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E. DEFENSE SUPPORT PROGRAM

(g) }E4/The newest and most sophisticated addition to the mis-
slle warnlng network was the satellite-based, infrared-detect-
ing survelllance and warning system presently known as the
Defense Support Program (DSP). It was an outgrowth of over a
decade of experimental R&D, first with the Missile Defense
Alarm System (MIDAS) of the late 1950s and early 1960s and then
with the highly sensitive (and controversial) follow-on
Programs 461, 949, and more recently 6U47--a series of techno-
logically difficult, expensive, and for many years operationally
uncertain efforts to develop an orbital infrared detection sys-
tem that could detect missiles in the powered-launch phase.

It remained a developmental and demonstration effort until 1971,
when the first operational satellite was orbited.l®

LE) {5¥ Although it was many years in reaching fruition, satel-
lite-based Iinfrared detection promised the earliest possible
warning of missile. attacks, within minutes of launch, extending
potential warning time for north polar ICBMs from the 15 min-
utes of BMEWS to perhaps 27 minutes; providing improved and more
flexible coverage than BMEWS, including coverage of SLBMs, FOBS,
or other circumventing systems; increasing the credibility of
other warning sensors by adding correlative evidence, conflirma-
tory or not, from an alternative system; and adding to the
accuracy and reliability of information as tc the source,
magnitude, and, with tracking, the nature of an attack. Al-
though the program was beset with serlous reliability and cost
problems and pushed hard at the limits of infrared-descrimina-
tion and other technologies, it continued to attract strong
support throughout the 1960s.'7

hg) (Y One of the strong underlying themes in the arguments
supporting the various precursors of the DSP, and one that
illuminates an important strategic command and control issue

of the 1960s, concerned its utility not merely for attack
warning but also for attack asseassment. The system was
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important, perhaps even more than other systems, for providing
time for decislonmakers to take measures for survival, includ- =
ing possibly relocation to the NEACP or elsewhere; it could
provide extra time for them to perform essential retaliatory
command functions, including more opportunity to ascertain the
situation and consider desirable alternatives. By providing
usable warning time, the system was also important for enabling
the strike forces to undertake precautionary or other actlons r
that might be vital to the effectiVveness of any response.

J jf(’Time alone, even minutes, was considered of cruclal
significance for such purposes.'® But the DSP-type systems

held out hopes for even more. They promised more information,
better information, more accurate and reliable information, b
and timelier information as to the source, magﬁitude, and ob-
Jectives of an attack; as to whether one or a few weapons im-
pacts were accidental, or the first of a salvo; whether if was

a controlled or indiscriminate attack; whether it was an attack -
directed against military targets, population centers, or both;
whether it was an attack that included or excluded governmental
control centers; and so on. The systems promised, in short,

to improve the capability to assess an attack and even evaluate 4
the likely intentions of an attacker, and to do so by a wide
margin_ over other warning and surveillance systems.'®

(U) Even with BMEWS and 440-L, exercises showed, national A
authorities were required to make retaliatory decisions in the i
absence of any real knowledge of the nature of an attack--at A
best in the knowledge only that some more or less large number ;5
of warheads was en route to the United States, a rough approx
mation of their impact times and areas, and perhaps a crude
estimate of the country of origin.?? This was hardly the
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Vice President, the Secretary of Defense, the CINCs (and them-
selves): Whether to execute and if so--to execute strikes
against nuclear threat targets only, against nuclear threat
plus other military targets, or against nuclear threat plus
other military plus urban-industrial targets of a country? To
execute or withhold strikes against the Soviet Union, China,
or other individual Communist countries? To execute or with-
hold strikes against millitary and government controls in the
Moscow area? To execute or withhold strikes against nuclear
delivery and storage sites in China? To execute or withhold
strikes against military-government control targets in the
Peking area??!

ngjﬁd’ﬁhe DSP-type systems promised, for the first time--
nearly a decade after programs were initiated to develop suf-
ficiently flexible strategic forces and sufficlently flexible
command and control systems, and a sufficiently flexible 3IOP

war plan--to make flexible response options more than a remote
possibility. This was their chief attraction during the 1960s,
far more than the extra minutes of warning time alone, and it
continued to be their chief attraction as they came into oper-
ation during the 1970s. Not warning alone, but warning time
and attack assessment, became the keys to strateglc flexibility.
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XXX
COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS, 1968-72

(U} In the course of the twenty-seven years covered by this
study, an elaborate and enormous command and control structure
had evolved, This chapter presents a pFfeture of the end prod-
uct of that evolutlonary process. The command aﬁd control
structure as it existed in 1968 did not change significantly in
the next four yeavs.

(U) Operational control of US strateglc forces was exercised
in different ways by the three levels of command involved (see
Figure 1), namely:

(1) The National Command Authority level consisted of
the President and {the Secretary of Defense, operating
through the Chairman, JCS, and the NMCC at the Penta-
gon, the ANMCC at Fort Ritchie, or the airbormme command
post (NEACP) on ground alert at Andrews AFB,

{2) The CINC level consisted of the SIOP-committed
CINCs~-~CINCSAC, CINCPAC, CINCLANT, and CINCEUR. B8AC,
for example, operated through the SAC underground com-
mand post at Offutt ABPF, the SAC airborne command post
(LOOKING GLASS), or the SAC alternate command posts at
the 2nd and 15th Alr Forces (or thelr airbcrne alter-
nates on ground alert),

(3) The weapons level-~-the Titan launch control centers,
the Minuteman ground and air launch control centers,
the SAC bombers, and the SSBNs.

A. THE NATIONAL MILITARY COMMAND SYSTEM

{U) The heart of the myriad systems for strategle operations
was the Natlonal Military Command System, conslsting of the
facllities, equipment, doctrine, procedures, persomnel, and
communications supporting national authorities in the exercilse.
of their military operatlonal command function. It included
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comnitted CINCs and for briefing the HCA.

