followed

The Plan

& sequential pattern of development, beginning with the general -- prep-
aration of methodology and concepts basad on interpretation of JCS
idence -- and proceeding to the specific -- the labor of selecting

targets and forces to attack them. ,@gf
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Targets and forces were the two prime ingredients of the Single
Integrated Operational Plan. The targets which together would eventu-
ally comprise the National Strategic Target List represented a distil-

lation of thousands of potential targets in 'the!

1y
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%% Polaris 1s included in both Lent and Eur totals. (U)

1'€ZI§??3T?f§3i1§i:‘_- 22

Delivery Vehicles C
RN LY B TSN T LN - TR P R e SR : :

Alert Hon-Alert Total
STOP-63 S10P-64  SIOP-63 Gi0P-6%  Si0P-63 SIOP-BE
Aug 62 Jan 6k Aug 62  Jan 64 Aug 62  Jen 64

839 915 504 736 1343 1651 'é
80 8o 99 N 179 eeh

3

105 126 267 220 3712 3k6 g
203 207 362 370 5€5 - STT
1227 1328 1232 1470 2bs9 218 -
:
Weepons a i

i "»

1661 2133 217 1375 2878 3508
80 80 106 156 186 236 5

| i

155 131 200 230 355 3L
229 229 257 38l 485 613 4
12125 2573 1780 2145 3905 k18
;L

- -
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SIOP-63, Jun 62

Msls Only

ActtMsls

82
Th
78
81
53

P APRURTIRI - T 08 1t 1L G

99
99
99
o8
92

¥sls Only

23

STOP-€k, Sep 63

Zoft/Msia

€2
66
%9
43
37

w97

#% Discussed in greater detall in the following section, “Missile Tar-

geting." (U)
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SIOP-63, Jun 62 SI0P-64, Sep 63
Msls Only Acft/Msls Msls Only  Acft/Msls

] 60 96 57 ol i
¥
]
|
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ool 95 Sh g2

56 - 93 L6 92
59 93 28 85

_— 85 31 85

1
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As mentioned serlier, in SIOP-63 plenning it hed been difficult to é
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Misslle Targeting

The greater number of missiles available for targeting during SIOP-
64k planning had a significant effect on JSTPS planning. The following

section is devoted toc a discussion of several missile targeting issues

which arose during the pericd. /J}ﬂ/’

i BT Y b g Ei e i R SRR BT el e BT

,"EF”QEH“SIOP—62 missiles hed played an almost negligible part,* In SIOP-

" 63 the total increased, but still such a small number were available (207

elert in August 1562) that they had to be usai[:

The SICOP Division, in a study completed in March 1963, concluded

thet procedures used in the previous plan to target missiles vere not

‘altogether adapteble to the new one and recommended changes. Before

proceeding to its proposal, however, it will be necessary to exanmine

briefly prccedures used in the previous plan. ;57

% On 31 December 1960 SAC hed only 9 missiles on alert (Hist of SAC,
Jul-Dee 60, B-TBEEL, p 4l5). w

OB ECRET
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j-The situation brightened during the SIQP-64

period, however. pDS’)' H

The SIOP Division's plan for SIOP-:SME

4
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Given the opportunity to comment on this proposal, the CINCSAC repe
resentative, Brigadier General John C. Meyer, agreed with it entirely.hs

Some other CINC representetives did not. The CINCPac Representative, Rear

Admiral F. E. Nuessle}’ﬂ
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or early 1965 that valid operational tests for all missile systems in

. the SIOP would 'be completed 23 The JCS sought to fil_'L the gap wit‘n morej

¥ Air Force Category III end Navy System Demonstration and Analysis

+ e

j i
Sdbsequent experience, hcwever, ¢

had confirmed that missile firings under controlled condltlonsw vere not

indicative of operatd onal capability. Tt would not be until late 156k

sde L i RECTH RN LS B A iy

(sDAP) programs. (U)
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The CINCLant accepted this proposal as presented by the JCS.55

General Power did not accept it, neither in his capacity as CINCSAC, nor

in his position as DSTP., The JSTPS did not think the proposed system
was any more valid than the factors used in SIOP-63. fﬁé“gfﬁﬁﬁggﬁf&@*g

tors were pofBibly tob'high, -but the #harsf Hed cohsidered the low con-

‘fidence of missiles and cross targeted them not only with missiles, but

with aircraft. It wished to continue using them until commanders could
cbtain aedditlonal data. Also, JSTPS warned that introduction of new

reliebility factors and CEPs would cause SIOP-64% planning to sl:!.p.56 jzs‘f

The JCS's point was that experience to date did nct substentiate

figures used in SIOP-63. C

JThe WSEG report suggested a prediction system based on the;;’*
2

assumption that the test status of & system was a measure of its grossa _}:.'-;

.k:.__'operational capability_. The status of its testing would be the primez]

s
R e T : S e ot
I B g g e, W BRI

¥ Operational reliability launches fram Vandenberg AFB, but simulating
as much as possible conditions at the operational base. This included
using the operational missile and crew from a particular site, (U)

TUP-SECRET—
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_;?aeterminant, and it would not matter too much what system it was. The *%

g? JCS had based its UPS on factors suggested by WSEG, but had raised them

g 4
é’ slightly for systems in the develomment and test phase.*ST M k!
5 In deciding upon what guidance to issue, the chiefs had three al-

g ternatives to choose from: (1) They could use the CINCs estimates; ;
:i'}:‘ -!
§ (2) They could use their UPS based on current approved test programs; :
g or (3) They could use a prediction system based on recent accelerated i
4
? test plans submitted by the CINCSAC. Following are the three sets of A
i3 ‘ §
5 factors based on the alternatives above:58 9957-
f
: :
4 Missile Alternative I Alternative 2 ternative 3 4
| - ' "
% Polaris A-1 ) .5 .5

¥ A"'e .6 c6 ' -6 g

% A-3 - .2 .2

§ Atlas D ) .59 an Nt

, E .65 .2 b

i F .65 2 't

PRI

s

ST R b T S e

e

e

The JCS believed their UPS (Column 2) the most realistic of the

three because figures were based on currently approved test programs.

:Reliability based on engineering estimates and develomment launches (Cole-

iy an .
gL

PR e Tk g S R R SR

Column 3 was based on approval and -

umn 1) had the lowest confidence. _
,';“!:i‘
* For Category A: WSEG, 0.6; JCS, 0.6. - e
" For Category B: WSEG, 0.3; JCS, 0.k, e
*.,  .For Category C: WSEG, 0.0; JCS, 0.2, }}{mwﬁmﬁﬁﬁ%uxv
g EAY AT T -

TORSECRE
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gf'initiation of future accelerated test programs without del&ys.5 ‘ﬁﬁ

¥ %
*
% The official factors to be used in SIOP planning were dispatched to %
%  the CINCs on 20 April. They were as fo11ows: 0 ;QST' %
% .
| f
i Missile Reliability Accuracy¥
{ Polaris A-1 | .5 1.0 IM
i A2 .6 1.5
g A-3 oL 1.5
£d .
E Atlas D o 1.5
§ E R 1.5
H F oy XK .5

sie,

S —— . _—

Commenting on the problems of determining reliability, the JCS acke

L

nowledged that in the past estimates had probably been too optimistic.

i N (e, e el

iR ST

Still, no radival departure from previous estimates could be made, be- %

ceuse it ", . . could be inconsistent and in some instences possibly i

The chiefs called rE_

emberrassing or even damaging to the US position."

. their UP conservatively optimistic," that is, it had more realism; ;¥

.
3
e
W,
SRS L O R ETE L ISP R e e IR Rk

Frbgast e bl ' £ a0y e £l T

‘ "% No differences arose over accuracy and they remained virtually un-
changed from the JCS's initial proposal.

