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HATO STRATEGY AND NUCLEAR WEAPOHS

DRART KEMORANDUM BY
THE UNITED KINGDOM MINISTER OF DEFENCE

PART I

NATO STRATEGY
i, At the Ministerial Session of the North Atlantic Council
on 16th December, 1960, the United Wingdem Forelgn Seeretary
said ¥...,, the time has come when there should be a comprehensive
study of the purposes, cbntrol and deployment of the nuclear armoury
in supﬁort of NATO with the object of making the deterrent as
effective as possible without waste of rescurces,” Thia paper sets
Qut the vieya of the United Kingdom on whet are the qQuestiona thaet
should be examined. ,
Present NATO Stratemy

2. The present strategiu concept of the probable nature cof &

war involving NATO, set out in MC,ll/2, {s elther:-

(a) general war, involving the_im@c¢inte use of the

West's sirategic nuclear ferces and of tmctioal

nyclear weapons by NATO; or

fi ' {b) local hostile actions, without necessarily

having recourse to nuclear weapons.

This concept ruquires the shield forces to be able to wage wer on land,
sesa.and aié, in order to delfend the NATO area until the enemy's ablliity
and will to continye the war have been desiroyed., There is no "HATO

Lol concept of limited war with the Soviets*, : 3

3 - The‘uilitary Committee's paper NO.48/2 sets out the messures
needed to carry out the strategic concept outlined in MC.14/2., Thesse
measureﬁ include the integration of nuclear woespons into NATO shield
f'orces;

instent readiness to use nuclear weapons; nnd the ability to

sustain operations until the strategic counter offensive has uchieved

1ts ohjective.
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In the vicw of the United Kinpdom Governmgnt, it is f¢p
”=eonaideration whether the existing NATO strategy ia in ail
respecta the best stratcgy fopr the approaching period of
"nuéléar equipolse®, wﬁep each sido will have the abllity to
destro&'the other, Two questlcns in particular regqulre
re-examination ageinst the new backigreund;-
(a) 1a the exiating conacpt of the deterrent
8till credible in circumstances of 4

nuclear equlpoiae?

(v} nov Lz the dxtent of the necd to fuke apeclal
provision for the shieid Lorecas to continue to

Woge ver sfter the main nuclesr oxchange?

5! Mo}eaver, the introducvion of nucleoh veapona of v
typen into she .70 errioury is nov undcr con:ziderstion. The
Uéit:d 8tates Goveramend very reecntly put foruerd tne coneept
of . ﬁuiti-noiion;l “WRVBILL fure. Top .. 1.0, Thig pro=-

pectl would have i.r-r.oching implicuticns.IDr aaedh 0,
afratesy end th: Unitcd Kingdenm Government consider thoi the

oxuiipotion or 1t should forn wport ol the comprihenoive review

. of Heiusi,0. atrotegy.

The Oredlbiiity of the Deterrent
6'

Ppresent NATC planning is designed for genernl war or forp
local hostile actions:

there 1ls no concept of limited wor i

AT in Eurepe, However, in a condition of nuclear equipolse,

the Soviet Gavernment may believe that NaTO, reeliming
that 16 coyld never counter by purcly conventional forces
a determined Soviet aftack, and thinking that any use of
nﬁclear weépona would probably mcan sulcide, would flinch
from opposing any detornined attempt to gain a limited aim
backed by the uae of force or even the threat of force.
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5‘;if'the Sovict GQVcrannt ‘ac

-z

med sucecasfully on this bﬁlief,
such a success might well lead to others ana the West could
be.raced with the cholees between the collapse of 1lts whole
poaition and all-cut puclear war,

T Suggeations have recently becn made by high military
authorities for developing the idea of imposing a "pause" on
Soviet aggreasion in the hope that the Sovicet lesdecrs, rcalising
that they had miscalculated NATO's determination to resist,
would withdraw before hositilities devcloped into nil-out war,
8, For the reascnsa mentioned in pesragraph 6, NATO might
find itself, upder present strategy, cenfronted at a given
moment with the choiee betwuen defeat by n conventlional attack
and all-out nuclear war, In ordcer to maintaln the credibility
of. the deterrent, it therefors svcms desirable ta oxamipe
whether the stratcegy cen be adapted so as to provide for
whatevepr degrec of Toree, not excluding nuclear weapons,

might be required tc induce an ogpressor to wbanden his

agaression,whilo, &t the same time, minimlalny the risk of
precipiteting sll-out nucleoer var, Yone of the problema arising

in such on exeminetion gre act out in Port II of this pspor.

The Rols of NATQ Shiecld Forecos

9, Under present stratecy, the shicld forecs are regulired

to be able to wage general woar by land, seo and alr, and to
‘deal with local hostile attocks, 4Aa a result of thu
examinatlion mentioned in peragraph 8 sbove, they mipht be
reguired also to be manifestly able to counter by the
diecriminate uvse of tactlicel nucleur wcapons Sovict aggresslon
et levels betweuen local hostile actions and all-out nueleap
war,

10, Because¢ w¢ are appreaching the time when cuch aside cun
deatroy the othcr, whep even greater craphasls muat bo

placed r~n the ovuer-riding aim eof preventing war, snd bacause
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NATO'atrategj already rccopniscs that 1t is the stratcpie
counter offensive which would detennine the outcome of deneral
war, the review of NATO strategy should include the quustinn
of the extent to which NHATO shisld forcus should be specially
equipped to be tnabled to wage poneral war aftepr the muin
nuclear exchunge,
11, ©On the assumption that the nuclear stretegic forees in
gupport of NATO will cont;nuc t2 be copuble of inflicting
unacceptable damege on any potentinl aggreasor, the followling
questions about the role of the shield forces in conditinne
of nuclear equipolse arise;

(8) To what cxtent should NATO plan to ecounter

Sovict agmression by conventional meons

alone?

{b) Could ths shield forcas of MATO be equipped - sna

if so with what fypes of nueloarp weapens end under
whot uyatem of control - in order;-

(i) that they may be a dcterrent to
. ) aggression by showing that they can
te used in such o way as to rosist
eggression by whatcever degree of
rorce 18 necessary;

and, if aggression o¢eura,

(11} that they may be capable of being
used in such o way a8 to convinec
the Soviet Government that it hed
miscaleulatcd NATO's dutermination
to resist, and to give the Soviet
forces time to withdraw befora
hostilities developed inte general
warf .

(c) To what extent should NATO make special

proviaion for thc ahiuid rorcca fcr the roleof
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condueting operations after the main
nuclear exchange?

In order to answer these questicns and to formulate a Lracticable

atrategy for NATC, i1 ia necessary to cexamine the role,
deployﬁent and evntro; of nuclear wenpops in support of NATO
fordeé-with the ocbject of making the deterrent as effective
aa-ydgéiblé without wagte «f respyurses, Part II of this

paper deala with these aspects ¢f the problem, !

PART 11
' POLICY FOR NUCLEAR WEAFONS IN SUPPORT OF NATO

lz, The primery purpose of ali npuclear weaponsg Is to deter

a potential aggressor rfcm using force or the threat of force
in support of his aimé. But the weapons will deter him

onply if he considers thére is on unucceptnblc‘risk that they

could end would be used aganinst him to whatever extent was

necessary to induce him to ubandon his attack. This purt of
the paper iz, therefore, aerncerncd principally with the woy
in which nuclear weapons mlght .c¢ uscd.

The Purpose of Nuclear Wenpona in Suppert of NATO

Strategic Purposes

13. No question arises ab-ut the nced Car forces thot could
deyastate the U.8.8.R. The existing elrategic nuclear
forcea will continue to be avallable Tor this purposec,

Tactical Purposes

14, There are three stagus at which nuclear weapons might

be ueed for tocticgl purgrses;-

A. In the period after it hod been determined
thet pguression could not be countered by
cunventionel means salene and before all-cut
nuclear war hed begun {i.e. before the
leunching of etratepic nuciear forces),

Bi In conjunction with tha 1nunch1ng of

the strategic nvoleur fcrcea.




x :"')( 3578

NEEREsE i ; '
Icnr!!lcur NIRRT RIFRODUCED ruoroc:arn|cALLr W1 THOUT rtnnusi I — s { ) P
1

SECRET -

:G. For continuing any battle there might be
after the strateglc nuclear forces hnd
been launched.
T 15, At any of these stages, the wecapons might be used for

gither or both of twe main milltery purposcs:-

{c) for countering oncmy torces whlch are in e

pcsltinh to toke port’ in the curpent battle;

. (p} for pvoventing anomy rainrorccmcnts from

i L reachipg positicns from which they could
¥ ! tako part in the battlo.

SR " Stage A
16, Should tho brond cbjcctives of this period be:

(a) to convince the Soviet Government that

; NATO would not shrink from thc use

of nuclear wcapons to whatever extont

was necessary to defend its Iinterests?

S {v) to provide a perloed of time.bufore resort
- J;, to all-out nucleer war in which the
Sovigt Government would realise that

) 1t had miscaleculated the determipation

of NATO to reaist and would decide,

with the a2id of whatevcr diplomstic

and other pressurcs onruld be brought

te bear, to withdraw roather than risk
. ' all-out nuclear war?

17, In consldering whetither end how these cbjectives N

might be achieved, somc of the questiona thet arise are:-

{a) .t vhot otsgo ond by whot mesna would

NATO decide that Soviet agrresslon could

nat be countcred by conventionalm:ans
i ' : _ alone?

(5) Must 1t be nssumed that any use of nuclear
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weapona in any clrcumstances and of any

size - even sub-kiloton weapens - would
inevitably lead to pll-cut nuclear war?

i () Ir net, what arrangements should be

made f&r'the eoentrol, deployment and
- use of nuclear wcapons to give the beat
< chance of Induecing the Soviet Government |
tao withdraw while minimising the risk of i
6ll-out nuclear war? ) ;
{d) Should the first use of nucleer wespons
by NATO teke the form of "a nuclear shot
across the bows"?
(¢) What scale and duration of nuclear conflict
in Stage A ahould be a3gumed, for planning
purposes, belfore it must be heid to have
railed in ita purpose?
{f} What are the specific military nbjectives
to be sought in this puriod?
(g) What kinds of nuclear weopons {range, yield,
etc, } weuld be neodud?
Stade B
18, The roliowing queetions arise at this stage -

Y (a) What would be the military purpese of

' wcapons used at this stage?
. ) . (b) 1Is there any purpose that would require
o weapons different from thore roquired

for Stage A e

Btege 0
19, The following questiona erise at this stage:-

(a) ihat form ond extent of militery conflict,
involving the shield fcrees, should we
- o . contemplate in this period?
{B) Ia.thcre any cas¢ for providing for it

-7 -
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- . any nuclear Weapons other than these
provided for Stages A anad B?
Military
20, Prom the purely‘nilitary point of view, what foprm of
coentrol {i,e, detaileqd ellocation of responsibility to

millitary aythoritiss for the uss of nuclear wenpona) ia

moat likely.-
{a) to provide for the military objectiven
referred to ip baragraph 177

(b} to reassure the Soviet Government that

< ‘ nelther they nor theip satellitea ape
) iikely to,bs subject to irresponsibvie op

o bpre-emptive nuclear attpck by NATO?
' Political
<1, ‘ The Tollowing questisns arlse on politieaml control;-
. {a) Whet are the objectives to be anught in
developing a aystem of politiepl control
over nuclear weapons?

{b) Cen arrangements be deviscd wherceby

pelitical contprol ts shared more widely
amengst NATO Governments without ﬂcfcatihg

the basic deterpunt Purpose for which the

Weepons are to be provided?

(e) what kind op "eantral® would be involved

under (b)? Would 1t necessarily mean a g

¥ 'ug, collective say by nll NATO Governments :
+ E in the use of nuclear weapens?  Or would
1t mean a greatep knowledge of, and say in, .
the distribution ef the buclear stockplles
. and the Introduction of new weapons, and
administrutive control over the withdrawul

of the warheads fram the stockpilu?
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S o e :(d)‘ What would be the Intcrnatienal offect
. ‘ s {c.g, on Soviet poiicy) of giving NATO
Governmento mor¢ conitrel over nuclear
woeopons in the NATO arca? Would this
be misrepresunted as a step towapds
widur dissemination of nuclear veopons?