Attack Information: Information on the size, origin, and
targeting of an attack against United States or its allies.
The CINCNORAD command post is primary location where such
data are assembled, processed, and transmitted ta the SIOP-

5

NHCC and Alternates

NMCC ANMCC  NEACP

The President
or his
SUCCassors

PPPTLE LS

Special
Procedures

L1
nuw

andsyuawInsate 1]

CINCSAC and CINCLANT and CINCPAC and
Alternates Aternates Alternates
a ¢ & L ] L - L - L ] L ]

SLpMs  Carriers StBMs  Carriers

gombers  1CBMs

)

CINCEUR and
Alternates
- L ] -

SLBHS

Figure 1 LETT TRANSFER OF INFORMATION AND AUTHORITY FOR

EXECUTION OF US STRATEGIC FORCES (U)

SR 384

|

-




]

3 s
I

£

; £
.' i

+GRNESTRENCS s S

H 3
R A A

the National Military Command Center in the Pentagon, which
served as the primary center of command for the highest levels
of military command, including the President, the Secretary or
Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It also included the
fixed, underground Alternate National Military Command Center
at Fort Ritchie, & mobile National Emergency Command Post Afloat
on a naval vessel off Annapolis (until 1970), and a mobile
National Emergency Airborne Command Post in an airceraft based
-at Andrews AFB. At the beginning of this period, all were con-~
tinuously manned and ready for use by tﬁe NCA or thelir alter-
nates or successorg. All were supposed-to be linked to each
other and to the unified and specified commands by reliable,
secure, and survivable communications so as to provide for a
non-~interruptable (or at least rapidly recoverable) national

command c¢apabillty at all times.
Qf) Lﬁﬁfgipporting the NMCS were a series of systems designed

to control the factical forces or to provide warning through
ballistic missile tactical warning and attack assessment systems.
The command systems were designed to ensure that the orders of
the NCA and the unified commanders would reach SAC and naval
SI0P forces,. both the Polaris boats and the carriers. There
were also Alr Force and Navy LF-VLF communications systems
1linked to the NMCS. The Aly Force LF-VLF Special Purpose
Communications System and the Navy LP-VLF communlcations net

for the Polarls fleet were combilned, along with SAC's Emergency
Rocket Communications System (ERCS), into a Minimum Essential
Emergéhcy Communications Network (MEECN). Alsoc included was

the teletype net from the JCS to all unlfied and specliied
commanders called the Emergency Actions Teletype System (EMATS).
(9)(LG§’The need for such a minimum essential communications
‘backup to primary and alternate facllities supporting the com-
mand and control structure was first acknowledged in Febpuary
1963, when the Secretary of Defense directed a study on how %o
use the LF-VLF spectrum %o meet such a requirement. The pain-
fully slow process of planning for and developing the MEECN was
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typleal of much in the command and control area. It was not
until 1968 that a procedural plan was promulgated, and central-
1zed direction was established under the JCS only in May 1969,
The MEECN System Engineer was not designated until May 1970,
more than seven years after the Secretary's study reguest.!

B. CINC SYSTEMS: SAC

(U) The SAC command control structure was divided into pre-
attack and post-attack systems, At the beginning of this
period, the pre-attack system consisted of the primary alerting
system, the high frequency, single side band net, the telephone
and teletype nets, and the SAC Automated Command and Control
System (SACCS). These were all considered nonw§urviﬁable
systems primarily intended for day-to-day operation, but they )
would be costly for an enemy to attack because of the extensive-.
ness of the facilities involved. .

(U) The-SAC Automated Command and Conbrol System had attain-
ed & full operational capability by January 1968. It was de-
signed to furnish CINCSAC with the data necessary to assure
effective control of the SAC force. It provided automated
assistance in information submission, secure high-speed trans-
migsion, and automated routing, processing, and display of
information. By the time SACCS was completed, however, the
" computers (the 465L) were already obsolescent and a program
change for new ADP equipment was requested by the Air Force
immedliately after the system went into operation.

Q) ‘;87,Goncern over SACCS survivability and quick-regetion
capability led to the development of a separate Post Attack
Command and Control System (PACCS). This system included alir-
borne command post and commumications relay ailreraft, the Sur-
vivable Low-Frequency Communications System (SLFCS), the Alr-
.‘borne Launch Control System (ALCS), the Emergency Rocket Commun
lcations System, and the GREEN PINE UHF radio.
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(-jLeﬁ/Ehe baslc post-attack system was composed of 14 air-
borne command posts and 18 communications relay aircrafst. -
During peacetime, one SAC command post aircraft (LOOKING GLASS)
from Offutt AFB was continuously airborne. On board was an
alternate CINCSAC and a battle staff.. At each numbered air
force in SAC, 1 command post alrcraft was on 1l5-minute alert,
and 2 communications relay aireraft were on l5-minute alert at
Grissom AFB, Ind., Ellsworth AFB, S.D., and Minot AFB, N.D.
In periods of tenslon or In the event of attack, the alert air-
craft would be launched to provide a line-of-sight link with
the Natlonal Commaznd Authorities and from CINCSAC to the num-
bered alr forces, the SAC strike force, and Headguarters NORAD.
SAC could launch its Minuteman missiles by command fgom PACCS
alrcraft using the Ailrborne Launch Control System. Such a pro-
cedure was to be used In the event that misslles became isolated
from thelr parent launch controi centers thfough loss of com-
munications., All Minuteman statlons were to be equipped for
alrborne launch by 1970,
(}0 ;eT'The second SAC post-atback system was the?Survivable
Low Freguency Communications System, capable of transmitting
teletype messages, which would be used to transmit the "go code"
and other operatlional messages to walting alrceraft. Tests had
indicated that low freguencies could be used during and immedi-
ately following nuclear detonatlons with relatively 1little loss
of slgnal strength. During emergencies, the SAC network could
become part of the DoD Minimum Essential Emergency Communica-
tlions Nebtwork, which would permit preemptive use by the JCS.
Complete operational capabllity for the SLFCS was planned by
mid-1970.
(ﬁj {6y The Emergency Roocket Communications System (49LI) be-
came ocoperatlional in December 1967. Deslgned to disseminate
the "go code" to bombers subsequent to thelr launch, it con-
sisted. of communications-transmitting equipment substituted as
warheads on six Minuteman missiles. The ERCS recorders would .
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accept a 30 to 90 second voice message for broadcast over two
UHF transmitters, a message that would be repeated during the
ballistic trajectory of the mlssiles. The ERCS had been
developed to provide a reliable and survivable means of trans-
and postfattaok communication from CINCSAC to SAC forces. 'The
coverage inecluded SAC control elements; SAC aireraft launched
under positive control; SAC forces operating along airborne
alert routés in the Pacific, Atlantic, North Polar, and
Medlterranean areas; SAC ground command elements and alert
forces in Europe, the Pacific, and-North America; and SAC nis-
sile forces in the United States,