%% Changed to .2 as a result of data subsequently avallable from test
progrens and the disapproved acceleration of test program (Msg, JCs

1981, JCS to JSTPS, 07/1342Z Aug 63, B-95231).

*##¥Changed to 1.0 (Msg, JCS 1419, JCS to CINCSAC, info DSTP, 26/2310%
Jun. 63, B-92703). '

TOPSEEREL
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yet the differences between JCS and CINC estimates amounted mestly to
only .1 or .2 of a point, so this would not alter significantly the

overall damage expectancy calculated in the pla.n.6l ,(,I‘Er

TOP=SECRET
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On 7 June 1963 the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Roswell Gilpatrie,

- ...,e-i-.w;_u-‘-_-_-.—.\m-nm‘_-'!tﬁ

asked the JCS to study the problem and determine what was required to

galin a capabil it)[-

HHLTE

ko ot

e L e T AP

4 The JOS, in turn, asked DSTP and
the CINCs to study the matter.ob/(aﬁ’f
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In his reply to the JC35, DSTP discussed the applicability of the
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While U.S. missile strength grew during the SIOP-64 planning period
with the arrival to cambat ready status of additional hardened missiles,
a countercurrent wés also running -- the first ligulid fueled intermedi-
ate range ballistic missiles left the inventory. During 1963 all Jupi-

ter missiles were phased out. ;87'

With its cousin the Thor, Jupiter'had been sent overseas to give the
Free World early missile strength until injercontinental range weapons
pecame available. The Soviet Union's missile capability, as dramatically
revealed by their "sputnik" orbital vehicle of October 1957, had caused
the Department of Defense to accelerate the U.3. intermediate range bal-
listic missile programs, previously hampered by eccnomy measures. Plans
to place the SM-T8 Jupiter missile on allied soil were in prepafation by

-
the end of 1957,'3 but deleys in site selection and diplomatic negetia-'

4 ;
tions hampered its deployment overseas.T ;67'

The Jupiter squadrons in Italy and Turkey had not yet beccme opera=-

tional when in the spring of 1961 the Department of Defense began hold-

ing what Secretary McNamara later called "consultations" with NATO au-

thorities concerning the obsolescence of the system and the need for its
replacemen't.75 Here was a perfect example of the speed with which modern

weapon systems tumble into technological obsclescence. ‘;877

TOPSEeRET™
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No concrete steps could be taken toward removing the Jupiters, how~

ever, until a replacement was available. By 1963 one was ready -- the
Fleet Ballistic Missile or Polaris. Secretary McNamara notified the JCS
in January that the defense ministers of Italy and Turkey had been ap-
- ; proached wiﬁh proposals for the withdrawal. In a note to these two, the

Secretary expanded on the issue of obsolescence he had raised earlier in

a December 1962 NATO Minisferial Meeting. He explained that in 1957 the

Free World was limited in the missile power it could muster, so Jupiter

[ had an important part to play, but now enough advanced missiles were

( avalleble to enable the alliance to replace it. Besides obsolescence, :
he emphasized that the missile'’s vulnerability made it relatively inef- ;

i é feciive and presented a tempting and provocative target to the %oviets.

To sweeten the guid pro quo arrangement of Polaris for Jupiter, the Sec-

retary was prepared to accelerate the delivery of F-10LG fighters to
Turkey and to deliver to Italy the Sergeant missile (supported by U.S.
troops) to replace the obsolete Corporal. In the conduct of future ﬂ
negotiations Secretary McNamara emphasized to the JCS that it must be

made clear that this change was a result of a natural evclution in weapon

} ' S}'stems.*76 g}g)’ T e LR R e B e L -

| ¥ This seems to be a reference to speculation after the Cuban crisis
that a reciprocal missile withdrawal arrangement had been made with
{ ' the Soviet Union (“you get your IRBMs out of Cuba and I will get mine
i out of Western FEurope"). When the question was put to him in February
1963, Secretary McNamara said the Cuban crisis had "absolutely, un-
equivocally nothing to do with it.," (Statement by SecDef Robert Mc-
Namara, in Hearings, Subcamittee on DOD Appropriations, Committee on
L. Appropriations, House of Representatives, 88th Cong., lst Sess., Part
I, p 510.) (0)
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.ﬁﬁ‘” The man whose operations would be most directly affected by the

;ﬁ change fleneral Lyman Lemnitzer, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, raised
5. some questions when informed of the proposal. He was concerned that the

o

g replacement of Juplter by Polaris would mean an overall reduction in IRBM
{

1

; strength available to Allied Command Eurcope. He reasoned that Jupiter

was no more vulnerable than the Soviet missile sites against which it was

é targeted, nor, for that matter,was it more vulnerable than the F-10LGs f
% included in the Secretary of Defense's offer. Based on numbers alone, %
; the swap had even less appeal to him. He citéd a JSTP3 studyTT'which E
§ stated that 53 to 61 Jupiters would be lost. Add té this 51 Thor mis= %
E siles scheduled to be withdrawn fram the U?iiand 10k to 112

g IRBMs were lost. Eﬁen vhen three Polaris submerines were added there

i vas a net loss. ¥Although the JSTPS did emphasize that further viork would

% be required before actual damage expectancy could be determined‘::
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The JSTPS retargeting actions, completed in wid-February, were sum=

merized as follows: O3 (,’25; §

a. 20 Polaris,l R

Jreplaced 20
Jupiters. i .

b. G Atlas end Titan (vith larger warheads) ,ﬁ
Jreplaced 12 Jupiters by adjusting ..est

¢., 3 Atlas and 'I‘ijc_a.nE

]— nr;a..;. bl T3 .Ur-&\ﬁu\-\l
3 Jupiters.

d. 10 Minuteman, [ ]replaced
10 Jupiters. ~

.
s
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General Lemnitzer was reported to be satisfied with plans for the
[ 1 April missile posture after a presentation by General Cruwm g
85

on 18 February. He vas to raise one last issue, however.l::

{

*

|

|

. t_(TS-NEPORI— T

\ : This explanation did not entirely satisfy General Lemnitzer; he was i

{ ' ‘ i

responsible for informing the Standing Group of the NATO Military Committee¥¥

B | 7
: : ¥

| ‘# There were only three wings, six squadrons, of Titan II mounting h 5

| © . to 9MT varheads programmed.“”cﬂiy i s v e 3

¥¥ The Standing Group of the NATO Military Committee was the primary body
[ responsible for the highest strateglic guidance in areas in which NATO
. caomanders operated. It was the body to which NATO ccommanders were
responsible. (The NATO Handbook, 1962) (U)

l | NOFORN
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. ,: As mentioned earliler, JSTPS plans for replacing Jupiter with Polaris
and SAC missiles were ready in February. The effective date of 1 April,
when Jupiters in Itaiy and Turkey would be relieved of target assigmments,
remained valid. Actual dismantling in Turkey did not begin until 15

April. These missiles remained on alert 15 extra days and provided "bonus"

0
coverage.9 An interim change to Revision 1 of SIOP-63, completed in o

l u.rr‘t‘._'_“":-
. March, incqrporated the change.9 4£ES-H@P6RN} o et

Bl BN ER A

Plan Approval

On 22-23 October 1963 the JCS, commanders in chief of the unified
and specified commands, and Secretary of Defense McNamara attended two
deys of briefings on SIOP-64 (SecDef only on the 23rd).* Official ap-
! proval of the plan came on 28 October,92 and the distribution of the

basic plan to the using cammands began the same day.gs__LS%-—"

The JSTPS Orgenization

The JSTPS et Omaha, under the direction of General T. S.