Preacnt Arrangements

22, How far 1s the present vquipment, deployment, !
erganisation apd control (e,g, arrangements for intelligenco

and communications) of the nuclear weapons provided for

NATO appropriate to the reaquirvments? What improvemunts

are reguired?
f
|
|
i
|
|
|
i

|
s
a
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DRALFT LNNEX B to D{&1}2

NATO M.R.B.M.8

Briof for U.X. Delupntion

1, In response to the U,S. proposcl ot the NATO
Ministerinl mevting on 16th Decumbuer that HATC should
examine the posslbllity of developing a permancnt M.l BM,
‘force, the Forelgn Secrctory scild thet H.M.G.‘felt thet
the time hod come when there should be o compruhensive
study of the purposes, control nnd deployment of the
nuelear armoury in support of NATO with the obiuet or
meking the deterrcent as effective pa possiblo without
waste of rusources,. H.,MIG. therefore hoped that ony
proposala for M.R.B.M.s would not beo considured in
isoloticn but es part of this comprchcnaivu-study. It is
propesed thet the U.X., Delegotion should submit to the
Council a memorandum setting out the U.K. viewa on the
questions to be considercd in this compruhonsive study.
The present bricf sets out such views ns H.M.G. have
alrecdy formcd on M.R.B.M.s for NATO and also glves
preliminary camments on SACEUR's idevas for some form of
NATG shoring in nuclear weopons,

2, The Americnns have persunded thumsulves that
something must be done to rally NRTO. Current foars and
uncertecintles in the Alliance arisu parfly from Gunerel

de Grullu's attitudo townrds the Alifance und towards the
M

L

princ{plea of integroted defence, and partly from doubts

in the minda of some o the Europuan mumbers of NATO

about United 3totes willingness to protect Europe under
cenditions of "nuelenr equlpoiae, Moreover, tho mumberas
of fhe Allience, although recognising thdt HATC hoa so

far becn effoctive as an 1nstrument of collcctivu durcnce,

are buginning to wonﬁer Whuthur the Alliancue in its

Lo
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presevnt’ form cen eny longer muteh up to the militury nnd

politieul preblema with which 1t ig 1likuly to:bu frowd,

. The Americans have, thurefope boun considering ways
r ¥

of achleving thu following politice:l chjeetives:~

(2} to give the Burepurn HATO countries the .
Teoling that they hove o share in the
moin deterrent, 1,o, thot they will
have a call on nueluar wenpuns when
European couﬁtrius arc buing throatencd;

(b) to promote tho 50ridnpity of the
Alliance and to rocssure the Eurapcan

members that the United States intenda

to remodin fully comnitted to the

North Atlantic Treaty defunce systom;
{e) to prevunt the developmunt of further
national nuclesr weaponsa progromnes
and, in particuler, the West Gurman
pregromme, poartly by the finpncini
presaure of contribulions ruquired
undoer the now United States schoma.

4. In order to pechivve theso aims nnd 1o honour

President Elsenhower's offur in 1957 to give HATO o share §

in "sccond guncrotion® M.R,B,M.s, thu presunt Unitea
8totus Administration put forward 1ts proposals ant the
NATO Minist rinl Mceting,

American proposnls .

5. At the NHATO Mindstoerinl Mevting, Mr, Hurter put -
forword thd concept of a multilaterel WATO M,R.B.M.

forece, pravided a suitzble formula cauld bo worked out

"$o maximise the duturrunt effuct and ¢stobliah its

multiletoral choractort, Ao a rirst step, th: United

Statcs Governmunt offured to nasign to NATO bufore the

end of 1963, as on inturim W.R,B.M,- forcy, 5 POLARIS
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}ubmarines. In return for this, they would expect the
othér members of NATO to be willing to contribute about
lOO_missiles to SACEUR 1n 1964 undep myltilateral
érrangements. NATO requirements for M.R,B.H.s alfter 1964
would be copaidered asg part of NATO long-term planning. ]
The United States Government now regard this concept aa l
a M"peckage deal', ) !
6, HMr, Herter satd that there should be no doubt about .
the firm intentien of the United States Government to

- keep in the NATO srea, under United Statcs cuetody,
nuclear weepens contribuyted to the stockplle fop the
executicon of approved NATO plana, This did not preclude ‘

the exéminntion of' the concept of incrcasing the E

authority of the Alllance over the NATO atomic stockpile,

T The Forelgn Secretary welcomed Mr., Herter's generous

offer to essign the latest Americon weapons system te
NATO and the objectives underlying the offer, but it was
not then ¢lear that the Amcricans regarded thelr scheme

a8 a "psckage deal", The Forcign Sgerectary sald that

,'~ the proposal to establish a NATC M,.R,B.M, rorce should
ferm part ¢f a comprehensive study ef the purpeses,
contrecl and deployment of nuclear weapons in NATO, He
welcomod the undertnking to rctain Untted S8tates nuelcer
warhcads Iin Eurcpe for NATO,
NATO M.R,B. M, PORCL
Backgreund Tl
8. When the Gates proposal for moderntsing SACEUR's

H A tactical atrike forces by Providing him with M, R, B.#.a
wés made, we offered our support though we cepterid
regervationa about numbcers and deployment of thuse
weapons and we have succoeded in our cpposition ta the
proposél that thcse weapons should be made in Europe,

The Gates propesal has met with little enthwaigsm among

-3 -
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; tﬁe ﬁcmbéb naticns of NATO but has been kepi alive largely

ﬁ& the éfforts of SACEUR and . Spaok. W¢ now consider

that the whole question of M,R.B.,!".8 for NATC ncods to

be thougﬁt out es part of the wider study we have proposed,
9. The.latcst American preposals represcnt o considerable
modification of the original acheme cutlined fto us in
Octcber.- The Amuricens have gone e 1oyl woy to mueut the
objections we then had te their idecas. To some extent,

the present United Stotes Administration has had to

modl fy its plans beceusc of Congrussional difficultics

an@ because the new Adninistration rcfuses to be coumitted
to its predecgssors' policies, The present United States
Government are disappointed at our co»l response to what
appeared to them te be an imaginative plan needed to
ptrengthen NATO both militarily and politicslly.

10. It is clear from conversations with the Amcricans
since Mr. Herter mnde the American suggustion fer a

NATO M.R.B,:i, Teret to NATO Minilsters that the preacnt
United States Government 13 by no muana clear how pest $0 achleve
its politicnl ohjectives, - The State Department have
indicated thet thoey would 1like to discuss the problem

with British officliuls buefere putting the plan to the

now United States administratien,

Implicationa of Amcrican propesnla
11, We accept that, e¢n the basis of breacnt NATO sirstegy,

SACEUR has a case, on military zrounds, for replacing

ﬁith M, R,B.al.3 some of his atriku.nircvnft which are
btecoming increasingly vulnerable on base ond aver target,
but we have doudts abeut the validity of this strategy

in a state of nucleﬁp cuipoiae and woe heve now stated

our view that tho first requircment is for a comprehensive
study of the purposcs, control and deployment of the
nucleaﬁ armoury in support ~f NiTO, with the cbject of

making the deterrcnt as effective as pessible without
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;ﬁaatéfof résdurc;s:”:;;aepaﬁ&t; puper has been pf;purcd
. for cireélafion thLhe Horth Atlmntic Council setting out
the field of HATO sirategy which we think should be exemlncd
together with a 1ist of guestions thoet we think HaTO should

consider before arriving at u policy on nuclear weapeons,

including 1. R.B.l. 3, within the slliance.
12, We are not convinced that after o review of W.TO \

strategy there will continuc to be @ cuse for providing

NATO with weapons of the field and range of Folaris for
deterrent or operational purpesca, The mmericuns theomsalves
realise that M.R.B.ll.a viculd provide NiTQ with a wesapona
system that is inherently difrferent from the delivery systems

they replace and that the lins botweun strategic and

tactical capabilities 1s boecoming blurred. Vo assume that

the main Western deterrent will remuin the United Stutes ond

British strategiec strikeAforcua. But it is pessible that,

for politicel rcamseons, 1,2, to achivve the Janerican

cblectives, there may be grounds for providing N,.TO with some
4,R.B.4,8 under some form of NaTO control arrengenents. Such

a acheme might strengthen opposition in Froncue to the

"force de frappe', but 1t is unlikely to deflect General

de Gaulle from his objective of muking Franee sa indepengunt
nuglear power,

13, We are averse from ataiioning 4. R.B. 1.8 1n Weatern Germany
and. from giving the Germans the appearthce éf having & real
share 1in the‘control of these weopons, but we erc not willing
openly to discriminate ageinst the Gemmans., .8 the jmericans o
recognise, other serious problema urising I'rem the examinution

of the americen idea for estublishing a purmanent [ iR, B.is,

forcé in NiTO are:-

(i) ensuring adequete militory and

political control ovar the use¢ of
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{1iv)

the H.E.E.ﬂ.a;'

the practiéability of multinntionsl

menning (see lstier of 22nd Lecenber, 1560,

from the Hon. P.E, Remsbotham to Lorad lcod
and the Admiralty examination on which it
iz based - ..ppendix);

the heavy additional financlal burden for
the United Kingdom (and, of coursv, for
the other members of Ni10O) of providing
our share of the further 100 POL/RIS
migsilea and their trunsport, preswnobly
ships. Our aim would be to find oup
contribution from existing resourcus;

the effect on the internationul situation
(e.g. on Soviwt pollcy) of & scheme thaol
appears as, or cen be reépresunted ps, the
dissemination of nuclezr woapons wnong

non-nucleur powers,

NiTO SH.RING IN NUCLM..R Vi, JYONS

The proposal

L,

General Horstod has, on various cceoyions, suggested thut

there should be o W10 stoekplls of nucleer warheads.

The

United States Government huve indieutud theirp willingness to

examine & scheme of this kind.

It hus been suggestud that this

8tockpile might comprise a cross-suelion of up to u half of all

nuelear warhesds in S/ACEUR's armoury,

, of a N.TO Committee, conslsting perhaps of Lhe Secretary-General,

It might be in the charge

the Permanent Represcntatives of the Uniteqd States, United

Kingdom and France, together with those of two other NATO

countries In rotation.

or consiastent about the powers of thia Committee,

(a} giving N.TO u share in the control of

‘have varied from:

General Norstad has never been specific

His proposals

i
!
i
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the use of the warheeds; to

{p) providing N.TO only with information uﬁout'
the size, composition ond distribution of
the stockpile, and tdwinistriiive control
designed to enourc that the werhecds could
not be removed from the stockpile in such
a wuy thut they would cusse to be svailuble -
for H.TO.
15, 5 NATO stockpile In onc or other of thuse forms mizht,
in vérying degrecs, reassurs Luropean manbers of N.PO that
nueclear warheads would be aveileble in their deivnev. 'The

shared contrel of use, which must be wmude public Lf it is to

achieve 1ts oim with our allivas, would undoubtecdly cast
doubta on the cffectivensss of ths Torce and would thus tend
to undermine its credibility as a deterront. This difficulty

might be overcona by the duvice of putiing only & part of the

present nucleénr ermoury in thu stockplle os General Norstud
hes suggested.

16, The United States Governa.nt will Lovs to modify prescnt

Unitgd States logislation if thuy wre Lo surponder clustody of
the nucleer warhceads to N.TO,

17, .ny scheme ef this kind would Lu varmly supportud by the
Federal Geroan Govurmaent and wulcomed by other munburs of
N.TO, but it is unlikely to defluct Cunural de Goulle from his
declslion to build up a French "forco de frappe’, I a schems
on the iines of pur:draph 2h(s) could be worked out, it would

Probably satisfy the aspirations of other N.TO countrivs which

had wished to bucoms independent nuclucr powsrs, W |

United Kingdom atlitude T

18. 4 scheme on Lhe linus of porugroph 14(b) would not roise
difficuliies of control of usv of nuclear woupons and looks
premising.