J/‘ng/The GREEN PINE system was a dedicated voice network
consisting of 14 UHF transceiver sites, 13 located along the
70th parallel from Alaska to Iceland and 1 in Sardinia. These
were connected to the SAC command post by diversely routed
leased landlines.- The primary use of the system would be to
relay the “go code" to SAC aircraft under positive control pro-
cedures, The GREEN PINE stations could receive the transmis-
sion of the 'ERCS and the SLFCSH.?

C. SACEUR~-CINCEUR STRATEGIC COMMAND AND CONTROL ARRANGEMENTS

(}0 }55/1n 1968, a special problem in command and control of
strategic forces existed In the delicate interface with NATO of
the US force of nine Polaris submarines that supported NATO,
The force represented a unique case in both strateglc command
organization and communication. Three of the Polaris boats
were assigned to SACEUR and six to CINCEUR. All other boats

in the Atlantic fell under the command of CINCLANT and oper-
ated under him normally, except when speclal arrangements were
made.

0) jzﬁfThe boats operated out of Rota, Spain, or Holy Loch,
Scotland, and normally patrolled the Medliterranean, The SACEUR-
.Essigned boats actually did half of their patrol in the Atlan-
tic, while en route from Holy Loch to the Medlterranean, ané
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went on alert from the time they left Scotland. The boats were
controlled by CINCLANT for adminlistrative, safety, and naviga~'
tional purposes while passing through Atlantic waters, but this
arrangement did not change theilr release procedures,

Lg) ,(({f The SACEUR boats operated day-to-day under US national
command, specifically under the US submarine force in EUCOM
(CTF 64), which was under USNAVEUR and thus under CINCEUR.

’ The CTF 614 also commanded the six CINCEUR-assigned boats while
on patrol. It should be noted that the command arrangements
described above for both the SACEUR- and CINCEUR-assigned boats
pertained only to actual patrols. While the boats were in
Holy Loch or Rota for refitting, they were under the command
of CINCLANT,

(V) (87 SACEUR had targeting and alerting responsibility for
his three boats, and even though normally under national com-
mand, the SACEUR boats were at all times officially under
SACEUR's release-message control. OSACEUR could declare a
higher state of readiness for his boats at his own discretilon,
but any release message stlll reguired a US authentlcator.

(W (&7 4t the declaration of Reinforced Alert, SACHUR's three

boatis came under NATO operational control, but in adtual faet
the change was more apparent than real. With Relnforced Alert

.and the general swibch of EUCOM to NATO command, CTF 64 would
become a NATO command, designated CIF 442, under the Commander
Strike Force South {(Commander Sixth Fleet). In effect, the
command structure would remain the same, except for a change
of hats.

V) @ mne six boats assigned to CINCEUR were also earmavked
for NATO. When directed specifically at Relnforced Alert (this
dual requirement removed any automatlicity of action) by the US
command, the boats were swltched to NATO operational control
and came under CTF 442, There was a degree of filction in this
command relationship because the CINCEUR boats were targeted in
accordance with SIOP, and, even though swltched to NATO conbrol,
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they remaingd targeted for US-designated tarpgets and under US
release authority. ,
(})) ) The specific weapons release pfocedureg called for :
the release message to go to the CINCEUR boats via SAGEUR.
However, the concept of SACEUR release had meaning only 1f the
SACEUR scenarlo of a general nuclear war in Europe without a
US-Soviet strateglc exchange were to come to pass. Otherwise,

the boats would fire on US orders at SIOP targets and by the

Time the message went through SACEUR the misslles would have
been lgunched, "

Y, ) In sum, a command and control arrangement had been
evised for the CINCEUR and SACEUR submarines that recognized

the boats as "belonging to SACEUR," but at the same time 1t
was difficult to concelve that operation of the boats would
actually follow the specified procedures when war came. There
were clearly unresolved command and- control problems in the
operation of the NATO boats, but the question inévitably arosé,
although not formally admitted, as to how much effort should
be expended in an attempt to solve these problems when it was.
generally recognlzed that the arrangements were essentially

ominal.
(i%yfpsf'a change in system was being discussed in 1971 whereby
the asslgnment of specific boats to NATO would be ended and
replaced with assigned missiles instead. These asslgned
missiles could be on any number of boats, instead of Jﬁst
three, and all the missiles could be constantly on alert,
since there would not be the loss of alert status as under the
exlstling system when a specified boat was being refitted.?