! Power, CINCSAC, comprised three principal segments: the O0ffice of the

* The presentations during these two days were marked as exiremely sensi-
tive information (ESI) by JSTPS and could not be made availablie to the
historian during his research for this history. The JAI 210-1, which

l concerns preparation of the JSTPS history, forbids release to the his-
: torian of information in an ESI category. (U)

| R
T0

' ‘ 8 (RN
‘would only aggravate the situation. 9 This closed discussion on the h

g
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Director, the representatives of the CINCs, and the Planning Starff. Be-
sides the Director, his office consisted of a deputy, four senior advi-
sors from the services, and a secretariat for administration and person-
nel matters. .Commanders in chief of unified and specified combat éommands
comitting forces to the SIOP maintained a permanent representation at
SAC headquarters for participation in development of the plen and for
liaiscn purposes. The deputy director, service representatives, and
CINCReps together camprised the Policy Committee.¥ This committee de-
termined policy and provided a2 forum for the resclution of differences
which arose during the preparation of the plan. The Naticonal Strategic
Terget List Division and Singlie Integrated Operational Plan Division, as
their titles reveal, were the two groups of intelligence and coperations
specialists whe, in simple terms, developed the strategic target system
and devised ways of attacking it within the general guidance of the

Netional Strategic Target and Attack Policy. (U)

The manning of JSIPS had shown & slight decline since preparation
of the first plan in 1960. The Joint Table of Distribution {JTD) effec-

tive 1 July 1963 showed a decline in total number of fram 186 to 182 with

the elimination of the Communications Branch of SIOP Division.gL The

next JID, published 1 January 1964, but not effective until 1 July, cut

% The deputy acted as comittee chairman and hed no vote. The four ser=-
vice representatives and 5 CINC representatives were voting members.
The chiefs of NSTL and SIOP Divisions were permanent observers at
Policy meetings, but they had no vote. In case the committee was un-
able to resolve an issue (and a simple majority could not decide it),
the Director made the final decision. (U)

CONEIBERTIA L
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the staff total still further to 180 with the loss of two spaces in the
Materials Branch, NSTL Divisicn. This Branch was eliminated entirely
from the staff, but six other spaces were realigned within.the staff.
Also with the elimination of the Materials Branch, four key positions
were lost, bringing the number down from 33 to 29. Twelve of the 29
key positions (21l in NSTL Division) were not specified as to service
affiliation. They would be filled by the bhest officer availablé. of

180 officers and men assigned to JSTPS, 125 were Air Force, 10 Army, 42
Navy, and 3 Marine Corps.95 /}er

There were numercus personnel changes in the staff during the peri=-

G
0d.J6

Most significant was the assignment of Vice Admiral Robert J.

Stroh, USH, as Deputy Director to replace Vice Admiral Roy L. Jonnson on 25
duly 1963.9? Admiral Stroh was previously Commander, Carrier Divisiocn

8ix, Atlantic Fleet: Vice Admiral Jomnson upon leaving the JSTPS became
Deruty Camander in Chief, Pacifiec Fleet. ZEarlier, on 1k March, Major
General Henry R. Sullivan, USAF, was assigned as SACEur's representative

to the JSTPS. Previously he had heen Chief,Plans Branch, Plans and
Policy Division, Supreme Headquaéters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE).98

(u)

Perhaps the most significant change in the JSTPS organization during

the preparation of SIOP-64 was the stationing of NATO officers as part

of SACEur's representation at Omasha. In terms of numbers it was insige
nificant; only four officers and two enlisted men were eventually to be

assigned and only one had arrived by the end of 1963, but this small

CONFFOERT AL
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group secmed to constitute a seedbed for future expansion of cooperation

in nuelear matters between the U.S. and its NATO allies. (U)

The history of Eurcpean partnership with the U.S. in nuclear mat-
ters is outside the scope of this narrative,gg'but sane background is
believed necessary tc provide a better frame of reference for discussion
of the development of plans in 1963 for multinational representation

with the JSTPS. (U)

Burope recovered psychologically, economically, and militarily from
World War II under the aegis of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. This ar-
rangement was generally satisfactory during the years immediately after
the war. though a wartime partnership with Great Britain had created
a special nuclear relationship between that country and the U.S., con-
gressional legislation greatly restricted dissemination of U.S. nuclear
knowledge. During the 1950s, however, as Europe began to gain back its
confidence, wealth, and power, the Soviet Union acquired thermonuclear
weapons. The NATO allies began to guestion more and more the advisa-
bility of putting their reliance for protection against Soviet attack
solely in the U.S. deterrent. They had come to believe that a share in

nuclear contrcl was the mark of a world power, and France especlally

. went ahead on & unilateral course to develop its own nuclear force. One

" author has called the nucleer issue the "touchstone” of relations between

the U.S. end its NATO allies %° ()

Thus, although from a U.s. standpoint it was most desirable for the

allies to forego plans for acquiring the expensive impedimentz of a



o

&

national nuclear deterrent and to join in consulteticns as to the operéa-
tions and management of the U.S. force, it was clear by the late 1950s
that this half-a-loaf approach would be unacceptable 1o our allies.
Fgually unacceptable to the U.S. was the scolution of national deterrents
which would threaten to fragment the collective security arrangements
built up since World War II and eventually lead to piecemeal defTeat in

REurcpe. (U)

Beginning late in the Eisenhower Administration and continuing dur-
ing President Kennedy's Administration, a conscicus program was begun of
expanding the participation of the Atlentic community in nuclear metters
without damaging the unity of NATO. This was what W. W. Rostow has
celled a ". . . process of shared operaticnal experience, consultation,

1]

and debate . . ." which would result in & ". . . widened common experi-
ence for the deveibpment of & solidly agreed Atlantic military doctrine."lOl
Courses of action ineluded a committment to maintain the Alliance's unity;
the preparation of agreements on general guidance for using nuclear weap-
ons in case the Soviets attacked; steps to bring NATO nations more deeply
and directly into all nuclear stfategy; and finally, active European par=-

ticipaetion in the operation and control of strategic and tactical weapons.lo2

(v)

The last two of the ahove objectives were given added impetus at
the Nassau meeting in late December 1962 between President Kennedy and

Prime Minister Macmillan of Great Britain. OQut of Nassau came agreement
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on a two part plan. Short term arrangements involvgd provisions for a
so-called inter-allied nuclear force to consist of an allocation of U.S.
strategic forces, the U.K. Bomber Command, and tactical forces in Europe.
The iong term plan envisioned creation of & multinaticnal nuclear force
featuring Polaris equipped submarines or surface wvessels with mixed
crews.103 It 1s the initial oblectives of the Nassau conference, even-
tually agreed upon during the NATO Ministerial Conference in Ottawa 22~
2% May 1963, which will concern us in this history, because one of them

was multinational representation with the JSTPS. (U)

Innedistely following the Nasseu Conference, the Joint Chiefs of
tafl set to work on ways to carry out the'expressed desires of the Presi-
dert and the Secretary of Defense.lobr A little over a month and: a2 half
later Secretary McNamera was ready with his proposal for the short term.

% would provide international representation on SACEur's staff in Cmaha., #
and an increase in non-US participation in targeting duties on SACZur's
steff at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Burope (SHAPE) in Paris.

M, MeNamera used the word substantive to indicate the degree of pertici-
rzticn he expected non-US represéntatives to enjoy in plamming, target-
ing, and coordination of SACEur's program at Oméha. The JCS was &sked
to work out the details. That body, in turn, asked DSTP and CINCEur,

General Lyman Iemniizer, for specifics upon which to base its reply}os

PR

- . ‘}

- ML

The JSTPS suggested altering SACEur's staff at Omaha by assigning

. cersefully selected cfficers, preferably of field grade. It conterplated .