19, If, howsver, a scheme on the lines of parongraph 1h(o) -

. T pérhapa including woenpons S8 woell as‘wdrhuqu_— could be




wéf%bd7§utnthat"ﬁéaldrc££aﬁré NATO wifﬁbdt dutracfing
from the crediblility of the Weatern det;rrcnt'and without
imposing a heavy additlional buprden on ocur ruacurces, we
should not oppose 14 It would have the moerit of achieving
the politicsl aima of promoting fhe cchusion of NATO

and perhaps of checking the umergence of pdditional
indepandent nuclcar powers without the objections inherent
in the permanent NATO M,R,B,M., schome, i,¢, providing
Alllcd Commend Europe and cspaclally the Génﬂana, with
what are, in cffect, stratcpic weapona; snd the demand
for an additiopal United Kingdeom contribution to NATO.

U.K. TACTICS IN NOKTH ATLACTIC
COUNCIL ‘

20, In general, we con continue to suppert the American
ebjectives described in parngraph 3, We can certainly
suppert the American offer to keed nuclear weapons
avallable for NATO forcus as long as NATO military
planning requires thoem, We could have suppertud the
offer to assipgn 5 nucluar submarines with POLARIS misailes
to SACTUR but, as 1t 18 now firmly linked to the

prevision of 100 morc POLARIS missiles by other NATO
countrics and the establistunent of permapent MJR, B, M,

in NATO, we consider that the whele proposal would chaenge
the present charmcter of the NATO shivld forces so
fundamentally that NATO shculd.uxum;ne the full
implicatiens of the scheme as part of the comprehensive
etudy of NATO strategy that we have sugmested is “
netessary.

21, In our view, a scheme on the lines of para.lh{d)

Tor the eateblishment of a NATO nuclear stockplle lowks

a more promising way of achiecving the objectives set

out in bara.}. We consider that this pesaible solution
should also be exeminud in the comprehensive study of

NATC strategy.
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22, The difficulty is to supvuat a proécduru for
these studies to be uﬁdcrtaken. Ir carricd cut 7
immediately in & ﬁATO forum, we erc likely to be faced
‘with the fixed poaltiona of SACEUR end the International
étaff. We would prefcer to have time to coneert an
agreed policy with the new Amcrican Administration
befere irying to influence NATO thinking. With thle

in mind, we have prepercd the paper described in
paragraph 11 for eirculation in NATO, in order not only
to give us time th influcnece the wpproach of the new
Americen Administration to these problems, but &lso

to try to got NATC on the right iines for reviewing

its basic strategy,
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I understand that the Secretary of State w1ll not be. ¥
accompanying the Frime hinister to Rambouillet, e will,” ' 7
no doubit, however, -be dlSCuSSlnL with him the lines of hié o
aplrroach to General de daulle, and a number of brlefs are
being 1 epared on the most likely topics., - B
2.  8ir P. Dixon's paper contains a useful analysis of

the main subjects wnich may be raised, and of de 8aulle’ S
apprecach to them. Unfortunately, §

(a) it also gives a wrong picture of H.M.G.'s =~
or at least the Woreign Office - attitude tow&rda
one of the main subjects 1i.e. NATO and
Tripartitism (para. 3);

and (b) makes reconmendations for policy which are nat -
in accord with Woreign Office thinking, (though: ..
they may find an echo in Wo. 10 and in some part .-~ :
of the Cabinet Office) and cut right across the - e
more thorough analysis of the “"compléx of .
problems" which Sir ¥. Broock's Group has been - - |

- studying and which will be dilscussed at Che@uers - ? ’

on January 23 on the basis of 3ir N. Brook 8 report ) ’
(vizo paras. 13, 14 and 17). _ SRR '

3. hs regards {a) above, it is not true that "we" shafe“u oA
de Gaulle's dislike of HATO as it is, and want to see the=
practices of the alliance altered so as to result in & '
greater depree of efiective consultation between the

United Btates, srance and the U.X; Hor ithat we can go a .. :
very long way with de Jdaulle towards a system of trlpartlsm.,'
Again, one hears that these thoughts are entertained at .
o. 10, but the woreign Off'ice has bnnblstently pointed ount
the drawbacks of such a policy. (I attach & copy of the paper
on ¥ripartism which we circulated to 3ir . Brook's Group,
and would draw attention to paras. 3, 6 and 7.)

e i bt o b e b &

H As regards {b) above, psras. 13, 14 and 17 have rather
a familiar rins. Je showld "do a deal with de {jaulle®
(over the bowb) whereby "“we shovld aliost certainly be
adinitted to the new Huropean sbructure", and de uaulle
"would very likely he preparved to give the necessary orders
for a technical soluticon to be found to the problem of
reconciling ocur assoclation withh the Coummon larket with
our wommonwealti, and agricultural requivements" (para. 13).
Je should repounce our independenlt role in the nuclear field
and limit ourselves "to what we can do jointly with the

~ Wrench".(vara. l4). e should strike "& sort of grand .
bargain between the wrrench and ourselves" whereby we would
glve them equal nuclear status with ourselves and they would
1et us into bur pe on a position of eguality with them
(para. 17).

5. “je have been arguing strongly against iir. Bishop's - ,
advocacy of just these themes in Sir F. Brook's Group - ;
and the latter, with S5ir . Lee, seemsdisposed to agree with

us. Horecver, it has long been the IForeign Office case that
we cannoct buy our way into bwarope on our terms by helplng
de uaulle with his nuclear aspirations (Curiously,

Sir 4. Rumpold used to be the Fforemost exponent of this
Foreign Oifice view).

/6. -

BRCRI
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6. The Frine Minister, unfortunately, has never been : .Q[Y‘ ﬁﬁjtig ‘
convinced and Sir P. Dixon's memorandum would merely help i (0
to persuade him that the loreign Office is wrong. ‘ne -

pros and cons of the arguments will be fairly set out in
Sir H. Brook's veport {ilr. Bishop -will see to that), and I
submit that, for this reason, 1t would only confuse the
Ministerial discuasion of that report if threse controversial

Passayes of 3ir % Dixon's paper were passed to the IFrime
Minister.

w

7. In the circumstances, there would seem to be two ways

of dealing with this paper without causing embarrassment to
the ¥oreign Office;- )

(a) 'pass it to No. 10, deleting paras..3, 13, 1L and
3 ] ’
or {(b) not passing it to Ho. 10 but eitier

(1) dincorporating the analysis of the different

subjects (except para. 3} and puras. 18 and 19 . s
in our briefs for the Prime Minister;

or {ii) annexing these paras. to the briefs as an
expression of Sir ¥. Dixon's views,

8. The difficulty about (a) is that Sir ¥. Dixen would

presumably have said something on LATQ, Tripartism, and the

miclear problem. e would also be surprised to learn from the

Prime Winister thst he had not seen his paper. Unless, there-

fore, it is f'elt that the Ambassador’s paper should be passed

in toto to No. 10, I would be in favour of alternative (b)(ii);

ang at the same tlme I think we should write to 3ir . Dixon : o
and explain why we have treated his paper in this way (i.e. i
" second sentence of pura. & above)

RPN/

(P., Ramsbotham)

January 17, 1961.
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_ I—THE. PROBLEMS
A.—Europe

1. The impulses which brought the European Community {the Six} into being
are strong and likely to endure. Its members have many political interests in
common, and they have a common interest in strengthening their economies
through unity. They also feel that, as a group, they can exercise a stronger
European influence on the policy of the Western Alliance. Although their
basic loyalties are now towards the Western Alliance, there is a danger that,

left on their own, they might come to follow mdependent or neutralist policies,
The existence of a community which excludes the United ngdom and other

European members of the Western Alliance must place some strain on that Alliance, -

because the development of the Six involves increasing economic and pohtlcal
discrimination, notably against the other European countries.

2. The report* of July 1960 satd that “ Tt is now apparent that there are strong
reasons of foreign policy for our joining the Six. If the Six succeed, we should be

~ greatly damaged politically if we were outside, and our influence in world affairs

would be bound to wane; if we were inside, the influence we would wield in the
world would be enhanced ; while still relaining in some degree the right to speak on
our own account we ! should also be speaking as part of a European bloc. 1If, on the
other hand, the Six fail, there would be great damage to Western interests, and the

Weakenmg of_ Europe which wonld follow would be a serious matter for the Umted

ngdom

‘3. GAs regards our econormc mterests the report said In ioining the Six, we
should be participating in a vigorous and rapidly expanding market, and there would
be good grounds for hoping that our commerce and industry would benefit. .. The
infiow of investment into the Umted Kingdom would be greater, and the outflow of
capltal to the Slx might be less

4. When they con31dered thls Teport the Cabinet agreed that the pohtlcal and
economic arguments for an association with the Six were strong. But they were

impressed by the difficuity of reaching a settlement which took suflicient account of

our political and economic relations with the Commonwealth {including free entry)
and of ovr agricultural and horticultural interests. They also had in mind our
commitment to our-partners in the Seven, and the possible reactlons of the United

States and other third countries.

5. We could bring about an CCOI]OHIIC agreement between the Six and the Seven
qulte quickly if there were the political will—on our side as well as in the countries
of the Six—to have such an agreement. Indeed, if there had been the political will
on the part of France, we could have secured agreement on the Free Trade Area
proposals in 1958. We could not hope for agreement on that basis now; but, if
de Gaulle could be brought to take the same attitude as Adenauer, and If we could
make some surrender of political individuality and tolerate some awkward economic
adjustmerits, we could get an agreement which would be reasonably satisfactory. Tt
would probably involve accepting the Common Tariff on manufactured goods
(damaging to Canada); and also on raw materials, but in this case with the
continuance of Commonwealth free entry and some arrangements for compensation
taxes in appropriate cases. We could probably make reasonably satisfactory
arrangements for tropical foodstufls, which would give our own oversea territories
some relief from the damage which the Treaty of Rome will otherwise do to:them.
We would certainly need general exemption of temperate foodstuffs, but would have
to make particular concessions to meet individual countries. For instance, the Dutch
would certainly expect us to extend the bacon and other tariff concessions made for
Denmark in E.F.T.A., and we should no doubt be pressed on other particular items,
mainly horticulture. We should have to pay the price of getting in (including some
shock to the Commonwealth) and. there would be difficulties; but no major damage

- need be done either to Commonwealth trade or to agriculture and (less certainly) to

pmﬂv) ) |
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horticulture in this country R
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6. So far a solution on these lines has not been negotiable with the Six, - Will Q“
circumstances develop, and can we help them to do so, in such a way as to make :
it possible to negotiate a settlement broadly on these lines?

7. As the Six develop, will they become more or less wxlimg to accept the e
United Kingdom (which would be at least as prominent a pariner as France or
Germany)? What are the dangers of delay?

8. On the economic side, the Six will in two years’ time have become more
closely welded together and they might then be more ready to contemplate wider
trading arrangements. They would have got further with the intractable problem
of their own agricultural policy. Their industries would be finding that the
competition which they were facing from each other was less damaging than they
had expected. France might well be stronger economically if the drain on her .
resources of the Algerian war and her efforis in the nuclear field had been reduced.
But during this period those who want to see us left outside would have become .
more entrenched; vested interests-—possibly cartels—would have grown up within
the industries of the Six; and investment by industry would have taken place, both-
by industries of the Six i 1n the EF.T.A. countries and by our industrics within the
Six. All this would lead .to increasing pressure against an accommodation.
Moreover, at present the Six are undergoing rapid economic expansion, which is
a favourable time for removing barriers to trade (because industry feels the
increased competition less), but in two years’ time there may be relative stagnation
with increased refuctance to face additional competition.

9. On the political side:

(a) The tendency of the Six to develop * political ” consultation over an
increasingly wide field will grow as the Communuity develops. De Gaulle
wants some sort of political High Command for the Six: the-other
members at present fear this, but the evolution of the Treaty of Rome -
itself, and the habits of the continental Ministers and bureaucrats, will
inevitably produce greater political consultation and common
formulation of policies within the Six.

() We must not be left out51de this; but, the longer we delay a decision, the

sooner we shall experience such isolation and its possible consequences,
viz.:

() the United States may come to attach more weight to the views and
interests of the Six and less to those of the United Kingdom;

(i) a European * third force ” may develop, which would endanger the
stability of the Atlantic Alliance.