D. CINCPAC STRATEGIC COMMAND AND CONTROL ARRANGEMENTS

(“U) @@gb As one of the SIOP-committed unifiled commanders,
.PINCPAC controlled strategic forces that included at this time
‘seven fleet ballistic missile submerines with 112 mlissiles plu
nuclear—-capable, general-purpose forces (carriers and Army

surface-to~surface misslles).
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(Jl)L65’CINCPAC had an airborne command post (EC-135) manned
and equipped to perform essential SIOP-related command and con-
trol functions. The command post had been maintained on ajr-
borne alert status through the 1960s, but 1t was reduced to
ground alert at the end of 1969 for budgetary reasons. The
CINCPAC TACAMO alreraft, designed to function as a continuously
airborne VLF communlcations relay to the PACOM fleet ballistic
missile submarines, constituted a highly survivable link for
transﬁitting SIOP execublon messages, but it was not Intended

. to be & true alternate command center. Tenerally, PACOM pro-

visions for alternate emergency command arrangements and facili-
ties for continuity of command under general war conditions
were considered to be inadequate.® :

E. COORDINATION OF NUCLEAR OPERATIONS

(g)jﬁﬁ/&he earlier problem of coordination of nuelear opera-
tions, which had once posed such difficulties, was well in hand
by 1968. Under the Dol Reorganization Act of 1958, the USAF
had been relieved of managerial responsibility for the Joint
Coordination Centers (JGCS), but SAC had conftinued to operate
them for the JCS through field representatlves (FRE for Europe
and FRFE, for the Far East).

kéQZLS§¢§y 1969, the JCCs, which hagd become redundant with the
ereation of the Joint Strateglc Target Planning Staff in 1961,
had been under review for some time. The Far East JCC had
moved from Tokyo to Kunia, Oahu, in 1957, and Headquarters SAC
was proposing that the JCC Europe be moved from England to the
United States. -It was decided to consolidate the two JCOs In-
to one coordination center and to relocate both at Fort Ritehie

“and in April 1971 Fort Ritchie assumed responsiblility for both.
Henceforth it was to be "the"™ JCCG and the supporting Coordina-

tion of Atomic Operations Communications Network (CAOCOMNET)
was realigned accordingly.®
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F. REORGANIZATION OF THE WORLD-WIDE MILITARY COMMAND AND
CONTROL SYSTEM
(U) The procedures and systems for the command of strategic
nuclear forces were tied into the World-wide Military Command
and Control System (WWMCCS). The WWMCCS mission was to provide
the National Command Authorities with the infor-
mation on world situations needed for accurate
and timely decisions, to include the communica-
tions required For reliable transmission of those
decisions with a minimum of delay under all con-
ditions of peace and war for the national divec-
tion of the US milltary forces.®
(U) The WWMCCS supported the requirements of the chain of
command from the NCA down to and including the component com-
manders of the unified and speclfled commands and sueh contin-
gency commands as exlsted or might be established. The WWMCCS
consisted of communications equipment, facilities, personnel,
and procedures that provided: (1) the operational and techni-
cal support required to control US forces; (2) the means by
which the President, Secretary of Defense, and the Joint Chlefs
could receive information, selected responses, and apply mili-

tary resources; and (3) the means for the NCA to direct the

unified and specified commands.
(U) The WWMCCS--and many of its basic problems--were the
result of the 1958 Amendments to the National Security Act.
Those amendments retained the existing concept of a decentral-
ized military structure. Operatlional command of the forces
was gilven to the unified and specified commands, whille the
services retained their role in the development, generation,
and support of the military forces., Both groups remained sub-
jeet to the direetion, authority, and control of the Secretary
of Defense, who later delegated to the JCS the dutiles of serv-
ing as his advisers and as his military staff in the chain of
command.

-

P
L
3 392
. :
A I
we




e ——

UNCLASSIFIED

(U) The command and control systems that were developed to
support the unified and speciflied commands were formally ilncor-
porated in the 1962 WWMCCS directive. This step was intended
to glve the commands a greater volce in developing and imple-
menting a command and control system in fthe interest of making
the systém more responslive to the needs of the NCA. Basically,
standardization and cooperation of service-aimed-and-oriented
command and control systems were to be enforced through controls
over the operational specifications of the systems, but the
specifics of requirements and management_were left open for
later resolution} _

(U) Many of the major problems and deficlencies of the WWMCCS
wera clearly the result of 1ts structure and management. The
WWMCCS in 1968 still consisted of a number of independent sub-
systems comprising 37 actilvities. It was not a totally inte-
grated system by any definition. 1t constituted a network of
primary and alternative command facllitlies and interconnecting
communications that served the various commanders ard head-
guarters comprising the system (see PFigure 2)}. In general, the
structure accommodated the chailn of command from the JCS (who
were then integral to the NCA) through the unified and speci-
fied commands to thelr service component commanders. At the
same time, it rebognized and interfaced with the separate
service chains of command. While the compeslite reflected the
functioning of command relationships established by the National
Securlty Act and subsequent amendments, it dld not appear to
lend itgelf to the trend toward centrallzation of command of
the forces, which had characterized the crises and operations
of the previous decade.

(U) The WWMCCS was six years old in 1968 and by that time
had accumulated a large number of resources. The Washington
herve center alone was supported by two major fixed command
senters, fthree EC-135 alrborne command posts, and two major
naval vessels. CINCSAC maintained one of five EC-135 command .

393 | !

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

HUMCCS

-r

e Other
Natjonal Military |__\__|
Command_System Go;ggﬂggggal

Unified and service Defense
Specified H Agenci
Commands o i

Service Component Commands
]

4
i
]
|

Tactical Forces

Figure 2 (U). COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEH RELATIONSHIPS,
wuMees (u)

394

UNCLASSIFIED




AT o L A s,

e

posts continuously airborne and had an elaborate underground
(but unhardened; command post. CINCONAD had a much more elab-
orate command center at Cheyenne Mountain, Colo. Other commands
had made similayp investments in command centers, and communi-
eations apd tactical warning systems circled the globe. Auto-
matic data processing was becoming more important and more
evident in many command and eontrol funetions.