* The SACZur staff at this time consisted of an Alr Force colonel as
Chief, two lieutenant colonels, one lieutenant commander, and two

enlisted men. (U) NOFORN

SECRE—
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no change in SACEur's operation, but there would have to be scme relaxa~
tion of sensitive intelligence infommation not releasabls to foreign
nationals and possibly new legislation to allow release of restricted

data information concerning nuclear weapons and their associated weapon

systems.lO6 _(s-NORORI

While the JSTPS reply to JCS had concerned itself with important
but rather routine werking relstionships, in his answer CGeneral Lem-~
nitzer discussed the broader political issues of such en arrengensnt
Trem his vantage point. He belleved it politically umwise for the U.S.
to meke the preoposal "unilaterally" to NATO for increased SACZur repre-
sentation at Orahz. The U.3. should go fi;st to 3ACEur with the pro-
posal and let him designete number, rank, ard nsticnslities of the
selectecs. To him, a totel of six officers with proper enlisted sup-
vort was edeguaie %or coordinating SACEur's nuclear program with the
SIOP. A general officer shculd head the group, with a UK deputy and
officers ffom Ttaly, West Germany, and the Netherlands as staff plan-
nars. Generzl Lemnitzer, like the DSTP, emphasized thet basic changes

in U.8. policies on release of information now withheld from NATO would E

heve to be made. 07 ~(B3=NOFOURN T

In his initial comments General Lemnitzer did not indicate his per-

'sonal feelings or make a recommendation about the proposal. The JCS

108 )
gave him that cpportunity in early March. To him, the whole guestion
rested on the release of documents. There was no immediete

need to expand SACEur's staff at Omaha; the present arrangement was -

NOFORN
TOB=S<ECRET™
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satisfactory. Politically, substantial allied participetion in nuclear A
planning and operations already existed, and increased participation at
lower levels in Allied Command Europe would probably have more meaning

than a token increase at Omaha. But until wider dissemination of docu-

ments was possible, he would defer any expansion.lo9 {SaNQEDRY )

In an interim reply to Secretary Mémamara‘s 5 February memo, the
‘ - JCS, like USCINCEur, believed the major obstacle to the kind of non-U.S.
. perticipation envisioned by the secretary wes U.S. statutes forbidding
release of certain nuclear inforration. They were not ready at thail
( time to racommend how these changes should be made; their deteiled snal-

+
ysis would ccme later. Meanwhile, they reccmmended no expansion at

110 . .
O!.'la-h&- - (3 o 1 .

During the latter parit of March and early April, the Joint Staf?

(7C8), with the assistance of JSTPS, SACEur, and other interested agen- i

cies, prepared a draft JCS paper on muliinational participation.in nu-
l t_ ¢clear planning. By this time the positions of JSTPS and SACEur were

‘ eclear: +the target staff favored-the international representation at
Omaha; SACEur believed more substantive rarticipation could be obtained
by first meking changes &t SHAPE. In final form by mid-April, the JCS

paper became the full reply to the Secretary of Defense's memo. There

had been no change in the JCS attitude. They emphasized again that

present security policies prevented release to NATO of broad areas of

) information; unless changes were made, there would be no "substantive"

varticipation. Possibly new legislation was needed. The Chiefs wished

.
( . _ : e e o S -
,
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: to postpone action on increasing the SACEur staff at Omaha and concen- 5
i

et
AHEN

&L

i ]
trate on increased participaticn at SHAPE.*l* Thus, General Lemnitzer's %

arguments had been given great weight in the final JCS opinion.

_(TS-NeFORNT

The JC3 position was rejected by Mr. McNamara. He said; e /ggf'

P

T s,

I strongly believe that it is in the long-range in-
terest of the United States to include quality non-US
NWATO officers as pari of SACEUR's coordinstion group

at Omzha, and that such action will add to the cchesion
of the Alliance. }879

He menticned that both SACEur and DSTP supported his positicn,® and

urged arrangemenis to be worked out as soon as practicable. The sec-

retary intendsd tc amncunce this concept at the HATO Ministerial Meet-

ing in Ottawa in late May.ll3 /jéﬁ, ‘h.‘M‘Qﬁﬁ“:h;ﬁyhmﬁaggfaunvﬁ

The official announcement of this change was made by the NATO

ministers follcwing their 22-24 Mey meeting. It was one of several

changes in the compositicn and organization of SACEur's nuclear forces

i1k
epproved. Following is the emtire list: 1% (U)

(&) Assigpoment of the United Kingdom V-Bomber force
and three US Polaris submarines to SACEur;

(b) ZEstablishment by SACEur on his staff of a Deputy
responsible to him for nuclear affajrs;¥¥*

¥ As we have seen, SACEur communications with JCS indicate the oppo-
site to be true.

*¥% Subsequently appointed to this post was Gen. F. V. P. Van Rolleghenm,
of the Belgian Air Force.,  (NATO Letter, Vol II, No. 9, Sep 63, p 26.)

(U)

NOFOR]
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_iﬁ'i With the decision mede to go aheaa vlbh integration of allied

;Lofficers at Omaha, many details had to be worked ocut. Prcblems of re-

H}%&' R 5k

{¢) Arrangements for broader participation by officers

of NATO member countries in nuclear activities in Al-

iied Command Europe and in coordination of operational
~planning at Omahe;

{d) Fuller information to national authorities, both

political end military.

This, it will be remembered, represented action on the first phase or

. short term proposals of the Nassau Agreement.¥5 (U)
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leasing sensitive documents no longer seemed so great. The bulk of the

labor and cost would go into the so-called "sanitization" of sensitive

o e

SI0P documents not releessable to foreign nationals Iin their existing
form. Documents would have to be recest to eliminate sensitive por-
tions and then another set prepared for multinational use. The work

could not be completed, however, until the JCS issued a sanitized ver-

DL e 2 s i kT ok P+ gl

sion of SIOP-64 guidance (8M-1232-63). To JSTPS, an important aspect

of this guidance was vhether or not to divulge Plaan:rlr.---An-_ (

e T T

jHeretofore, this ;

—

iaalnformation had not been presented in detail to NATQ.#¥ The JCS esked

-“n 153 :-.-“:_-. PP 1 , _:a_

uf

p—
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#* After Ottewa, the USCINCEur expected discussions on the longer range
proposel for a so-called multilateral force to begin in earnest. This
subject, however, is outside the scope of this history. (U)

NOFOR
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.. Dprocess, assuming iwo alternatives in the wording of the finel guidance.

+

The JCS guidance came on 5 July. It incorporated recommendations

made by the JSTPS in a 13 May message, but differed 1little in

substance from the basic SIOP-6L guidance in discussion of concepts.

C

jThis puzzled"

JSTPS: Would another version for multinational use only be forthecming?