(¢} No one can say what the future will bring in France and Germany. While
de Gaulle is there, with the greater likelihood of a strong and confident
France, we have a better chance of securing satisfactory arrangements
with the Six. When de Gaulle and Adenaver have gone, both France
and Germany may go through an unsettled period, when decisions about
our association will not be easily taken. Both countries might pursue
policies which were more nationalist and this could lead to a break-up
of the Six, with a consequential serious weakening of Europe. This
would be a situation we could not leave to develop. But it would be
difficult for us to act from outside: inside we might be able to prevent
it from happening. On the other hand France and Germany might
move towards a tighter form of Federation. This would be equally
unwelcome to us. :

(d) The attitude of the new Administration in the United States will be
important.- Mr. Kennedy may lose patience with the division between
the Six and the Seven and throw his weight into finding a solution in
the interests of Western unity. There are two points here:

(i) There are signs that some of Mr Kennedy’s new advisers may see
greater political advantages in a wider European association,
.including the United Kingdom, and be less inclined than the
Eisenhower Administration to back the Six. But, if we made
no move ourselves and relied on the United States to influence
the Six in our favaour, the latter mlght be less likely to respond. -
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(i} An accommodation between the Six and the Seven must lead to
increased discrimination against exports from the United States,
and this will be particularly unwelcome to the Americans at a

i time when they are concerned about their balance of payments.
If we wish to win their support, we must persuade them to
subordinate their economic to their political interests. - From
this point of view the lower the tariffs of the European group,
the better.

10. This analysis suggests that it would be to our advantage to take some
early initiative towards a settlement between the Six and the Seven. But this would
have to be a political initiative. Our problem is to find some means by which the
Six (and, in particular, the French) could be induced to accept a settlement on the
lines indicated in paragraph 5 above.

B.

11. The European movement itself shows that NATO has not succeeded in
giving sufficient content to the concept of an * Atlantic community ”. Moreover,
strains are now developing within the Alliance.

(i) While de Gaulle’s attitude to European unity may be ambivalent, in his
attitude to NATO his “ individualism and nationalism ” appear {o be
dominant. He is unwilling to accept the concept of integrated forces;

he is critical of the Command Structure; and he attaches little value to

the Council as a means of political consultation. He does not conceal
his preference for a system in which the United - States, the United
Kingdom and France would handle all matters of common concern,
both within and outside the Alliance, under a system of tripartite
consultation. The other European members of the Al]lance are
strongly opposed to de Gaulle’s ideas of “ Tripartitism™ and are
critical of his attitude towards NATO.

(ii) De Gaulle’s determination that France shall become an mdependent
nuclear Power will place a further strain on the Alhance

(iii) Some of the other European members have recurring anxieties about the
solidarity of the United Kingdom’s support of the Alliance,

(iv) The European members have a lurking fear that the United States mlght
“ pull out ” of Europe.

(v) Some of the doubts we feel about the military strategy of the Alliance are

beginning to be shared by other countries. The suspicion is gaining’

ground that weapons may be determining strategy and not vice versa.

(vi) There is increasing concern about the accumulation of nuclear weapons'

. ~ in Europe of which detailed knowledge as well as control, is largely
confined to the Americans.

12. Efforts are now being made to allay some of these anxieties. We
ourselves proposed, at the last meeting of the North Atlantic Council in December,
that there should be a review of the military strategy of the Alliance—a
comprehensive study of the purposes, control and deployment of the nuclear
armoury in support of NATO with the object of making the deterrent as eﬁectave
as possible without waste of resources. The Annex to this memorandum gives a
summary of the suggestlons for such a study which we are proposing 10 put forward
in NATO.

13. Even more important and urgent, however, is the need fo forestall the

development of indepenident nuclear capacity within the Alliance, It was partly’

with this in view thdt the Eisenhower Administration elaborated their proposals

for a NATO force of MR.B.Ms. We fully supported the objectives of this move,

but we doubted whether the plan itself was apt for its purpose. In our view
SACEUR’s military requirement for M.R.B.Ms. is of low priority; and to satisfy
it in the way proposed would involve a heavy additional burden and an extravagant

use. of :resources. Politically, ‘we doubted whether the plan would succeed in’
satisfying de Gaulle’s aspiration for a real share in the control of the Western,
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strategic nuclear deterrent or in diverting France from ‘developing as a fouﬂh p

nuclear Power. Moreover, the deployment of a M:R.B.M. force in Europe would
create considerable. pohtlcal problems—both internally in-this and other countries,

and externally vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. It would have awkward Imphcatlons .

in respect of negotiations for arms control and European security.

14, Neveﬂheless despite these doubts about the expediericy of the M.R.B.M.

plan itself, it is necessary for the health of the Alliance that some effective means -
should be tound of giving greater confidence to its European members in respect of -

nuclear weapons and preventing the emergence of separate nuclear capabilities
within the Alliance.

C-—The Emergence of Further Nuclear Powers

15. Apart from the three main nuclear Powers, the following countries are
capable of developing by themselves an independent nuclear capacity—France,-

China, India, West Germany, Japan, Sweden, Switzerland and Israel.

France has already exploded nuclear devices. China might be able to do so -

by 1962; and she will probably wish to develop nuclear weapons in order to attain
world power and status and to be independent of Russia.

India, Germany, Japan, Sweden and Switzerland have the capacity unaided, but
at great sacrifice, to produce a tirst nuclear weapon by about 1966. Israel couid

do the same by 1969-70, Bu{, of these Powers, India is probably the only one

which might wish to manufacture nuclear weapons though officially, like Japan
she has d;sclalmed any intention of doing so.

" 16. At one time it seemed possible that this problem might be handled by _

(i) concluding, through the Geneva Conference, an agreement between the United
States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union for the cessation of nuclear
weapons tests; and {ii) proceeding to internationalise that agreement by getting all
other Powers fo adhere to it. Under this plan the United States and the United
Kingdom would have brought pressure on France to accede to the agreement; and
they might have expected the Soviet Union to bring similar pressure to bear on

China. If this plan had succeeded in respect of France and China, it would have

been reasonable to expect it to be effective in respect of all the other potential
nuclear Powers—including, probably, India.

'17. Meanwhile, however, France has successfully exploded nuclear devicesl

and is proceeding with plans to develop an independent nuclear capacity.
Therefore, even if an.agreement can be concluded at Geneva, it is unlikely that the
French could be persuaded to accede to it unless the Americans (or we ourselves
with.American approval} undertook to give them the information and *“ know-how ”

tq enable them to develop their nuclear capacity. (We could not give the French
this help without American approval; for (i) at the Bermuda Conference of March

1957 we made a written agreement with the United States which binds us both to -
“do very little by way of encouraging or assisting ™ French plans to develop a
nuclear capacity, and (i} most of our “ know-how ” contains American ingredients :

and could not be passed on without their consent.) Thus, even if an agreement

were reached at Geneva, it now seems likely that France would either decline to -
adhere to it or would only do so in return for assistance in developing her nuclear

capacity. In either event France would become an effective fourth nuclear Power.

18. - This would have two 1mp0rtant consequences. First, it would seriously

weaken the Anglo-American position on the general question of preventing the .
emergence of further nuclear Powers. If France declined to adhere to the =
agreement, we and the Americans could no longer expect the Soviet Union to bring -

pressure:cn China to do.so. If we and the Americans helped the French to devetop
a nuclear capacity, the Russians might be more likely to do the same for China.
Secondly, if France continued to develop a force de frappe and nuclear bombs

(they could have a limited capability with fission weapons by 1964 and :with .
long-range thermo- nuclear weapans by 1968) it is inevitable that soomner. or Jater;.
Germany -would follow su1t in order to avoui concedmg to France a domlnatmg,'g

pasition in Europe.: ... : 7
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40, These -considerations ‘make it inevitable that we should consider other.

means of containing or diverting .the French aspirations towards an independent
nuclear’ capacity. - The most promising approach is to develop some form of

collective control over nuclear weapons and Lo mduce the French to put therr

nuclear power under such control. :

It was partly with this in view that the Eisenhower Administration put
forward their plan for providing NATO with M.R.B.M. weapons on a_multi-
national basis.” They hoped that the ¢reation of a nuclear force under NATO

control would so strengthen internal French opposition to de Gaulle’s project of a-

force de frappe that it would not in the end be developed. We do not ourselves
favour this particular plan, for reasons which have been indicated in paragraph 14
above. Moreover, our advice from our Embassy in Paris is that, whatever
proposals are made for a NATO nuclear force, de Gaulle will persist in developmg
a French force de frcrppe so long as the United ngdom maintains an independent
nuclear force and claims a special position vis-g-vis the United States on that
account,

20. In considering the value, as a means of containing the emergence of
additional nuclear Powers, of any plan for collective control over nuclear weapons
—including any plan for a pool or stockpile of warheads—it must be borne in mind
that such a plan can be misrepresented as having precisely the opposite effect,
i.e., as involving a wider dissemination of the control over nuclear weapons. “This
is strongly opposed by the uncommitted countries and in the United Nations. The
Russians have already rteacted in this sense to the M.R.B.M. proposals:
Mr. Gromyko dealt with it in very strong terms in his speech of 23rd December
to the Supreme Soviet. Although: he deliberately misrepresented the plan as
handing over control of nuclear weapons to German generals, his speech reveals
a genuine Soviet fear of Germany. The Russians may also fear that, if the
Americans give up their exclusive control over NATO warheads, they themselves
will be subject to Chinese, and perhaps even East German, pressure to share
control of some Soviet warheads.

21. Even so, it remains of first importance that some effective means should-

be found of diverting France from developing her independent nuclear capacity.

- For, if France does so, with or without help from the United States and ourselves,

there seems to be httle prospect of preventing the emergence of further nuclear
Powers—including, first, China and thereafter, in all probability, Germany.

. b ~—The Foture of the Strategic Nuclear Detervent '

. 22. The Americans will continue to maintain, under their excluswe contro]

a suﬂicmnt nuclear strength to preserve the nuclear equipoise between the West ,

and Russia. -It is in the interests of all countries of the free world that they should

“do §0.

This memorandum is concerned mam]y with the future of Brntam s independent
contribution to the strategic nuclear deterrent of the West.

Military Considerations :
23. The independent British contrrbutlon consists of the followmg

{n) In the West, the V-bomber force and the nuclear strlke power of our
aircraft carriers which could be used in a strategic role.

(b) In the Middle East, though we make no contribution to the strategic

deterrent, the four Canberra squadrons in Cyprus have a tactical (mainly
mterdlctlon) role in support of CENTO. -

1) For the Far-East; we perlodrcaHy detach three Medium Bomber squadrons .

from this country. The carrier East of Suez could afso have a nucIear
strategzc deterrent role. . . . SRR .

24 Mlhtarily, the Brmsh bomber force would be capable of mﬂactlng
'crrpplmg injury on' the Sov1et Union.: By 1962 we shall have developed a nuclear .
force ‘sufficiént to inflict- ‘an unacceptabie 'measure of damage: on ‘Russia, i.e.,
50 per cent. destruction of 44 major Russian cities. Judged by the ‘total strike -

TOP SECRET




6 TOP SECRET

power of a West which remains united our contribution is not of great mll:tary
significance: our contribution provides only one-tenth of the total striking power
of the West’s deterrent force. - But, so long- as the nuclear deterrent depends on
bomber forces, the military value of our contribution i is, for reasons of geography. ,
proport;onateiy much greater than its numerical strength Int retaliation against
a Russian attack, rapidity would be of the first importance and forces on this side
of the Atlantic would be able to react several hours quicker than those from bases
in- America. According to present plans, the R.A.F. would provide the greater
part of the aircraft in the initial wave of the Anglo»Amencan counter- attack ‘and
would much increase its strength and effectiveness.

25. This special value of the British contribution will, however, diminish as
the power of the nuclear deterrent comes to depend more and more on missiles,
Even at present, with the size of the American Strategic Air Command, the military
effectiveness of the Western deterrent could be ensured, if there was no British
nuclear contribution, by redeployment of the United States nuclear forces.

26. .There is however some value from a military pomt of view in some
diversification, both in the way of a variety of tactics and weapons and in dispersal of
points from which attacks are launched and against which the Russians would have
to guard. The V-bomber force adds to this diversification at present. Future
developments, e.g., the T.S.R.-2, could continue it. '

 27. It is also arguable that our independent contribution makes the Western
deterrent as a whole more effective. The Soviet Government might doubt the will of
the United States Government to use nuclear weapons in defence of a purely
European interest. They are less likely to do this so long as the United ngdom,
lying closer to Europe, has nuclear weapens under its own control.