(U) The problems of the WWMCCS were made evident by three
contingency episodes in 1967-69~~the USS IZiberty, the USS Puebio,
and the reconnaissance EC-121 ineidents. In all three inci-
dents, there were serlous failures in command and
control. While not 1lnvolving the strategic forces and their
command systems, the episcdes carried great impact because of
thelr implications. These concerned not only national.prestige
and the capacity To act In such minor contingencies, but alsc
the vastly more seriocus mabtter of strategle nuclear operations,
The eplsodes ralsed questlons concerning the enormous amounts
of mohey expended on command and conbrol in view of fhe in-
efficlency demonstrated, and no doubt made the lines between
tactlcal and strateglc command and control seem less sharp in
the view of those in authority. However, response to thess
eplsodes in terms of steps to improve the WWMCCS in a major way
were very slow. .

(U) One major source of weakness in the WWMCCS concept was
the lack of single—agént responsibllity for the WWMCCS in the
period from 1962 to 1970. This was Intentional and the result
of the clash of iInterests between the services and OSD.
Qﬂ)ozgsfkﬁovement boward a systemabic effort to improve the
WWMCCS was glven impetus when the JUS received the WSEG/IDA
Staff Study 153, which suggested an overall study plan for com-
mand and confrol problems.’ Then in July 1970 came the Blue
Ribbon Defenge Panel Report' (see Chapter XXXII) whiech criticized
the loose decentralized management of the WWMCCS. The report
provided some gdditlional impetus to change the WWMCCS, although
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it does not cause any specific major change by itself. Then,
in February 1971; WSEG/IDA Report 159 was submitted, and in the °
words of an OJCS historian, "it caused consternation in the
0JCS because of the bleak but largely accurate picture it
painted of the WWMCCS."®

(U) A really major influence was the interest developed in
command and control by Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard
while he was g member of the Washington Special Actions Group.
As a result of their‘mutual interest, Packard and the Chalirman
of the JCS, Admiral Moorer, worked together in the fall of 1971
to rewrite the WWMCCS directive. The Deputy Secretary sought
to stress the primacy of the needs of the National Command
Authoritles as expressed through the NMCS, and he wanted the
Chairman, JCS, to be responsible for running the NMCS. He
specifically stated that instead of unified commanders having
as their first priority the design of a command system to meet
the requirements of their mission, they were instead to deéign
-a gystem that met flrst the requirements of the NMCS andg,
secondly, those of thelr own misslon.

(U) The new directive, lssued in December 1971, differed
from the 1962 version in three principal respects.’® First,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was glven overall
responsibility for the system under the direetion of the Sec-
retary of Defense., He was directed tc operate the NMCS, definel
its scope and components, develop and validate 1ts requirements;
maintain coghlizance of all WWMCCS programs and capabillties, f
and make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense to insure '
the responslvenegs, functional infercperablillity, and standardi-
zatlon of WWMCCS, :

(U) Second, the directive provided for an Assistant to the
Secretary of Defense for Telecommunications, a step that re-
flected the widespread concern in the defense community and theé
Lovernment at large about strateglc communications and the
problems involved in thelr centralization and coordination.
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Third, a WWMCCS Councll, made up of the Deputy Secretary of
pefense, the Chalrman, JCS, and the Assistant Secretaries of
Defense for Intelligence and Telecommunications, was establisﬂed
to provide policy guldance for the development and operation of
the WWMOCS and to evaluate its overall performance.?®

(S) {87 A1though Deputy Secretary Packard and Chairman Moorer
seemed to have worked out a mutually sabisfactory understanding
on the new WWMCCS directive, there was dlsagreement among the
military on four major aspects of the document.!! The first
had to do with the redefinition of the National Command Author-
ities to exclude the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who had been in-
eluded under the previous directive., The declslon reportedly
was based on an 08D legal office opinlon that the National
Security Act of 1947 implied that only the President and the
Secretary of Defense could control US military forces, an
affirmation of civilian primacy and the subordinate role of the
military.t?

(?)#Lsﬁ’ﬂnother major issue considered concerned the redefini-
tionn of the WWMCCS insofar as it affected resource management
responsibilities of the military departments. The third issue
was the apparent exclusion of the chlefs of the services from
the chain of command by making the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
an independent agent for the implementation of the orders of
the National Command Authorities for SIOP execublon. The serv-
ice chiefs through the CJCS should have been deslgnated the
executive apgent of the Joint Chlefs. The final issue was that
of responsibllity for WWMCCS development, The new directive
aselgned this responsibllity to the Chairman, so the issue
again was that of the services against the Chalrman. How
serious these ilssues were at the time is difficult to deter-
mine. It wonld appear that such problems as might have existed
had been taken care of by mutual agreement between the Chalr-
men and the service chiefs. Nevertheless, the combined support
for the directlve by the Deputy Secretary and the Chalrman of -

397

4 :.5-{-,.:-;.'.;.' -
 SECHN o




-
- Gl T

PRSIy
« -

LY
@ oae Tt

the Joint Chiefs assured the promulgation of the document in
the form in which they had concelved ift.
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XXXII
CONTINUING PROBLEMS IN THE COMMAND AND CONTROL STRUCTURE

A. THE BLUE RIBBON DEFENSE PANEL REPORT

(U) A major study of overall defense matters in this
period was the July 1970 Report to the President and the Sec-
retary of Defense by thp Biue Ribbon Defense Panel. The Panel,
formed by the Nixon administration in the summer of 1969, was
made up of a group of distinguished citizens who were charged
with reviewing the organization of the Department of Defense
in all its ramllicatlons, )

(U) The Panel's report, whlch recelved considerable offi
cial and public attention, Ineluded a top secret sectlion on
"National Command and Control Capabillitles and Defense Intel- ,
ligence, " which began by stating, in effect, that US policy
and doetrine complicate the matter of command and control:

It iz sbated U.S. policy to retaliate only in

the event of ummlstakable atiack, only by de-
e¢lsion of the Presgident or hls constitubtlonal
suceessor, and with discrimination according to
‘the source, magnitude and type of attack....
[But] in evaluating the capability of the NMCS

to perform sz desired, it is well to emphasize
that its continued functioning In the uncertain
.«¢ environment of nuclear war would be exXiremely ‘
difficult at best. <Yet, the possibllity of a i
disruption of command which would elther immo- ’
bilize retaliatory forces, subject them.to

pilecemeal destruction, or bring about a weak or

uncoordinated response which an enemy might feel

he could cope with, might offer an aggreassor

: too tempiing an obqeetive and thereby dangerously

weaken deterrence,
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(jﬁ) Gﬁg; In essence, the Panel had this to say about particu-
lar aspects of the command and contrel system: '

On the dimportance of warning and the difficulty of
providing it: Short of confirmation of nuclear
detonatlions, "it is possible that no President could
be sure, with the present warning system configura.
tion, that an attack was in progress or that retali-
atlion was Justified,..."

on survival of presidential guthority: One of the
most uncertain conditions, if not the most uncertaln.,®

; On command centers: The NMCC &nd its alternates are
vulnerable to attack. The NEACP would be survivable
if airborne, but the size of the existing NEACP limits
its usefulness,

On communications; “All media are vulnerable to
electromagnetic pulse (EMP) and transient radiation
effects on electronics systems (TREES)...."?

On the subject of communications, the report went on to say
that after an attack had begun there would be little 1If any
_ capability to provide information In time for a rapld decisidn.

Hence, "the feasibility of ... [present] plans and preparation%
is gquestionable, certalnly for attacks lIn which command and
communications facilitles are targeted."?

(U) Perhaps the most interesting thing about the Blue
Ribbon Panel report was that it did not go on from the point
just noted to the proposition that in a limited strateglc con
£flict command and communications faclilitles might not be tar~
geted, possibllifties that were being examined in the ongoing
discussions of the concepts of a limited strategic option and
a flexible response. Nor dild the Panel mentlion the growing
argunents in the defense community to the effect that command
posts and communicablons probably could not be sufficlently
hardened to provide effective protectlon against nuclear weap
ons, eyen if 1t were declded that that was the best course.

:(v) (3 The recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Panel’ were
that the Secretary of Defense "should direct, as a matter of
urgency, a comprehensive and objectlive analysis of the

4o




requirements for the National Military Command System in the
next decade," and that the analysis should address the "eon-
tinuity of politlical authority, as well as the facilities,
equipment and concept of operations needed to provide maximum
support to the Natlonal Command Authorities...." It also
recommended that a Strategic Command be created, jolning the
exlsting - Strategle Alr Command, the Joint Strategic Target
Planning Staff, the Contlnental Alr Defense Command, and the
fleet ballistic missile submarines,

(W) Cé%? The first of these recommendations went right to the
heart of a problem that remained moot throughout the period -
under investigation, a matter that seemed to be discussed less
often than its Importance warranted, that often indeed seemed
to be put aslde on the unspoken assumption that the highest
authorities did not want to make a public decision bedéuse of
the political and practical problems that any delegation of
authority might ralse, The second recommendation, for a single
strategic command, was similariy ignore&; While on the whole,
a surprlsing number of 1ts recommendatlions were ultimately
implemented, the Panel's influence on major issnes of command
and control was probably not great.

B. COST AND PERFORMANCE PROBLEMS

{U) If the development of doctrine with respect to command
and control was a difficult and perplexing problem for those
involved, maintenance of the actual operating command and con-
trol system seemed at least as difficult, as full of dis-
appointments, and as seldom marked by breakthroughs. The
defense gommunity and the government as a whole were aware of
the importance of speed and efficlency in command, control,

‘and communicatlons, President Nixon, for example, was quoted

by a Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee as
saylrig "when a war can be declded in twenty minubes, the
nation that is behind will not have time to catch up.""
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(U) In its rveport, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel noted the
difficulty.and cogts of meintailning command and control systems’;

1

Command, Control and Telecommunications tech-~
nology is changing more rapldly than almost any
other disclpline and there is no indication
that the rate of change will slow in the fore-
seeable Tuture.... Current anmmual expendituyes
»++ 8re in the two to four billion dollar range.
More than 1,000 people on DoD pdyrolls spend full
time in Command, Control and Telecommunications
activlties in locations around the world,
The Panel then made recommendations aimed at increased economy,
concluding that Yeven if only ten percent lmprovement flows
from the lmplementation of these recommendations, that equates
to $200,000,000 to $400,000,000 savings annually based on
current levels of aetivity, "’ .
(U) It is probably impossible to more than estimate the
-amount of resources invested in command and control systems.
A JC8 study of the WWMCCS made the Judgment that by 1974 the
WWMCOS was consuming between 2 and 10 percent of the total !
defense budget, depending on how one charged costs., It should’
be noted that these estimates vrefer o the entire WWMCCS, not
to the strategic operational elements alone, It was difficult,
1f not impesslble, to isolate the nuclear and nonnuclear ele-
ments since many elements, especlally communicatlons, were
deglignedly durl purpose.
(legsj'Economies were certainly possible, but the problem was
not that easily resolved., As the Secretary of the Air Force
observed in a memo to the Secretary of Defense, "as iz commonly|
¥nown, Command and Control does not readily lend itself to
quantifiable cost-effectiveness analyslis. You will note that
our approach ... is primarily a qualitative comparison.®®
(U} As noted earlier, three major communications faillures
~during contingencies between 1967 and 1969 arcused the Congress

and the public and ralsed guestions about the entire worldwlde
[rrre milltary communications aystem. The USS Liberty, an
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intelligence collection ship, was caught in the cross fire of
the 1967 Arab-Israell war and brought under heavy attack by
Israell forces. The intention had been to get the ship out of
the war zone, but orders to leave the area had been delayed

in transmission, sent the wrong way round the world, deléyed
again, and then sent to the wrong addressees. In January 1968,
another communlcations intelligence ship, the USS Pueblo, was
captured by the North Korean forces. The confusion in US
military communications that attended this incldent was still
being investigated when an electronic intelligence aireraft,

a Navy EC-121, was shot down by the North Koreans in April
1969, Communlcations--hardware, précedures, and personnel--
again seemed to have failed badly.