Weuld one be made evailable for both the staff and allies to use? Was
the guidance actually meant to be released? The JCS explained that it

ves not meant to be released. The original intent of providing sanitized

SIOP guidance to non-U.S. members was reversed. It would, however, be

included in the same form in the sanitized SIOP-64 Planning Mamusl.-2°
[{Ts-HoreRIr)”
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-__-'":::the target staff to provide dates for completion of the sanitization
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Another question settled during this period was vhether or nct ree
liability figures of SIOP weapon systems should be releesed. The JCS
. 124 12

criginally seid no; the Secretary of Defense thought they should be; >

but the JCS ultimately won its point, and the information was not re-

1eased. 120 (ps werormy

The more routine physical preparations to accommodate the increased
staff were completed rather quickly. 3Based on the assumption that the

staff would consist of seven officers and four enlisted men (four offi-

_cers and two enlisted men non-US), the JSTPS estimated modification to

" the SAC Headquarters building, equipment, and fixtures would cost

$21,lOO.OO.127 On & June the SecDef approved giving the Air Force this

amount.128 The modification was completed in August. j&ﬂf

NOFORN
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As indicated, far greater cost wbuld be incurred in senitizing

' 1
documents. Following is a breakdown of these costs! 29 )}?T’

Initisl cost of sanitizing documents $ 4l,238.00
Modification in electronic data processing facility 12,500.00

Annual maintenance cost of documents 264,200.00

No requirement for.additional SAC support personnel was anticipated.l3o

}z)’
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Briefly, the mein duties of the non-US SACEur representatives “ﬁeh
4 ' “';:,i
4 would be centered in the SACEur Air Room %
| !
3 }
gt
¢

The JSTPS had endorsed the multinational proposal from the begin- n'i

ning, and in the working out of details it had consistently teken a

liberal epproach to problems of document sensitivity and working pro-

b g A e iy P TR
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cedures. Clearly, however, the degree of success achieved in "substan-

. tive" participation by allied officers in nuclear plenning would ulti-
' mately be measured, in the truest sense, by the spirit in which they
were accepted as partners by the officers end men of the U.S. elements

'?#of the staff, and by the spirit with which working instructions were
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Disestablishment of the JCSLG

When the JSTPS was established in August 1960, the JCS set up é
liaison group at Omaha to act as its eyes and ears. The JCSLG was to
assist DSfP to interpret JCS guidance and to keep the JCS informed
orf progress in the work of preparing the NSTL and SIOP.133 The Group
consisted of five officérs (2 Army, 1 Wavy, 1 Air Force, and 1 Marine

Corps) vlus administrative support. }21"

In Cctober 1962 the Joint Staff (J-5), efter a review of the terms
of reference by which the group had been organized, asked tne DSTP if,
based on operating experience during the past two years, there was still
13k

¥
a need for the function. General Power replied that in the early for-

mative period of the target staff, with the time for development of the
SIOP short, the group served a very useful purpese in providing timely

liaison with the Joint Steff, but the staff's work had now settled into

a more routine orderly cycle of preparing the plan and less day to day

"lisison was needed. Resolution of major problems concerning SIOP devel-

opment usuelly required a meeting of the principals involved, that is,

between JSTPS and Joint Staff personnel. While finding the liasion group
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still "useful” and its cooperation "excellent,” DSTP could not justify
an "ebsolute need" for 1£.132 KQCT?

In view of the above, the JCS, on 30 July 1963, disestablished
the JCSLG, to be effective on or about 1 September. Manpower spaces

136

ware to be remssigned to the Joint Staff. Certain functions

137

formeriy performed by the group were transferred to JSTPS. The

liaison office was officially closed 30 August.l38 /}67‘

Suwmnmeary

PerShhebibihan s LN

The SICP-64 was not different in any fundamental sense from its
immediate predecessor. There were some slight changes In guildance re-
ceived from the JCS, but these were elaborations on and refinements of
the theme of controlled flexible response in strategic nuclear operations.
Both the JCS end %he target staff wished to give the plan more stability.
It was questionable whether a conpletely new plan was needed each year.
Certzinly it was necessary to keep the SIOP current, hut revisions could

¥
be made to the existing plan and then a new plen prepared only when suf-
ficient time had elapsed +o warrant one. Of course, political develop-

ments would have much to do with it; sitrategic nuclear strategy, and

the SIOP, could be altered significantly by & new administration in

196k, /C&’)'
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;étargeting and force application phases of SIOP planning The finished

plan showed & continued increase over previous plans in numbers of

targets to be attacked, and consequently in numbers of weapon systems
[

B
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missile force. Thils target system, which by 1ts very nature demanded Jic:
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The JSTPS organizetion remained relatively stable, slthough there
was a slight trend downward in total number of personnel assigned.
The Joinf Chiefs of Btaff Lieison Group wés disegtablished in August
190_-;, efter two years of experience it wes decided that its funétion
could best be performed directly between the staff and the JCS. The

most significant orgenizstlonal change which took place during the
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~pheparation of SIOP-64 was corpletich of artirigenents Tor ' iRt renreii)

g. sentatives to'be assigned to SACEur's staff at Omaha. A
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10.

11.

12.
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FOOTNOTES

This short introduction is based on a more lengthy discussion in
History of JSTPS: Background and Preparation of SIOP-62 (B-82767);
and History of JSTPS: Preparation of SIOP-63 (64-B-51). The reader
should also see Briefing, "Unity in Strategic Planning," prepared

by CINCSACRep Lt Col F. N. Milien, 23 Sep 63 (B-93761), Ex 1.

History of JSTPS; Preparation of SIOP-63, pp 5-6, 28-29, 6L-B-s5l.

Memo for JD, CINCLant Rep 0007-62, "Comments on Development of
SIOP-63," 22 May 62 (B-83317), Ex 2.

Memo for DD3TP, Maj Gen C. M. Eisenhart, Chief SIOP Div, "Recom-
mended Staff Positions," 1k Jun 62 (B-83573), Ex_3.

Tbid.
Msg, CINCPzc to JCS, 17/2200Z Jul 62 (B-83%21).

History of JSTPS: Background and Preparation of SIOP-62 (BB2747),
op 26-28; History of JSTPS: Preparation of SIOP-63 (64-B-51), ovp
T = 9 . u

Memo for JCS, from Gen T. S. Power, DSTP, "New Guidance for SIOP-64,"
10 Jul &2 (B83785), Ex L. For intrastaff discussions of these is-
sues see Memo for the Director, from VADM Roy L. Johnson, Deputy
Director, "Guidance for SICP-64," w/l1 Atch, 16 Jun 62 (B-83596),

-

Ix
Ibid.

Msg, DSTP B-84372, JSTPS to JCS, "SIOP Planning Cycles," 2h4/2315%Z
Lug 62.

Minutes of 53rd POLCOM Meeting, 30 Aug 62, 7 Sep 62, B-84727. This
gualification on the pert of CINCLant was sent to JCS by msg, DSTP
B-8h4Lk4, JSTPS to JCS, "SIOP Planning Cycles,” 01/1728 Aug 62.

. DISM 1304-62, Memo for DSTP, from VADM H. D. Riley, Dir JS, 19 Oct

€2 (B-89415); Atch, "Summary of JCS Actions," to Ltr, Ms; Gen John

" W. Cerpenter III, Dir of Plens, DCS/P&P, USAF, to SAC (Gen T. S.

Power), "Summary of JCS Actions," 13 Nov &2 (B-89882).

Memo for DSTP, from Brig Gen M. J. Ingelido, Sec JCS, 15 Nov 62
(B-89921).

Msg, ALO 1130, USNMR SHAPE to JSTPS, 31/1635Z Oct 63 {B-94259);
Memo, Maj Gen H. R. Sullivan, SACEur Senior Representative to JD,
"Coordination of SIOP-64 and SACEur's Scheduled Program," 25 Jul
63, Atch 1 to B-93109.
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i5.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.
21.
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23.
2k,
25.

26.

a7.

28,

29.
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Mem¢é for JD, from VADM R. J. Strcoh, DDSTP, "Effective Date SIOP-6h,"
31 Jul 63 (B~93109); Msg, JD 93109, JSIPS to JCS, 01/1710Z Aug 63.

Msg, JCS 1936, JCS to DSTP, 02/2121% Aug 63.

IOM,6Capt C. X. Harper USN, JPCC, to IXIH, "History of JSTPS," 13
Dec 63.

SM 1232-62, "Guidance for Preparation of Single Integrated Opera-
tional Plan 1964 (SIOP-64)," 14 Nov 62 (B-89923).