28. Nevertheless, on purely military grounds, and assuming continued'
cohesion between the United States and the United Kingdom, there is no great need
for an independent British contribution to the strategic nuclear deterrent of the
West, And over the years ahead its military value to the West will decline. If
therefore there are political reasons for adjusting our policy in respect of our
independent contribution to the Western strategic nuclear deterrent, there is no
over-tiding military reason why we should not make the adjustment. -

" Political Considerations

29. In the past we have obtained the following advantages from the fact of
being a nuclear Power with a significant potential both in warheads and delivery-
systems :

(@) 1nt1mate co-operatton with the United States in scientific and mlhtary-
matters—buttressing our * spectal position

(b) influence on United States policy;

(¢} general political prestige in the world (including Russia);

{d) a special standing in East-West negotiations, i.e., Geneva tests and.
_ disarmament. {Would an H-bomb manufacturing capacity alone now
give this?); ' : ' A

{e) f;erhaps some special standing in NATO.
'30.  Over the years ahead we must expect that these pohtlcal advantages will
diminish, for the following reasons: '

{a) Our strategic forces will become mcreasmgly dependent on Umted States :
devwes and delivery-systems (Skybolt or Polaris). - . :

(b} The development of United States missiles (I.C.B.Ms. and Polaris) will
- reduce the advantages of our geographical proximity. - :
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(¢} We are not ourselves in the long-range missile business; and our contribntion

in the late 1960s is not likely to be so significant as in the 1950s when
strategic deterrent forces were mostly bombers,

(d) We are no longer the unigue “ third Power ™

business and, unless stopped or diverted, will by the late 1960s have a
nuclear strike force of some kind with their own bombs,

(¢) The United States are less concerned with supplementing their own
strategic deterrent power, and now want to “ institutionalise ” the long-
range nuclear weapons of their Allies (though not their own).

{f) Indeed, the United States may be unwilling to assist us to prolong the life

of our “independent contribution” and may refuse to let us have
Polaris except in a NATO context. :

31. Should we reinvest before this valuable asset has depreciated too far tobe -
used effectively to gain political objectives? It would be unwise to continue too
long with our present policy on the assumption that we shall get Skybolt or some
suitable alternative for maintaining a strategic bomber force in the late 1960s and
1970s. i

our independent contribution. We might end up with no effective force of our own,
having missed the chance to gain more immediate political objectives by using our
present capacity in new ways. If there are prizes to win, we stand a better chance of
winning them by taking an early initiative than by acqulescmg later under pressure.

. It will become increasingly questionable whether we can afford to maintain

TOP SECRET

The French are now in the .|




4

& -TOP SECRET

I.—THE COMPLEX

32. 1In Part I of this memorandum the main-problems confronting us have
been analysed separately. This analysis shows that recent developments in Europe,

and the future trend which they seem to foreshadow, are running contrary.to British '

interests. The movement for Buropean unity is taking, in the Six, a direction which,
if it continues, will damage our economic interests, weaken our political influence
and undermine our special relationship with the United States. Similarly, within
NATO, there are disruptive infloences at work which threaten the concept of an
Atlantic Community. In particular, there is a very real danger that France may
insist ‘on attaining the status of an independent nuclear Power—with all the
damaging consequences which that would brmg, not only within the Alliance but
throughout the world.

33. Most of these developments have a common element. They all reflect an
increasing disposition among the countries of the Six to concentrate on, and seek
their strength from, co-operation among themselves, despite the effect on wider
European unity and on NATO. This presents us with a difficult problem. For the
United Kingdom, with its world-wide trading and political interests, could not
afford to throw in its lot with an inward-looking European assocmtlon, regardless
of those wider interests and especially its close relations with the Commonwealth
and the United States. Our special role is to act as a bridge between Europe and

North America. We have a special interest in fostering and developing the concept :

of an Atlantic Community. This is the link between the problems of Europe and of
NATO which have been analysed separately in Part 1.

34, The other group of problems reviewed in Part I—the problems of the ‘-
nuclear weapon—are also linked in this same complex. For the political value of -

our independent nuclear power is changing. ~We shall not be able to continue

for long to claim a special political status in the world by reason of being a nuclear

Power. This is a diminishing asset. But we may now have an opportunity to use
it as a means of influencing developments in Europe—to increase the cohesion of
the North Atlantic Alliance, to check the creation of a “ third force ” in Europe,

‘and to prevent the emergence of further independent nuclear Powers.

35. We have now to consider how we can obtain the best advantage from

this asset—to ourselves and to the Western world as a whole. The. alternatives

which appear 10 be open to us are outlined in Part IF ¢f this memorandum, In -
considering this choice we should keep in mind the broad objectives which we

wish to serve.

36. Geneml]y, we wish to stand together with the Americans and our other
Allies in resisting the expansion of Sino-Soviet influence throughout the world.
We wish to maintain the cohesion of the Atlantic Alliance; to maintain some

special relationship with the United States; and to preserve the influence which

we enjoy through the. Commonwealth association.
37. In Europe, our political aims are as follows:

(i) Western Europe should be kept united; there must be no weakening of

the present system of alliances and no damaging rivalries between its

members.

(ii) But this alllance should not grow too self—suﬁic:ent there must be no :
* third force ™ movemeni which might adopt neutrahst policies, or, at -

the other extreme, embark on adventures.

(iii) Politically we need a strong France and must keep West Germany firmly
tied to the Alliance.

(ivi The  Americans should i‘emam engaged in the future of Europe their

forces must not be withdrawn, and there must be mcreasmg -

interdependence between the two sides of the Atlantic.

{v) The whole bloc thus formed should function smoothly and make the best
use of its resources in the East-West struggle and for any negotiations
and settlements with the Russians.

‘rT{)B}SECRET

PSS T OV S P

e A




)

-TOP SECRET 9

Our economic objective is to secure the best possible access for our exports to
the markets of the Six—i.e, to eliminate any discrimination in favour of each
other and against us. In addition we want to continue and improve the close
consultation and co-operation in the development of economic policy which was
started in O.E.E.C.

38. In the nucléar field our objectives should now be:

(i) To help the United States to maintain the most effective deterrent on
behalf of the West. If our contribution is of .only marginal military
value, we should, at least, offer it in the most effective form, politically
and militarily.

(ii} To maintain our influence with the Americans and our status in the
Alliance.

(i) To use our nuclear status—
{@) To help solve the * fourth country” problem; both inside and
outside NATO. :
{b) To ensure continued United States commitment to Europe.
(¢) To bring about the developments in NATO strategy which we desire.

(d) To maintain our position in East-West negotiations (tests,
disarmament, European security, &c.). '
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III.—THE CHOICE
39. Our immediate task is to draw closer to Eurbpe in order to

(i) avoid thq economic and political division of Western Europe which will

" ensue if the Six are left to develop their organisation on too natrow a
basis;

(il) secure for ourselves the economic and political advantages of a closer

association with the countries of the Six and avoid the disadvantages
of exclusion from it; '

(iii) bring a united Western Europe into closer association with North
America and the other countries of the Western world;

(iv) ensure that, if France is determined to develop a nuclear capacity, this is
done in such a way as to involve the minimum risk of disrupting the
Atlantic Alliance and leading to still further rivalry and fragmentation
in Western Europe.

A.—The Multilateral Approach

40, We could pursue this aim by consciousty and overtly re-orientating our
policies in the direction of Europe. Thus— . :

© (i) We could make it clear that we are willing to join the political institutions
of the Six, if it is made possible for us to do so. We could make it
plain that we share their political objectives, that we are prepared to go

as far as they are to achieve them, and that we are not afraid of common

institutions.

(ii} At the same time 'we could continue to be active in seeking a basis for
an economic settlement between the Six and the Seven. '

{iii} We could take the lead in a renewed effort to revitalise the North Atlantic
Alliance. There is much to be done here, and there will be. carly
opportunities for a fresh initiative. A new Secretary-General has to be
found : we might seek to influence the choice in such a way as to ensure

that a new direction and purpose would be given to the work of the
Council. A review of the military strategy of the Alliance is about to -

be started: we might make a special effort to see that its results are
such as to bring greater confidence and sense of reality to the
European members of the Alliance. We rmight also bring up for
consideration other questions of reorpanisation—e.g., the position of
the Standing Group and the co-operation of the military and the
political sides of the Qrganisation.

41. 1If such an approach were accompanied by a change in our policy towards
our “ independent contribution ” to the Western nuclear deterrent, this would be
a practical, and indeed dramatic, earnest of our wish to draw closer to Europe.
The possession of an independent nuclear capacity has come to be regarded—
largely, perhaps, by reason of our own claims—as a badge of international status.
Our possession of it, and our claim to special status in respect of it, are a cause
of rivalry by one European member of the Alliance already and possibly by others
in the future. To the extent that we were willing to relinquish (or even perhaps
to mute) our claim to “ independent ” world status in the nuclear field, we should
be more readily accepted as “ Europeans ” within the Alliance. ‘

42. Qur prospects of securing our other aims in Europe might be enhanced
if we were able to propose that our nuclear strategic force should by some means

be placed under NATO control. There are various alternative ways in which this

could be done. Thus—

(i) We could declare our force to be © at the disposal of NATO ”, but make
any further integration or extension of this commitment dependent on

some reciprocal action or the satisfaction of some United Kingdom

objective. This ‘would involve the smallest degree of commitment—
indeed, it would be little more than a gesture. g
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{ii} We could “ earmark ” the force in peacetime for “ assignment ” to NATO
command in war. (This is the present arrangement for United
Kingdom navat forces in NATQO.) _

(iil) We could “ assign ™ the force to NATO in peacetime and put it under an
integrated NATO command. (This need not necessarily be SACEUR.:
there might be a new commander for the strategic deterrent.) :

43. If any of these alternative arrangements were adopted it would be
reasonable to make it a condition that all strategic nuclear forces in Europe
(inchading SAC in Spain, the United Kingdom forces in Germany and Thors and
Jupiters in Italy and Turkey) were covered by the arrangement, and that other
European countries in the Alliance would undertake to “ contribute ” their nuclear
force in the same way il and when they have one (e.g., the French force de frappe).
Qur objective would be to ensure that all bilateral agreements with the United
Staies for the provision of nuclear weapons to NATO countries would be subsumed

under this scheme. This would make it less attractive for, e.g., Western Germany.
to seek assistance to become a nuclear Power. It would be necessary to ensure;
that those countries, such as Italy and Turkey, which permit the stationing of

nuclear weapons on their territory should participate in any system for supervision
over these arrangements.

44. An offer of this kind need not, at the outset at any rate, involve
abandoning ultimate national control over the force or national control over the
warheads. Even under the third alternative, it could be said that we retained
“ ultimate ” control, since in the last resort we could withhold the force, or use it
alone, if we thought fit. -

-45.  How far would such an offer help to further our immediate purposes? :

(i) It would encourage the cohesion of the North Atlantic Alliance, It would

help to meet the “ nuclear ” anxieties of the European members. Tt

would allay their suspicions of United Kingdom solidarity in the -

Alliance.

(i) It might, by encouraging the “ European” forces in France, induce
de ‘Gaulle to agree to put his developing nuclear power into NATO.

If he agreed to do so, this would still further help the cohesion of the .

Alliance.

(iii) Depending on the extent to which it succeeded in * diverting ” de Gaulle’s
aspirations for a national nuclear capacity, it would help to meet the
problem of the * fourth ” nuclear Power; but this would depend upon
the degree of the commitment involved—the more fully our forces were
put under NATO control, the greater the help in this respect.

(iv) 1t would offer to the European members of the Alliance an altefnative
to the M.R.B.M. plan. '

(v) It would enable us to take an initiative which could be represented as a
move towards, and on behalf of, Europe.