(U) The systems involved in these three incidents were, of
course, not those involved in strategic command and control,
but the widespread concern, the congressional investigations,
and the diffleculty of explaining the complex WWMCCS system
made‘it hard to provide reassurance about the rellabllity of
US command and control. The importance of these lncidents for
command and control was the resultant focus of abtention on
all communications systems and the complete review that it
broughtf: about.

(¥) Other and more practical, though still highly complex,
problems persisted through the period in questlon. There had
always been concern about the functioning of electronic sys-—
tems in a nuclear environment, dbut in the 1968-72 period in-
creased attention was turned to the question of Elecgtro-
Magnetic Pulse. (EMP) and Transient Radiation Hffects on Elec-
tronic Systems (TREES), both the conseguence of nuclear explo-
sions. Most of the exploration of these effects, of course,
.had o he theoretical, but the best informed students of these
phenomena were convinced that there was something there to
WOrry'about. Some felt that a few well-timed nuclear bursts
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could be used to pin down launch vehicles. The problem was a
persistent one, and no solution appeared or seemed 1likely to
appear,

0) (#7 4111 another problem was that of communications with
strategic misslle~carrying submarinea. Complicated systems
involving low frequenciles, the use of speclal aircraft that
relayed communications to the boats (TACAMO), and the use by '
the boats of long, tralling wire antennas produced an end
result that was not entirely satisfactory. The Sanguine
anternna system was one recommended improvenent, but problems
of cost and public opposition delayed implementation, A con-
tinuing difficulty, too, lay in the lack of interoperabllity
among the various communications systems.

(y) (f5) Throughout the period, reports on the shortcomings of
the strategle command, control, and communications system were
continuous. Typical was the memorandum written for Secretary'

_ McNamara on the weaknesses of the system as indicated in WSEG
Report 123 on HIGH HEELS 67, the worldwide exercise carrled
out in & simulated strateglc crisis. The report made the
following cbservations concerning the mechanles of strategic
operations: '

(1) Low precedence traffic was generally conbtrolled :
(during the course of the exerclse), bubt procedures
did not seem adequate to control the lnereased volume
of high precedence operational traffic.

(2) Alerting procedures for changes In Defcons were
rapid, but the implementatlion process by CINCs does
not insure that the objectives of the uniform readi-
ness conditions can be met,

(3) Major delays occurred in staffing selectlve re~
lease requests for nuclear weapons.

(1) CINCs took consilderable time to reformat and re-
transmit deeisions to forces once a decision at the
national level was made,’
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@J) i%%% National Security Study Memorandum (NSSM) 64 (see
discussion in Chapter XXXIV) also produced numerous gloomy
comments on the state of the command and control system, The
following extracts were typical:

(1) HIGH HEELS repeatedly demonstrated that
the masses of communications and reports, which
are designed for crisis management or for idew
alized operating conditions, will gquilekly over-
whelm the actual Command and Control structure.

; (2) The National Command Authorities today

| have a limited capability for ascertalning the

i type of attack which the U.S, 1S experiencing
.and therefore, probably would have insufficient
1nformation to determine with confidence the
proper type of response,

(3) Capabilities did not exist to obtain
accurate reconnaissance of targets struck by
U.S. strategic weapons within any reasonable
and useful time span (i.e., within a week at °
the most),

(4) The current capability, for ad hoe
planning and for retargeting of strategle
weapons 1s limited and time consuming. Capa-
bllities are greater where strikes are small
and retargeting is not required.

(5) The programmed U.S., command and control
structure will degrade signifilcantly following
any heavy nuclear attack, even I1f command and
control 1tself is not targeted.

(6) Replanning capabllity will be reduced
significantly even if command and control is
not attacked.

{7) Followlng a heavy nuclear exchange,
effectlve war termination capabilities are
marginal, ®

(}2) é§?? The same message wag contalned in a memorandum for
the Deputy Secretary of Defense from DDRE&E entitled "Improve-
ment of {3 for Strateglc Forces.® The current system is crit-
lecally deficlent, the memorandum said, in these respects:

(1) The growing Soviet SLBM threat could catch many of

our bombers on the ground. Improvements in tactlcal

! warning have not kept pace because of the division of
. Tresponsibillty.

413




§ e e

FIDRTIRE SRR 41y
.

N (Tt . SRR
H .:“ It . ?‘; 3° ,f,‘ i

1
? ¥
e i E LS ¥ ‘
S S T
: b
LR, s '

(2) We are deficient in our ability to assess the
nature of a nuclear attack on the United States. “Wur
entire system for collecting and assessing attack data
1a fragmented and under-~exercised.V

3) Communicatfions to submarines and bombers are
fragile and vulnerable.

(%) our ability to plan limlted strategic strikes is
cumbersome.

v (5) Realistic plans have not been developed for
© deliberate devolution of presidential authority.?

(U) Lsffln early 1972, the ASD (Telecommunications) reported
to the Secretary of Defense on a study of the "Wulnerability
of Btrategle Command and Control Communications (Minimum
Egsential Emergency Communications Network--MEECN)':

The results are extremely disquieting. With
less than one percent of the Soviet Strategic
Forces, the USSR can take out Command and Con-
trol to elghty percent of our strateglc forces.
By "take out" is meant forces never get the Go
word. By spending about $4 billion over about
5-10 years, these figures could be 10% fo 50%
respectively~~better, but hardly comforting....
The results, understandably, are producing
shocks throughout the WWMCCS Council, JC3,
Systems Analysis, ete. Counterreactlon will
result in re-study and checking but the results
are most unlikely to change from bad to good,!?