Briefing, "SIOP-6k4," presented by Lt Col H. L. Rauch, SIOP Div, to
5Tth Policy Committee Meeting, JSTPS, 16 Jan 63 (B-90779), Ex 6;
Msg, JP B-940T73, JSTPS to JCS, 18/2015Z Oct 63; Historian's com-
parison of SIOP-63 and SIOP-64 guidance documents.

Tvid.

Ibid.

Briefing, "Unity in Strategic Planning," prepared by CINCSACRep Lt
Col F. N. Millen, 23 Sep 63 (B-93761), Ex 1; Item #7, "Strategic
Targeting and Planning," 17 Jen 63, to Appendix to Encl A, JCS
Decision on JCS 2421/170, "A Report by J-5 on NATO Defense Data
Program," 31 Jan 63 (B-91025); Hist of JSTPS: Preparation of SIOP-
63, pp 18-19 (64-B-51).

Briefing, "Unity in Strategic Planning," prepared by CINCSACRep It
Col F. K. Millen, 23 Sep 63 (B~93761), Ex 1; History of JSIPS: Prepa-
ration of SIOP-63, p 19 (64-B-51).

Hist of JSTPS: Background and Preparation of SIOP-62, p 20 (B-82767).
Hist of JSTPS: Preparation of SIOP-63, p 19 (64-B-51).

J&M 1735-63, "Summary Review of JCS SIOP-64," from VADM H. D. Riley,
Dir JS, to JSTPS, 16 Oct 63 (B-94097). This brochure was prepared
by the Joint Staff from informaticn sutmitted by JSTPS for JCS offi-
cers preparatory to presentation of the SIOP at Offutt AFB., A memo
from VADM R. J. Stroh, DDSTP, to JD, 21 Oct 63, said "no major mis-
interpretations have resulted from ccmparisons.”



30.
31.

32,

33.
3k

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
Lo.
L1,
ke,

h3.

Tbid.
History of JSTPS: Preparation of SIOP-63, p 20 (64-B-51).

JSTPS Progress Report, Week Ending 19 April 63, 23 Apr 63; JSTPS
Progress Report, Week Ending 3 May 63, 9 May 63; JSTPS Progress
Report, Week Ending 21 Jun 63, 27 Jun 63; JSTPS Progress Report,
Week Ending 2 Aug 63, 9 Aug 63; JSTPS Progress Report, Week Ending
20 Sep 63, 27 Sep 63.

JSTPS Progress Report, Week Ending 30 Aug 63, 6 Sep 63 (B-93608).

JSM 1735-63, "Summary Review of JCS SIOP-64," from VADM H. D. Riley,
Dir JS, to JSIPS, 16 Oct 63 (B-94097).

Tbid. In the comparison of SIOP-63 and -64 weapons, some Figures
have been taken from Briefing, "SIOP-63 Force Structure," by Col
E. A. MacDoneld, Ch, DSTPPM, 19 Jun 62 (B-83668), Ex 10, Hist of
JSTPS: Preparation of SI0OP-63 (64-B-51).

JSM 1735-63, "Summary Review of JCS SIOP-64," frcam VADM H. D. Riley,
Dir JS, to JSTPS, 16 Oct 63 (B-9L097).

Ltr, VADM R. L. Johnson, DDSTP, to JCS, "SIOP-63 Fallout Copstraints,
1 Mag 63 (B-91271); JSTPS Progress Report, Week Ending 3 May 63, 9
May 63.

JSTPS Progress Report, Week Ending 7 Jun 63, 14 Jun 63; Ltr, VADM
R. J. Stroh, DDSTP, to JCS, "SIOP-63 Fallout Constraints," 29 Aug
63 (B-93L456).

Msg, JCS 2710, JCS to DSTP, "SIOP Constraints Criteria,” 01/1335Z
Oct 63.

Msg, JCS 3261, JCS to all unified and specified commands, DSTP,
28/13352 Oct 63 (B-94185).

JSM 1735-63, "Summary Review of JCS SIOP-64," fram VAIM H. D. Riley,
Dir JS, to JSTPS, 16 Oct 63 (B-94097).

Memo for JCSLG, from Brig Gen W. J. Crumm, Ch SIOP Div, "Camments
to JCS Memo for Record, 22 Jun 62," 15 Aug 62 (B—8h2633.

Ibid.
Briefing, "SIOP-63 Force Structure," by Col E. A. MacDonald, CINC~

SAC Representatives Staff, to JCS, 19 Jan 62 (B-83668), Ex 10 to
Hist of JSTPS: Preparation of SIOP-63.
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4s,

L6,

'!4'?:

L8,

l;-9.

50.

51.

52,

53.

Sk.

55.
56.

Memo, Brig Gen W. J. Crumm, Ch SIOP Div, to Senior Service Reps,
CINCLant, CINCPac, CINCAL, and CINCEur, "Missile Applicaticn,
SIOP-6h," 16 Mar 63, with 3 Atch, B-91k52.

Memo, Brig Gen J. C. Meyer, CINCSACRep to JSTPS, to JDD, "Missile
Application Concept, SIOP-6k4," 19 Mar 63.

CINCPacRep Memo 00017-63, RADM F. E. Nuessle to JDD, "Missile Ap-
plication, SIOP-6k4," 20 Mar 63 (B-91498).

Memo, CINCLant Rep 0008, Capt J. B. Osburn to JDD, "Missile Appli-

cation, SIOP-64," 20 Mar 63 (B-91k97).

Memo, Maj Gen H. R. Sullivan, SACEur Senlor Rep to JDD, "Proposed
Missile Application Concept for SIOP-64," 20 Mar 63.

Minutes of 58th Policy Committee Meeting, 22 Mar 63, 10 Apr 63,
B-91720.

Minutes of 60th Policy Committee Meeting, § Apr 63, 25 Apr 63,
B-91916.

Msg, JCS 9793, JCS to DSTP, 08/12282 May 63, B-92092.

JC8 1620/392, "Missile Reliability and Accuracy Factors ferSIOP
Pianning," with 3 Incls, 8 Apr 63 (B-9197S).

Msg, JCS 8585, JCS to CINCLant et al., "Missile Planning Factors
for SIOP-6k4," 11/2332Z Feb 63, B-91005.

Msg, CINCILant to JCS, 25/1506Z Feb 63.

Msg, JD B-91185, JSTPS to JCS, 21/2311Z Feb 63. The CINCSAC's
rezsons for disagreeing with the proposal were similar, but he
erphasized that the CINCs eveluation of system performance was
more valid. - (Msg, CINC B-91130, 20/1438 Z Feb 63, Ex T.)

JCS 1620/392, “"Missile Reliability and Accuracy Factors for SIOP
Planning,® w/3 Incls, 8 Apr 63 (B-91979).

Ibid.

Ihigd.

Msg, JCS $566, JCS to CINCLant et al., "Strategic Missile System
Reliebility and Accuracy Factors for SIOP," 20/20542 Apr 63
(B-91828}.
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73,
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Jcs 1620/392, "Missile Reliabllity and Accuracy Factors for SIOP
Planning," w/3 Incls, 8 apr 63 (B-91979).

Minutes of 62nd Policy Committee Meeting, 22 May 63.

Ibid.

Minutes of 63rd Policy COmmitﬁee Meeting, 27 May 63.

Minutes of 65th Policy Committee Meeting, 18 Nov 63.

Msg, JCS 1257, JCS to USCINCEur et al., 14/2208Z Jun 63.

Msg, .CINC 5025, SAC to JCS, a.s., 01/1520 Jul 63, Ex 8.

Msg, CINCLant to DSTP, 18/1416Z Jul 63, B-92985.

Msg, DPL B-92911, SAC to DSTP, "SHOOT-LOOK-SHOOT Concept," 22/22252
Jul 63, Ex 9; Msg, DPL 5729, "SAC to CofS USAF, JCS, "Missile Target-
ing Flexibility Study," 29/2245 Jul 63.