(vi) Above all, it would show that the United Kingdom believed in fhe Atlantic

Community concept, and it would help to weld Europe to the United
States. ‘ ‘ :

46. There would be dangers in making an offer of this kind. Thus:

(i) To the extent that our prestige as a world Power has been enhanced by'

our possession of an independent nuclear capacity, it would be
weakened. To some extent we should appear to be stepping down, in
the nuclear business, from world status to European status. It is true
(as indicated in Section D of Part I) that an independent British
contribution to the Western nuclear deterrent will not continue to pay
the political dividends which it has paid hitherto; and our practical
losses may be less than the potential gains. But a move of this kind
may be something of a shock to certain sections of public opinion in
this country and to public sentiment here and possibly in other parts
of the Commonwealth too.
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(i) There are dangers, both political and milifary, in giving NATO a str&teg]c

nuclear capacity. This will blur the distinction between the strategic and

the tactical use of nuclear weapons. (The confusion will be increased by
the fact that weapons which for us and the Europeans, because of our
geographical position, are strategic are regarded by the Americans as
tactical) It will put an end to the distinction between * the sword ” (the
Anglo-American strategic nuclear deterrent} and ** the shield > (the forces

under SACEUR). It will be represented by the Soviet Union as
provocative, .

On the other hand, these dangers arise even more acutely in relation
to the M.R.B.M. propasal already tabled in NATO. It may already be
too late to avert them altogether. And it is arguable that some risks of

this kind must be taken if we are to avert the still greater danger of the’

emergence of other independent nuclear Powers.

(ii) In making the choice between the alternative methods set out in
paragraph 42 above, it should be borne in mind . that the smaller
the degree of commitment, the less valuable would the offer be in
securing the objectives we wish to attain.

On the other hand, the greater the degree of commitment, the more
likely the offer will be to raise problems of control which give rise to acute
difficulties, both domestic and international, especiai!y from the angle
of maintaining the credibility of the deterrent. A detailed study of
this problem, in both its military and its political aspects, is now being
made; and a report will be submitted for consideration by Ministers,

(iv) The less the degree of commitment, the less likely would be the hope of
¢ “diverting ” French national nuclear aspirations, and thereby of helping
' to prevent the emergence of further national nuclear Powers.

47. Finally, there is the crucial question whether de Gaulle would . be
favourably impressed by a multilateral approach on the lines indicated in the
preceding paragraphs, including an offer to place our strategic nuclear force in one
form or another under NATO control. Even if it were effective in producing the

" desired impression on the other European members of the Alliance, how far would

it go to meet the special asplrations of the present Government of France?
de Gaulle, it is said, is jealous of our ** superior ™ status as an independent nuclear
Power. Would he be content if we renounced it and stepped down to his level? Or
will he be content with nothing less than 2 levelling up? Does he want us to come
closer into Europe, or does he want Franee to stand partly outside it, as we do now,

in the status of a “ world ” Power? Will he continue to seek a position for France .

superior to that of other European countries? Will he on that account still demand
“Tripartitism™? And will he be deflected from his aim of making France the fourth
nuclear Power? Even if his personal preferences remained unchanged, would those
sections of opinion in France which are opposed to his policies (and especially to his
concept of a force de frappe} be so far strengthened by the approach outlined above
that he would be obliged to modify his demands?

Finally, how far would such an approach assist us to find a settlement between
the Six and the Seven? Would it induce the French to modify their attitude?

48. Ts there an alternative approach which would be more likely to attract
the co-operation of France and still not damage the strength and cohesion of the
North Atlantic Alliance?

49, The two claims to whlch de Gaulle attaches special 1mportance are:

(a) that France should be recognised as having status equal to that of the
United Kingdom in consultation with the United States, and decision,
on all the political and military aspects of the Western struggle against
Communism throughout the world (Tripartitism);

(b) that France should develop her own independent nuclear capacity in order
to support this stams
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30. The difficulty about the first of these claims is the extent to which
de Gaulle attaches importance to the public recognition of France’s status as
one of the three directing Powers in the Western world. The informal tripartite
consultations, first between officials and then between Foreign Secretaries, -which
have been held on two separate occasions during the past months, premsely in
order to meet this French preoccupation, have not appeared to satlsfy de Gaulle,
or even greatly to interest him. This was no doubt because these consultahons '
held under the shadow of some larger Ministerial meeting, were carefully arranged
with the minimum of publicity so as not to arouse fears in other Allied minds
that a “tripartite directorate” is in process of creation. A special meeting of
the three Heads of Government, such as de Gaulle proposed last antumn, could
not be covered up in this Way—and it would not meet de Gaulle’s main point
if it were. It has to be recognised, therefore, that if we accept tripartism in a
public form we are bound to arouse the active opposition of such NATO members
as Canada, West Germany, Iialy and Turkey—especially if it appears fo be
dealing with matters of direct concern to the Alliance. There is every reason to
suppose that the United States Government would not contemplate acceptance
of tripartitism in this form. If it were pressed, it could easily break up the
Alliance. .

51. On the other hand, there is no reason why we should not develop and
extend practical consultation on a tripartite basis in the same discreet form as
previously and without institutionalising the procedures. Most of the Allies are
prepared to wink at this, and indeed recognise its practical value so long as the
principal of equality in the Alliance is maintained. Personal meetings between the
three Tleads of Government, if carefully arranged, need not be excluded. ‘

52. -The second claim, that France should develop independent nuclear
capacity, has two aspects. First, de Gaulle resents the operation of the McMahon
Act, which prevents France from receiving technical assistance from the United
States in creating her force de frappe. Secondly, he resents British possession of
an independent nuclear capability and the “ special position ” which he believes
we derive from this.

53. There is little we can do to meet the first point—though we could, if we
thought it desirable on other grounds, urge the United States Government to be as
helpful as poskible to the French within the limits of their legislation.

54. As regards the second aspect, a decision by the United Kingdom
Government to assign their “ independent contribution ™ to NATO on the terms
outlined in paragraphs 42 and 43 above should go some way towards eliminating the
clement of French resentment at Britain’s advantages in the nuclear field. As
stated in paragraph 46 above much would depend on the extent to which we were
prepared to go. But we should get a better response from the French, and they
would be more disposed to follow our lead, if the scheme could be made to result
in Anglo/French or United States/United Kingdom/French political control over
 the forces, instead of the more general NATO control envisaged in the plan outlined

in parag;aphs 42 and 43 above. Can this be done?

55. 1t has been suggested .that in offering to assign our bomber forces to
NATO on condition that other European countries do likewise, we might propose .
that for the time being political control over these forces should be exercised jointly
- by the countries contributing them, as trustees for NATO, the idea being to creaie

an Anglo/French-controlled nuclear force. France cannot, however, become in
any significant sense a “ country contributing ” to such a force for at least three
years. For some time ahead we should simply be sharing with France the control
of our Bomber Command. Would our Parhament and public opinion accept this
—even if it could be presented as a means of “ containing ” an eventual French
“nuclear force? ‘

56. To opinion in the United Kingdom the proposition might become more .
palatable if United States forces were included and the control were made tripartite.
This would make it easier to accept the fact that for several years France would
have a share in the control without contributing forces. But would this be palatable
to the other European members of the Alliance—such as Germany and Italy, who
are deeply involved in the nuclear problem by reason of the weapons stationed in
their territory?
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57. Apart from its effect on the cohesion of the Alliance, an arrangement of
this kind would involve in some degree the acceptance of France as the fourth
nuclear Power—a development which (see Section C of Part I of this memorandum)
will greatly increase the problem of preventing the emergence of further nuclear
Powers. But can this be avoided? De Gaulle wishes France to become an
independent nuclear Power largely because he regards that as a badge of a superior
international status. We believe that, while this has been a powerful consideration
in the last decade, it will be of much less importance in the next. Could we bring
de Gaulle to believe the same? Could we persuade him that, in this particular
aspiration, he is out of date? For this purpose we should doubtless have to show -
that we were ready to forego all our own claims to an independent nuclear capacity
—i.e., we should have to be ready to assign the whole of our strategic nuclear force
to NATO. But, as noted in paragraph 46 (iii) above, the smaller the commitment -
we are ready to make, the smaller the advantage we can hope to gain in return, If
we were ready to go the whole way, could we persuade de Gaulle to renounce his
ambition for an independent capacity and to place the whole of France’s nuclear
force, as it develops, under some common control? A

58, Finally, is it posmble that—in return for a promise of our support for some
form of Tripartitism and some agreement for joint or NATO control of the British
and French strategic nuclear forces~—de Gaulle would further our close political
association with the Six and an economic settlement between the Six and the Seven?
This raises the ultimate question whether de Gaulle is willing, at any price, that the
United Kingdom should ““ come into” Europe. His demand that France should
be recognised as a world Power equal with the United Kingdom must rest to some
extent on the claim that France is the leading Power in Europe. How far could we
accept that claim if we came into Europe and joined the pohtlcal mst1tut10ns of the
Six?
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SACEUR'S NUCLEAR ARMGURY

THE MORE IMPORTANT POINTS BROUGHT OUT
IN SACEUR'S BRIEFING TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

General Norstad briefed the North Atlantic Council on
26th January on his nuclear weapons. His briefing covered
the history of nuclear weapons in NATO, the number and
types of weapons at present available to his command, the
control over the use of the weapons, a broad ocutline of his
plang for using them and his future requirements. w’

2. The more important issues brought cut in thisvbriefing
are as follows:~ , . '

Weapons : i

3. SACEUR has available at present nuclear strikp aircraft
with ranges up to 1,600 miles and puclear missiles from
HONEST JOHN, with a minimum range of about 5 miles, to
JUPITER, with a maximum range of about 1,500 miles,; He has
at his disposal warheads with varying yields which he has

categorised as follows:-

1

L = up to 50 Kt. {this category would have
: tincluded the bombs drapped
~on Japan]. i

M = 50-100 Kt.
H = Qver 100 Kt. i

General Norstad said that he would‘reqnire gome mapned
aircraft for a long time, particulbrly in the armed
recopnaissance role and to cdarry conventional weéapouns.

Control

4. General Norstad said that he was personally responsible
for the assignment of targets for the nuclear forces,
including the M.R.B.M. force, for the co-ordination of these
targets with SAC and Bomber Command, for approving the plans
- for nuclear strikesz of wajor subordinate commanders, for the
allocation of nuclear weapons te strike forces, and (subject
to political authority) for, ordering initial nuclear attacks,
i.e. declaration of R~hour. His general directions fto his
major subordinate commanders about; the numbers of weapons
available to them and their use at?er release aliowed then
some element of discretion to delegate this authority furiher.
! R

5. General Norstad drew an important distinction between the
authority needed for the release of nuclear weapons from U.S.
custody and that needed for their operational use. The
authority for release derived from the President of the

United States through himself as CINCEUR to the American
custodians., The authority for operational use, however,

was subject to the political authority of Govermments through
himgelf as SACEUR. He regarded this system, which included

a number of safeguards and required iwo separate orders before
nuclear weapons could be used, as foslproof.
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6. General Norstad, however, was concerned over the
Lack of precise arrangements for the exercise by the
North Atlantic¢ Council of political control over the

use of nuclear weapons. lle suggested that it might be
possible to draft "ruled of engagement” by which the
Council would authorise him in advance to use nuclear
weapons in specific ways in certain defined cipcumstances:
He expressed qomplete confidence in his own ability to
control the use of nuclear weapons under his Command.

Atomic Strike Plan

7. General Norstad said that his military planning
was based on a programie of pre-planned strikes after
R-hour, Thereafter, there seems to be some dagree of
discretion and flexibility allowed to his major
subordinate commanders. Selected targets would 1nclude
700, over 300 miles from Allied Command Europel!s bases
and some of them would be over 700 miles away.’