At the bottom of the page is a note written by Secretary Laird:
'T want to talk to Eb [Eberhardt Rechtin--ASD(T)}] about this—-
I don't think Joint Chiefs are as aware as should be of this

problem--We must convinee them and SAC and then the Congress,"}

Laird's comment, after three years as Secretary of Defense,

seems to reflect the frustration of those who were working to
improve strategic command and control. After all their efforts
the same problems remained,

L. TIMPROVING THE SYSTEM

' @) (% The "Response to NSSM 64," the Blue Ribbon Panel:rve- _
port, and other developments in 1970 stimulated the interest
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of Deputy Secretary"o? Defense Packard in command and control,
They weyxe also having their influence on the military. The
Director of the Joint Staff, Lt, Gen. John Vogt, and the
Chajirman of the Joint Chiefs, Admiral Moorer, became more and
more aware of the importance and timeliness of the subject and
of the interest of the Deputy Secretary of Defense.’? And so
a subJect that had recelved major attention in the early 1960s
and then had been pushed into the background by the war in
Southeast Asia agaln became the preoccupation of key figures
in Washington. As noted earlier, Mr. Packard and Admiral
Moorer became deeply involved in the development of new poli-
cles and new procedures in command and control and rewrote the
Department of Defense directive on WWMCCS, the fundamental US
governgent document on the subject, :
w) g,% The Deputy Secretary accepted speclal responsibility
for the matter of command and control in the Defense Department.
He became the most frequent recipient of memorandums and spe-
clal studlies on the subject, and his own memorandums and cor-
respondence show his iInterest and-concern. It wvas, however,
not an easy subject to grasp or to do anything about. In a ,
July 1969 memorandum on the "Draft, For Comment" of the Draft
Presidential Memorandum, Packard outlined possible command and
control improvements that were belng evaluated:
i (1) Providing pre-planned options for the
NCA for addltlonal selective responses agalnst
military and ilndustrlal targets.
(2) Providing the procedures, data proces-
sing equipment, and computer programs for plan-—
ning new, selective responses on a timely basis
during a crisis.
oy (3) Instaliing higher power transmitters in
TACAMO aircraft.
(4) Maintaining an option. to defend Washing~
ton, D.C., with the Safeguard ABM system.
(5) Improving the sensltivity and surviva-
. . bllity of our Satellite Early Warning System
‘- (Program 647).

(6) Providing a survivable satellite commu-
nications system to replace our more vulnerable
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ground transmitters and provide a more versa-
tile means of communlcafiing with our strategile

forces.!?
(?)Qé%Q In April 1971, the Chairman of the Joint Chilefs sent
the Deputy Secretary of Defense a memorandum entitled "Nationa:
Strategie Targeting and Attack Policy and Command and Gontrol
Survivability," which summarized the results of a Joint Staff
study that had reviewed the wvulnerability of US command and
_conbrol systems and investigated ways to guarantee delivery
of retaliztory weapons. Bequireméhts for the latter were:

(1) Survivability and availability of presidential
authority,

{2} Availability of adeguate survivable command cen-
ters for the NCA and SI0P-~commltted CINCs.

(3) Availability of reliable communlcations-from the

NCA to the commands.

(4) Communications to fleet ballistic missile sub-

marines for 3IQP executlon,
The memo reported that "the study effort revealed that a full;
survivable, perfect Command and Control system is not attain-
able.” It then went on o llst some actlons that would help

to overcome the most severe limita%ions:

VI

(1) Establishing a dedicated, survivable SIOP com-
munlcations satellilte systen.

(2) Acquisition of an advanced airborne command post
(AABNCP) and improvements tc the KBC-135 ABNCPs of
CINCEUR and CINCPAC,

(3} Improved LPF-VL¥ systems on TACAMO and ABNCP
agiveraft.

In additlon, the Chairman reported that he bhad:

(1) Reguested the Chief of Staff of the Air Force to
determine the feasibility of (a) providing the
WWABNCP 'systen with additional ground enfry points
into the AUTOVON Polygrid Network and selected FAA
ground-air communications facilitles and (b) using
drones for relay of messages to Minuteman launch

control centers.
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(2) Requested the CNO to determine the feasibility of
nuclear submarines as command centers.

(3) Reevaluated HF propagation in a nuclear
environment.

(4) Forwarded a memo requesting release of avallable
information on the procedural interface bebtween
civilian and military authoritdes during nuclear
attack
(Eé% Another development of importance that resulted from
Packard's and Moorer's Interest 1n command and control was the
dissolution of the Joint Command and Control Requirements
Group (JCCRG) and the assignment of the WWMCCS Plans and Re-
quirements functions to the Director for Operations, J-3.
There had been a division wlthin the JC5 over WWMCCS and NMCS
functions., Now both WWMCOCS and NMCS requilrements were the
responsibility of the Deputy Director for Operations (Command
and Control}.'S$
(U) Deputy Secretary Packard played the leading role in
the Defense Department's attempt to reorganize command and
control in the years from 1969 to 1972. When he left the
Department early in 1972, he did so with a keen awareness of
the problems that remained in the command and conbtrol fileld.
He made this point in an interview published in the Washington
Star on 20 March 1972. The artlcle 1n the Ster sald:
The U.3. might not he able to respond at all to
a surprise attack from the Soviet Union because
of weaknesses in control over the natlion's
strategic nuclear forces, according to former
Deputy Defense Secretary David Packard. Pack-
ard ... sald in an interview here that he had
concluded the weakest 1link in the nation's
strategic force was in Command and Control.
Shortly before leaving the Pentagon, Packard .had signed the
order making the Chairman of the JCS the 1link hetween the NCA
and the strategic forces for strategle operations. The change
had been brought about at Packard!s initiative, impressed as
he was wlth the lnstlitutional barriers to JCS decisionmaking.
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He wanted an individual responsibility and in thils the €JCS
supported him. Curiocusly, resistance to the step from the
Joint Chiefs themselves was not as strong as had been expected.
"Interservice rivalry," he said, "1ls one reason some times

the Joint Chlefs have difficulty in making a good decilsion.

If one of the Chiefs feels very strongly about an issue,
theret's no mechanism to override it or the other Chiefs simply
won't override it "'S
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