Msg, CINCPac to DSTP, 19/0k10Z Jul 63, B+92990.

Msg, JD B-9303%, JSTPS to JCS, "Retargeting of Missile Forces,
25/2113Z Jul 63, Ex 10.

Msg, JD B-53034, JSTPS to JCS, "Retargeting of Missile Forces,"
25/21137 Jul 63.

Hist Study 90, Strategic Air Command Participation in the Mlssile
Program, Mar 57-Dec 57, Vol I, pp 4l-45 (B-67772).

. Negdfiéfioné with Ttaly were not dbmpletéd“ﬁntiimM;}dh”i§éé, and

those with Turkey until Cectober. Orginally SAC was designated as 3
the responsible commend for the SM-78. Later this responsibility 4
was transferred to USAFE and SACEur. The first two sguadrons, the )
86Lth end B65th Strategic Missile Squadrons, were formed by SAC and
deployed to Gioia del Colle, Italy, in late 1960. The 866th SMS was
transferred to Cigli, Turkey, bui without personnel and equipment

in March 1961. By 20 June 1961 USAF had turned over the 86kth and

865th sguedrons to the Italian Air Force. A month later 20 missiles

of the 30 sssigned were on alert. The first site in Turkey to be
declared operational was at Cigli on 6 November 1961. The last site

was sccepted by USAF on 26 February 1962. At the end of the month

14 of the 15 assigned missiles were operational. (Hist of SAC, Jun
58-Jul 59, p 283 (B-73951); Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59, p 331 (B-T55T71);
Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 60, p 212 (B- 7866&) Annual Historical Report :
1961, USEUCOM Chap VI, p 10 (B-8304L4); Annual Historicel Report 1962, ﬁ

"o, Chep VI, D5 (B-92025).
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75.

6.
e

78.

79.
80.
81.

88.
89.
S0.

91.

TUPStERET 5
Statement by SecDef Robert McNamara, in Hearings, Subcommittee on
DOD Appropriations, Committee on Appropriations, House of Repre-
sentatives, 88th Cong., 1lst Sess., Part I, p 410.
Msg, JCS 8079, JCS to USCINCEur et al., 05/0125Z Jan 63 (B-90520).

gsg, JD B-90k95, JSTPS to JCS, " Jupiter Withdrawsl," 03/1700Z Jan
3.

Msg, ALO 28, USNMR SHAPE, Lemnitzer to JCS, 10/1837Z Jen 63
(B-90576) .

Msg, JD B-90611, JSTPS to JCS, 12/1928 Jan 63.
Msg, JCS 830k, JCS to USNMR SHAPE et sl., 19/134L6Z Jan 63 (B-90691).

Msg, JCS 8700, JCS to DSTP (quoting SHAPE msg ALO 181), 19/13192
Feb 63 (B- 91115)

Msg, JCS 8699, JCS to USNMR SHAPE, 19/1317Z Feb 63 (B-911lk).

ng,6JD B-91186, JSTPS to USNMR SHAPE Power to Lemnitzer, 21/2310Z
Feb 63

Ibid. ) g

Memo for JDD, JD, from Col D. H. Stapp MC, Senior Service Rep,
"Conference at USEUCOM and SHAPE . . . ," 1 Mar 6€3.

¥sg, ALd‘gbff'ﬁsNMR SHAPE to JCS, 13/1146Z Mar 63 (B-91392). CINC- "
Lant explained that the Polaris schedule through 1963 required three’
ships be assigned to meet the reguirement for one on station in the
Mediterranean. This meant an average of 1.46 alert subs on station
at any one time. Thus, 16 DGZs were covered 100 per cent of the i
time and 16 were covered 46 per cent of the time. (Msg, CINLLant x;’
to CNO et al. 15/17162 Mar 63, B- 91&19) 3

§
H

cn ittt

Msg, JCS 9209, JCS to USNMR SHAPE, 23/1641z Mar 63 (B- 91523)
Msg, ALO 378, USNMR SHAPE to JCS, 01/1530Z Apr 63 (B-91579).
Msg, JCS 9400, JCS to USNMR SHAPE, 06/16502 Apr 63 (B-91683).
Msg, JCS 8994, JCS to DSTP, T7/23537 Mar 63; Msg, AFSMSD 89279,
CoS USAF to JCS, 30/185&2 Mar 63; Msg, ZIPPO o3-u03, JPM to
CofS USAF, 30/22&02 Mar 63.

JSTPS Progress Report Week Ending 8 Mer 63, 1L Mar 63 (B-91378).

Msg, JCS 3261, JCS to unified end specified commanders, DSTP, 28/
13352 Oct 63 (E 94185).
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93.
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95.
96.
97.

98.
99.

loo .

101.

102.
103.
10k,

105.

. 106,

_National Strategic DGZ List; National Strategic Target Data Base;hﬁ
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JSTPS Progress Report, Week Ending 20 Sep 63, 27 Sep 63.

Joint Manpower Program, FY-65-70, Ex 11.

Tbid.

See "Summary of Turnover of Key Individuals with JSTPS," Ex 12.

Bureau of Naval Personnel Msg 02/16132 Jul 63; See also biography,
Ex 13.

DAF AA-2288,-13 Dec 62; See also picture and biography, Ex 1k4.

Best books on the subject are: Kiaus Knorr, Ed., NATO and Ameri-
can Security (Princeton: Princeton Univ Press, 1959); Robert E.
Osgood, NATO: The Entangling Allience (Chlcago Unlver51ty of
Chicago Press, 1962); Alastair Buchan, NATO in the 1 50s: The
Implications of Interdependence (New York: Praeger, 1963).

Robert R. Bowie, "Tensions Within the Alliance,” Foreign Affeirs,
Oct 63, Vol 42, No 1, p 65.

Address by W. W. Rostow, Counselor of the Department of State and
chairmaen of the Poliecy Planning Council, before the Belgo-dmerican

“Assoc. at Brussels, 9 May 63, reprinted in Devartment of State

Bulletin, Vol XLVIII, No 1249, 3 Jun 63, p 859.

Ibid., pp 858-859.

Department of State Bulletin, Vol XLVII, No 1229, 1k Jan 63, p kb.
Msg, JCS 7930, JCS to USCINCEur et al., 22/1818Z Dec 62.

Msg, JCS 8607, JCS to DSTP, "Multinationel Participation in Nuclear
Forces Planning,” [hereafter cited "Multinational Participation

"] 13/1433Z Feb 63; Msg, JCS 8669, JCS to USCINCEUR, "Multi-
national Participation . . . ," 16/0043Z Feb 63.

Msg, JD 095, ?§§EP to JCS, "Multinational Participation . . . ,"
21/2310Z Feb 63, Ex 15. These recommendations were coordinated
by Brig Gen W. J. Crumm, Chief, SIOP Division, with General Lem-
nitzer and his staff on 20 February. (Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, DSTP,
to USCINCEur, "Multinationsl Participation . . . ,"” 15 Feb 63;
Memo for JDD, JD, "Conference at USEUCOM and SHAPE . . . ," 1 Mar
63, from Col D. H. Staep, USMC, Senior Service Rep, 1 Mar 63; Msg,
NOFORN 215-3-5, Senior Rep SAC Zebra, for Gen Power from Gen Crumm,
20/18732 Feb 63, Ex 16.) The JSTPS said the following documents
required release: ~ Basic SIOP; Annex C to SIOP; Annex F to SIO0P;
JSTPS Planning Manual; Source Date Instructions on Strike Timing;
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107.

108.
109.

110.

111.

- 112.

113.