Build-U

8. General Norstad reminded the Council that, in 19352,

NATO Military Authorities had been planning on the use

of 20 nuclear weapons and by July 1954 this had risen

only to 125. The table of build-up of nucleap capacity,
which was circulated at the meeting, shows an jmmense
increase of .fire power hetween that available to-day and’

that required in 1966, particularly in the warheads for
weapons with longer ranges such as M,R.B.M.s., in which

the build-up is from 1 squadron in 1961 to 33 squadrons in
1966. Attached is a table which General Norstad showed

to the North Atlantic Council of the planned build-up of
nuclear capacity available to him. The final column, showing
weapons available for first strikes in 1966, requires careful
interpretation. Moreover, it appears that there will be no
equivalent reduction in the numbers of tactical strike .
aircraft corresponding to the build-up of M.R.B.M. squadrons,
However, there is not encugh information available to show
what proportion of the air squadrons are longer-range

(e.g. Canberras} or short-range (e.g. fighter/bombers).

i
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BULLD-UP OF NUCLEAR CAPACITY AVATIABIS TO SACEUR

Yiela 1961 1966

TOP SECRET

Weapon/Aireraft Range 1966 «
{i.e. current (i.e. new force (Weapons available
forces) requirements) for first strikes)
Ground/Sea Alrp
8" Howitzer (Bty) 2, 700-1,000 metres I 10 Lo 160
HONEST JOHN (Bn) 6,000-26,000 metres I 21 61 . 20,
LACROSSE (Bn) 8,000~30, 000 mgtres L L 10 " Lo
CORPORAL/SERGEANT (Bn) 25~75 nel. L 9 24 96
REDSTCNE/PERSHING (Unit) H0=500 n.m. H 2 16 el
Strike Alrcraft (Sgdns.) i ' 85 ;"1911,‘:
Recce, " " - L8 L 850/
Cruise Missile (Units} 550 n.m. L-li-H 3 5 2L0
MRBM/IRBY (Sqdns.) 1 33 Las
NIKE {(Bn) 85 Iokie L 6 3l 1,224 7
Naval Strike Alreraft
3 (Sgéns.) 12 16 ~ 162
" Patrol " (") - 22 L1327
Submarines - 10 160
TOTALS 2,723 3,055
on launchers on agircraft
* i,e. does not inelude reload capacity or stockpiles
‘___5!
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PRIME MINISTER

General Norstad briefed the Norih Atlantic
Council on 26th January on his unuclear armoury and
/ his plans for its use. I ati{ach a summary of the
-, ’ more important points brought out in this briefing.

2. I am sure that General Norstad's briefiang
could net have been more useful or more timely in
easing the way for my memorandum on NATO Strategy

: and Nuclear Weapons now before the North Atlantic
o : Council, It bhas brought home to the Council the

! immense power now at SACEUR's disposal and the

vast increases in that power that he says he needs
by 1966, and also the full extent of his personal
authority in these matters. - I am sure that our
continental allies at least will recognise that the
solution of the problems raised in the memorandum
is both urgeni and important. :

3. The table shows that, if SACEIR's plans are
approved, he would have available in 1966 nearly
6,000 warheads for first strike alone. This
flgure, which represents weapons actually on
launchers or aboard aircrafi, includes over 1,200
nuclear warheads for SAGW but makeg no allowances
for unserviceability and includes certain air
reconnaissance sguadrons which, presumably, would
not be used to drop nuclear hombs in the first
place. Even if allowance is made for .these facts,
) SACEUR would have at his disposal at least 2,000/
4 e 3,000 warheads with yields ranging from a few

: oo kilotons to over a megatob. :With only those
weapons with an operating range in excess of 500
miles, SACEUR would be able to deliver in a few
hours at least 300 M.T. and thxs is a very.
conservative estimate, ;

‘14th February
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strengthening the Six, and indeed Western Europe generally. He recognised the
desire of the Six that the Community should not be jeopardised or diluted. As
regards Herr von Brentano’s references to the E.F.T.A,, the United Kingdom took
the view that the position of their EJF.T.A. pariners must be safegnarded in any -
wider arrangement which might be made. He thought that the proposal for
expanding political consultation in W.E.U. should be considered at the forthcoming
meeting of the W.E.U, Council in Paris. From the United Kinpdom point of view
it was essential that any arrangements made should provide for genuine political
copsultation amongst the Seven members of W.E.LL; it would be difficult if
consultation were to be initiated on every occasion amongst the Six, the United
Kingdom being admitted only at a later stage.

Dr. Adenauer agreed that the question of political consultation should
be discussed at the W.E.U. Council; he accepted Mr. Heath’s view that any such
consultalion must be genuine. .

A,

RECORD OF MEETING BETWEEN THE PRIME MINISTER AND
Dr. ADENAUER AT ADMIRALTY HOUSE AT 10-30 am. ON
FEBRUARY 23 :

Present;

The Prime Minister Dr. Adenauer

The Chancellor of the Exchequer Herr von Brentano

The Lord Privy Seal Herr von Herwarth

Sir Frederick Hoyer Millar Herr von Scherpenberg
- Sir Christopher Steel Herr von Eckhardt

Sir Patrick Reilly Herr Harkort

Sir Evelyn Shuckburgh Herr von Etzdorf

&c. ‘ Dr. Thierfelder
~ : &e.

The Prime Minister began by speaking of the European space project. There
was much enthusiasm in Europe for this project and he hoped that the Federal
Republic would join in. It had great scientific and commercial possibilities; there -
was no guestion of competing with the United States but we could work together

/ with them better if we had something of our ownl to contribute. The launcher.
- itself was already very advanced; most of the new money would go on the second

and third stapges. The Chancellor of the Excheguer added that if the costs were -
] u, ~ shared they would not be very large. _
7 ' Scctulrfei . Herr von Brentano said that the Federal Republic was very interested, not

¥kusheay Only in the rocket itself but in the development of the second and third stages, which
he understood might lead to great advances in telecommunications. It would be
Locad, 5 happy solution for many Europeans to pool their efforts here—not in competition .
. (m‘ ek, with the United States but not lagging behind. The Federal Republic was prepared -
to consider the possibilities very carefully. Dr. Adenauer added that he was behind
¥ 1) - the idea in principle with all his heart; Europe must play its partt.

The Lord Privy Seal elaborated our attiiude to European institutions,
mentioning that our effort last summer fo participate in some way in the Coal and
Steel Community and EURATOM had been misunderstood in some quarters; it
: had been suspected that we might be trying to prevent the merger of the three
/ Furopean communities which was then being planned. For this reason no progress .
i . had been made and, though we had asked certain questions which had not yet
. 1?4 been answered, we had not pressed the matters because we understood that the
Fﬂ“’f Six were still considering the future form of these Communities. - As for relations -
qu::‘/\ between the Six and the Seven, the sort-of joint institutions appropriate must

depend on the detailed solution reached; this could therefore only be determined

[}
%::,J‘j later. But we would be prepared to join the resulting institutions. The Prime
: 4 Minister had stated our attitude to political consultations at the previous meeting.

A\ We were very interested .in the suggestion that consultations in W.E.U. should be
widened. : .
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Herr von Brentano agreed that institutions could not be set up beforg the
details had been worked out. He could not say how and when the merger of the

three Communities would come about, but the Federal Government was inclined

to go ahead and ‘he Belgians and Dutch were strongly in favour.

The Prime Minister asked Dr. i Adenauer to say how he thought East-West

telations would develop in the coming months and to expand his views on the
problems of NATO. '

Dr. Adenauer said that the West must try to prevent the German guestion from
leading to fresh complications between East and West. If there were a real détente,
the German guestion could be selved; but if the latter was discussed unsuccessfully,
tensions would heighten. He repeated that there was nothing really new in the
recent Soviet memorandum. A détente was our main aim, and fundamentaily it
was Mr. I(hroshchev’s too, because he wanted to attempt better relations with the
United States. President Kennedy had showed himself so unyielding on Berlin
that the Chancellor could not believe that Mr. Khrushchev would choose this
subject to talk about first; so he tried to keep it in the background, though the
D.D.R. would doubtless continue to put pressure on him. We could not expeet
a détente untit Mr. Keunedy was properly in the saddle, but whether
Mr. Khrushchey was prepared to deal seriously on such problems as disarmament
would depend very much on the West itself; he might think that he could wait for
cracks to appear there.

Turning to NATO, the Chancellor said that not much had come of
co-operation in the political, propaganda and economic fields; some members,
e.g., France, were not even doing all they had been asked in the military field. The
Council had not shown enough persuasive power over ifs members. He implied

that thé Federal Government was playving its part militarily, but suggested that_ 3’44.;:.;

the until recently neutralist position of the S.P.D. had prevented it from doing as
much as it might in other fields. - He insinuated that the SP.D. though now
protesting its support for the NATO Alliance had not really changed its spots. He
repeated his belief that the United States were very largely responsible for the lack
of dynamism in NATO; the resull was that the Soviet Union was far ahead of us
in the field of global propaganda. Another difficulty was the question of nuclear

. weapons, which had created a revolution in NATO since it was set up. Members

could not accept that these weapons would only be used on the orders of the United
States President, since in an emergency things might look very differently from
Washington. Unless the situation was changed, one or another mmember would
start to manufacture its own weapons, which were cheaper now. France was
aiready doing so, and.she would not be the last. General Norstad and M. Spaak
had both been hopeful in the summer of pressing these views, which they shared,
on President Bisenhower, but the problem remained unsolved. If it was not solved,
NATO would decline. SACEUR must therefore have authority—not in his
capacity as a United States General—to use the weapons. :

The Prime Minister said that the greafest difficulties over consultation arose.

on questions of less direct interest to NATO, where we all tended to divide the

warld up into sectors tooc much. We should be able to co-ordinate our efforts in-

these areas more, since the Russians were most likely to attack us where we were
disunited. As for control of nuclear weapons, it was held at different times and
by different people that the United States was too likely and too little likely to use
them. The problem was complicated by the development of tactical nuclear
weapons. This was why we had asked NATO to study the whole problem; we
could not neglect the role of conventional weapons either. From the Minister of
Defence’s talks with Herr Strauss, our views on the relative roles of the different
types seemed to correspond closely. - The important thing about the deterrent was
its credibility. Polaris being a second strike weapon was an important advance
here. Another point was that its credibility would not be increased if the powers
to use it were too elaborately defined: would the Soviet Union be as frightened of
a Committee as of a man? ' :

The Chancellor of the Exchequer added ou the economic side that the
establishment of O.E.C.D. was going ahead fast: it might be ratified in the United

States in March. It was essential that it should get off to a good start; the French

attitude was sometimes worrying but it would be a disaster if the new organisation
were allowed to lapse into inactivity; it shonld be the economic planning agency
of the free world. Mr. Dillon would certainly back it hard, but he would need
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strong European support. Dr. Adenauer agreed with this, but reverting to NATO,
said that he had heard that there were ideas in the United States that MC-70, which
was due to run out in 1963, should be replaced by some new set of requirements,

which he described as ¥ MC-66 7. (This is evidently a reference to the NATO -

triennial Teview force requirements for 1963-66.) We must get {o know what new

military plans were being made in the United States. He implied that the general -

spirit in that country left much to be desired. Meanwhile, Mr. Khrushchev was
following the Tzarist policy of extending Russian frontiers; if he were to obtain

control of the countries of the E.E.C., he could push the United States out of the

world market. If he knew how dissatisfied everybody was in NATO he would
merely have to wait for all these fruits to fall into his lap.

The Lord Privy Seal asked Dr. Adenauer why he thought Mr. Khrushchev had
sent the memorandum at this time. How did it affect the Chancellor’s policy of
playing the hand long? He also wondered what the Germans thought about the
recent East German moves on restrictions in Berlin (this question was not answered).

‘Herr von Brentano said that one reason for the memorandum might be the

pressure from the D.D.R. which disliked Soviet dilatoriness. The Russians might

think it was time to put their position on record again, particularly in view of the
recent cooling of Soviet-United States relations over the Congo. .Again

Mr. Khrushchev would want to create disunity in the West by causing fears that

the Federal Republic might go behind their allies’ backs; this of course they would
not do, though they would always contribute to negotiations. The line taken on

disarmament in the memorandum was a new one, and made progress towards a-

détente even harder. There were two interesting, but dangerous, points in the
memorandum : ' -

(@) the reference to an interim solution—but only if a date for a peace treéty
was set; ‘ : -

. :(b} the suggestion that if the Federal Republic would take part in the peace

treaty negotiations the Russians would go some way to meet them on’

Berlin among other things—the suggestion being that for the price of
two peace treaties the Soviet Union would be reasonable over Berlin.

Both these offers were unaccept;able because they would perpetuate the division of
Germany. ! . _

" * Herr von Brentano added that NATO should attempt political co-operation

on a plobal scale; for instance, even if one did not agree with Portuguese policy in’
"Angola, it would be a serious matter for NATO members to vote against Portugal

in the United Nations. We should not fear embarrassing discussions in NATQO,

for instance, on Algeria or Indonesia; an Indonesian attack on West Guinea would

, be of direct concern to NATO."