114,

_routes and tactics of Polaris forces
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"SIOP Target Islands, SIOP Weapons Dictionafyf AnﬁiysiéioflSIOP for

the SACEur Area; National Strategic Target and Attack Policy; .JCS
SIOP-63 Charts JN4, 9, 10, 11, 21, 22, and 23; Guide for JCS SIOP-
6k Charts, provision for intelligence information such as is
currently being furnished by US-UK TDBI change bulletins; and in

all cases informstion released to SACEur's representation at SHAPE .-
should concurrently be made availableltp SHAPE. -4£_NGEGEH%—' e

Msg, ALO 215, USNMR SHAPE to JCS (from CINCEur signed Lemnitzer),
21/1406Z Feb 63, Ex 17. A good portion of this document is devoted
to problems of increased non-US participation in nuclear targeting
at SHAPE.

Msg, JCS 9027, JCS to USCINCEur, 09/16587 Mar 63.
Msg, ALO 334, USNMR SHAPE to JCS, n.s., 20/1410Z Mar 63, Ex 18.

Msg, JCS 9199, JCS to DSTP, "Multinationel Participation . . . ,"
%22&62 Mar 63; Msg, JCS 9206 n.s., JCS to USNMR SHAPE et al.
23/0105z Mar 63 (B-91511); Msg,*JD 0140, JSTPS to JCS, n.s., 28/
22277 Mar 63, Ex 19; Msg, JCS 9327, JCS to JSTPS, n.s., 02/0016Z
Apr 63; Memo (CM 567-63), Gen Maxwell D. Taylor Cheirman JCS, to
Dir JS, "Multinational Participation . . . 30 Mar 63; Memo for
the Record, Col A. J. Hussey, and Lt Col A, F Brunelle, SIOP
Div, "Trip Report," atch 1 to Memo for JP, "Multinationel” Partici-

pation . . . ," from VADM R. L. Johnson, DDSTP, 10 Apr 63 {B-91731);
Msg, JCS 9500, for Gens Lemnitzer and Power, from Gen Taylor, "Mul-
tinational Participation . . . ," 15/23367 Apr 63.

Memo (Jd@ﬁ?326-63), Gen Maxwell Taylor, Chairman JCS, to SecDef,
"Multinationel Participation . . . ," 20 Apr 63 (B-91933). This
document listed what SIOP information would have to be released
for substantive participation and specific items which because

of their particular sensitivity must not be released. This lat-
ter informetion was: Preemptive attack options; SIOP information
outside SACEur's areea of interest; systems reliability factors;
location of entry points, penetration areas, and corridors; ECM
support; SIOP Jet Navigation Charts; consequences of execution; 7z
JCS emergency actions procedures except those affecting NATO; and .+

Memo (Encl to JCS 2h421/432), SecDef Robert S. McNanara, to Chair-
man JCS, "Multinational Participation . . . ," 3 May 63 (B-9208%4).

Ibid.

Text of Final Communique, NATO Ministerial Meeting, Ottawa, 22-2k
May 63, in NATO Letter, Vol II, No. 6, Jan 63.
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115.

116.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123,

12k,
125,

126.

69

Excerpts from speech by Gen Lyman Lemnitzer, CINCEur, at 4-7 Jun
63 session of the Western European Union, in NATO Letter, Vol II,
Nos 7 and 8, Jul-Aug 63. Reaction to these steps in the publie
media wag, on the wheole, favorable, the mein criticism being that
they did not go far enough and that they were only temporary "re-
pair jobs" and did not get to the heart of the problem, which was
political control to influence any decigion to enter nuclear war.
(See Henry A. Kissinger, "NATO's Nucleer Dilemma . . . ," The
Revorter, Vol 28, No 7, 28 Mar 63; Robert R. Bowie, "Tensions
Within the Alliance," Foreign Affairs, Vol 42, No 1, Oct 63; Ala-
stair Buchan, "Partners and Allies," Foreign Affalrs, Vol 41, No
4, Jul 63; Christian Science Monitor, 27 May 63; Wall Street
Journal, 22 May 63.)

Msg, JD 0214, JSTPS to JCS, n.s., 02/2023 Maey 63; Msg, JCS 985k,
JCS to DSTP, "Multinational Participation in Nuclear Forces Plan-
ning," 11/1520 Mey 63 (B-92128); Msg, JD B-92155, JSTPS to JCS,
same subj, 13 May 63; Msg, JD B-92163, JSTPS to JCS, same subj,
16/22152 May 63.

Msg, JCS 9854, JCS to DSTP, "Multinational Participation in Nu-
clear Forces Planning,” 11/1520Z Msy 63.

Msg, JD B-92163, JSTPS to JCS, "Multinational Participation in
Nuclear Forces Planning," 16/2215Z May 63.

Msg, JCS 1519, JCS to DSTP, "Multinational Perticipation in Nu-
clear Forces Planning," 05/13302 Jul 63 (B-92796).

Memo for the Record, Brig Gen W. J. Crumm, Ch, SIOP Div, "Sani-
tized NSTAP Guidence . . . ," 16 Aug 63 (B~ 93333), Memo for JD,
from VADM R. J. Stroh, DDSTP, "Multinatiocnal Participation in
Nuclear Forces Planning," 27 Aug 63 {B-93402).

Msg, JD B-92163, JSTPS to JCS, "Multinational Participation in

Nuclear Forces Planning,” 16/22152 Mey 63; Msg, JDD B-92612,
JSTPS to Jcs, same subj, 18/2312Z Jun 63.

Msg, JCS 1227, JCS to USNMR SHAPE, n.s., 13/212LZ Jun 63 (B-925kk);
Msg, ALO 653, USNMR SHAPE, to Jcs, "Ref JCS 1227," 20/1547Z Jun
63.

Memo for the Record, Brig Gen W. J. Crumm, Ch, SIOP Div, "JCS
Decisions~3 Jul 63," 5 Jul 63 (B-92779).

JCSM 326-63, 20 Apr 63 (B-91933).
Jcs 2k21/432, 3 Mey 63 (B-9208L).

Msg, JCS 9951, JCS to DSTP, "Multinational Participation in Nuclear
Forces Planning," 21/1530z May 63 (B-92237)
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Msg, JDD O2hkk, JSTPS to JCS, 28/2120Z May 63.
Msg, JCS 1093, JCS to DSTP, Ok/2055% Jun 63.
Msg, JL 0376, JSTPS to JCS, 28/1755Z Aug 63, Ex 20.

Memo for JD, from VADM R. J. Stroh, DDSTP, "Multinational Par-
ticipation . . . ," 3 Aug 63.

Msg, JD B-93143, JSTPS to JCS, "Multinational Participation . . . ,"
05/2157Z Aug 63. .

On Itelian Air Force Orders N/DGPM/5197/PL-4/1 (Ministero Della -
Difesa Aercnautica, Direzione Generale Personale Milit., 1°
Reparto Uff. NATO-UEQ), 25 settemb. [September] 1963; See also
biography, Ex 21.

JCS 8M-963-60, "Terms of Reference for JCSLG," 27 Sep 60.

Msg, JCS 6909, JCS to DSTP, n.s., 23/2035 Oct 62.

Msg, DSTP Ok92, DSTP to JCS, 08/1575Z Nov 62.

Msg, JCS 1893, JCS to USA, CNO, CSAF, et el., "Reassignment of
Personnel on Duty with JCS Liaison Group . . . ," 01/1846Z Aug
63. This message refers to SM-946-63, 30 Jul 63, which disestab-
lished the group. :

Memo, VADM R. J. Stroh, DDSTP, to JP, JL, JSR, JS, "Disestablish-
ment of JCS Liaison Group,” 29 Aug 63, Ex 22.

Msg, JCSLG 63-37, JCSLG to JCS, "Disestablishment of JCS Liaison
Group," 23 Aug 63.