' Dr. Adenauer backed Dr. iStikkf:‘r’s candidacy for NATO Secretary-General
and Herr von Brentano said that the Italians would have to be told that Signor

‘Brosio’s candidature was not very fortunate: he did not know NATO and would

have insufficient standing; moreover if he were appointed Signor Casardi, the
Deputy Sccretaryl-General, would also have to go.

The Prime Minister asked the Chancellor what he thought aboui President de
Gaulle’s rather personal views on NATO. Dr. Adenauer réplied that they all

stemmed from his lack of confidence in NATO and in the United States. If
Mr. Eisenhower had decided to make NATO a nuclear Power, President de Gaulle
might have given up his nuclear aspirations. The French were now spending

heavily on conventional arms, with which their 14 divisions in Germany were being -

better equipped, and their army of 1 million 'men was a great burden. The

' Chancellor had some hope that the French decision not to test further in the Sahara

was not merely a gesture to the Africans but a hint to NATO that, given satisfaction,
France would not pursue its independent deterrent further. At any rate President
de Gaulle had assured the Chancellor that he considered NATO indispensable.
Herr von Brentano interjected that President de Gaulle wanted a loose alliance
rather than integration; but the area of Europe was too small for this. '

Dr. Adena-uér expressed his gratitude at the coutse of the discussions which
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©objectiven dascribsd in parsgraph 3. We can certainly
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16, The United States Governmont will hsve to modify presen
United States legislation if they are io aurrender custody 0
the nuclear warheads to HATO, ‘
17. Any scheme of this kind would be warmly supportesd by th
Faderal Germen Government and welcomed by other menibers. of
NATO, but 1% is unlikely to deflect Genersl de Gaulle from hia
decision to build up a French "force de frepps", If a2 scheme
on the lines of paragraph 14(a) could be worked out, it would:
probably satiafy the asplrstions of other WATG c“untrlea Whidh
had wighed to becoma indopendent nuclear powers,

United Kingdom attitude

18. A4 scheme on the lincs of paragraph 14{b) would not raisa
difficulties of control of use of puclesr weapons and looka
promising.

19. If, however, a scheme on the lines of paragraph Th(a) -
perhaps including wespons ss well ss warhsads -~ could be ‘
worked out thet would reagsure NATO without detracting ,
from the credibility of the Western deterrent snd without
imposing a heavy additional burden on our resources, we .
should not oppose it. It would have the merit of achleving
the political sims of promoting tha cochesion of NATO
and perhans pf chacking the emergence of additional

independent nuclear powers without the objectiions inherent
in the permanent FKATO M.R.B.M. gcheme, 1,8, providing

Allied Command Burope and especially tha.Germsns, wilth
what are, in sffect,. sirategic weepons; and the demand -
for an edditional United Kingdom contribuition o NATO,

U.K. TACTIGS IN WORYTH ATLANTIO
COURCIL

20, In general, we can continue to support the Americaﬁ

gupport the American offer $o keep nuclzar weapons
avallable for NATO forces as long gs NATO militery
planping raguires them. We could have gupported the
offer to assign 5 nuclear submsrines with POLARIS missiles

"o SBACEUR but, as it is now firmly linked to the provigleon

i
i
|

of “00 more POLARIS missiles by other NATO countries and e

the establishment of permanent M.R.B.M. in NATO, wa consider
that the whole pronosszl would change the present character.
of the NATC ghield forces so fundsmentally that NALTO should
axamine the full implications of the schems. as part of the
comprehsnaive study of HATO strstegy that we have suggested la

- I'IGCGSSBI'S".

24, .In our view, a schems on the lines of para. 14(b)
for the sstsblishment of e NATO nuclesr stockpile looks

- & mors promising way of schieving the objectives set out in .
Para.S. We consider that this possible soluiion should also

be examined in the comprehen31ve gtudy of NATO strategy.

-~ 18 ~
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1ngdom Mlnlster of Defence, of hls dlsCUSSlonS with
Robert McNamara, United, States Ssecretary of Defense’
and officials of the American Defense Department in
Washington on Tuesday, 21st March 1961

‘ rﬂpplo flrst_W1th its immediate problems.

esident 5 defence message to Congress which
‘week's’ time. On the broader issues they had
- thinking but: ‘they hand hardly yet had time to come to
1c f They. would welcome the. British Minister of
Views® ‘ori” the broad defence issues that faced both

;. He wanted however to make one specific p01nt and
hat he. ‘accepted the previocus Administration's SKYBOLT
commltment -end heé thought that the additional funds which he }
the President would authorise would honour this

4 that we too had boen giving a great deal of study to
_ roblems and alsc to our world defence position. We had
reassessed our prlorltles and they appceared to us to be coming
out somethlng like the following.
L. Flrstly, we thought it important not to over-insure in NATO;
but of course we must not under-insure. But one of the things
that had worried me about the Gates/Herter offer was that 1f
fully implemented it might well have mecont that WATO strategy
would have become unbalanced. The British Governmont was guite
clear that in their view NATO ghould not become o strategic.
nuclear power,. As for priorities within NATO, I said that we had
quitgd ifidepéndently come to views which qppe”red to me to be
similar fo those in the agreed conclusions of the meeting between
Dzeon Rusk; Mr., Witze and Sir Eorold Caccia. 1T had already . '
discussed these views with the Canadicns and to some extent with
the Germons. The Caradianns were in full agreement and the
Germans. I thougnl at lesst in partial agreement. Our priorities
were, first tho Surutugﬂc detervent muot be otrengthened and
modernised in all possible ways; it _should remain the Pr831dent S
right_to lounch it as this, in our T view , WosTPATE of the
. deterrent. At the other end of the bcqlo, we -had come to the
view that conventional forcos on the MC 70 scale, armed with
nuclear weapons of a "fire-support' nature, was equnl top
priority. By "fire-support!, I meant nuclear weapons of
relatively short ronge aond 1ow yield. Where we were in much
greater doubt was in the "grey arca" ithat lay between these two
ends of the scale. If in tho end it was decided to go ahead with
the Buropean MRBM progromme, we would loyally try to play our
part, although I must moke it plain that we should find it very
difficult to find the additional funds reguired. If we were
agked to choose whot kind of MRBM scheme, we would prefer
Norstad's "plaoin van' approach to land-based POLARIS missiles.

But our thinking was that MRBMs should teke a pretty low priority, -

end that the whole question of Norstad's interdiction targets
should be re-examined. We agreed that no doubt NATC needed more
encouragement. and o greater sense of purpose, but we felt Just
as worried cbout bthe siltuntion in South-Bast Asia and in Africao,
with possible troubles that could arise in the Mlddle East and
e¢lsewhere. Defest for the West by one means or snother was more
-likely in these areas than in NATO. We had tried to re-draw our
defence plans so thoat our forces could still fulfil British
obligations in thesc areas. Put we felt that grentor

&was tho Defence Budget, urgent day-to-day



" interchange with the Americansion’ our“501nt ‘responsibilities in.

the' rest of the world might strungthen the deterrent to war and
perhaps show areas where ovcrlapplng respon51b111t1bs could be
somewhct reduccd to advantoge.

5. MR. NETZL said that he did not discgree with this gensral
picture They too werc extryemely worried at the poessibility of
defeat by infiltration and subversion in Africa and Asia but

they felt that NATO musc have a ncwisense of purpose if 1t was
tosfulfil its functions, Their thoughts as cxpresscd in the
discussion botween Desn. Rusk and Sir Harold Caccia (Washington
-Jelegram No.695) would, he bolieved, form the basis of their

NATO policies. In addztlon he tﬁought ‘that they would take
respon51b111ty for that part of the Gates/Herter offer that said
that the United States would place 5 POLARIS submorines in the
Mediterraonean on "6th Fleet terms". They would dispose of the
rest of the offeor by saying that they hoped that the other NATO
menbers would respond to this offer by moking suggestions of
their own as to how NATO might be strengthened and as to how the
MRBM problem could be handled. I scid that I very much hoped
that we could continue discussions which had been so far fruitful
and come to an ngreed position on all this. We too were agreed
that the problem of MRBMs should take a much lower priority thom
either the strategic deterrent or the combination of conventicnal
forces combined with nuclcar fire power that were necessary to
onforcce o pause. How to handle this situetion in. NATO was not
primarily my responsibility once the defence aspects had becen
..settled. How to play the hand and how to deal with the political
aspects was clearly a matter for the Foreign Scoretary and the
Prime . Minister, but it secemed to me that it should be possible
for us to agree a line togethor and to ogree also what kind of
answers we would give to our own guestionnaire. now in front of
the NATO Council. We naturally wished tec make these answers as
helpful to the Americans as we could.

6. MR. McHAMARA then turned to the general issue of msaking
better use of ocur joint resources and saild thot one of the

. purposes of the Ford Motor Company in assuming full control of
all its overseas subsidiarics was in order that production could
“be rationalised in the most suitoble way between one plant and
another. He wondered whether the same thing could not be done
. with the U.X./U.8. defence rescarch and production, bringing in
the Canadians ond perhaps at o later stage other NATO nations.
I''agreed and scid thet this indeed was our eacrnest wish, and
added that unless we could make interdependence a “two-way"
operation, the whole basis of the alliance would be destroyed.
It was cgrecd that ot my loter meeting with Mr.Gilpatric,

Mr. Rubel and Mr.Macauley these matters should be examined in
more detail . {This meeting is recorded separately. It led tg
the agreements in Washington Tclogroms Nos. 726, 727 and 723)

7 I ended by soying that in the main I had had close and
friendly relations with his predecessor and that I had always
understood that the relationship between our Chiefs of Staff and
Militory and Scientific Advisers were also close and friendly.
It .was my wish however to improve on this situatlon is’p0851ble
and to try to bring our two countries cven more. closdly together
in the defence sphere and thus to shqre the burden betweon us to
our mutual aQVantLge - .

8.*- MR. McNAMARA said it qu his W1sh qlso that this closer
linking of ocur jJjoint effort should toke place and he would hope
that we would both feel able to. communlcqte with one another on
any matters of mutual interest and to maintain and improve the
closec association between our advisers, -

TOP




He thcn had to leqvo for a mcutlng with the President and
jent on to the larger mecting at which we discussed '
interdcpendence.

OTHER CCONVERSATIONS

Following the main meeting with Mr.McNomora and Mr. Nitze,
ad separate conversctions with Mr. Gilpatric, Deputy Secretary
and Mr. McNomara again. at dinner on Tuesdny night.
‘dinner I also had discussions with Mr. McNemara aid

ochlér. I wculd summarise thesé discussions as follows, and
hig summoary I have also taken of cccount of discussions which
01ly Zuckerman has had with Mr., Wicesner, Sclentific Adviser
a Pr681dent.

The Amcricans attach great importance to thc malntenance of
trategic nuclear detorrent. Whilst they accept that there

.m e an approaching balence in numbers of megatons, they believe
th % by modernluing and divergifying means of delivery, the West
could maintain a satisfactory deterront and one thot could
1ncreu51ngly achieve a second strike capebility. They occcept us
as-junior pertners in this enterprise but they are obv1ously noi
w1lling to share it with anyone else,

"conventlonal forces or their equipment but they seek to get well
-,balanced forces which will clearly include tactical nuclear

15; these forces to be capable of enforcing -2 pouse even
jsomethlng greater than o probing attack.

':They do not really like the Herter/Gates offer at all, nor
‘do they seem very enthugiastic about o large MRBM forceo, They
are however in the political difficulty that I do not think they
wish to completely overthrow the occtions of thelr predecessors
and they will therefore tend to say that they merely give all
this very low priority and to extricate themselves from the
actual offer on the linces that I have indicated obove. We should
chviously seek to encourage this thoughi, as both Sir Solly
Zuckerman and I have done durlng our visit,.

4. They do not like the idea of creating any kind of NATO
nuclear force, tactical or strategic, but they arc willing to
consider perhaps reinterpreting Article V of the North Atlontic
Treaty and perheps associating the nucleor sirategic deterrent
more closely with it. They would elso, I think, accept the
proposition that the NATC Council or some sub-commitice of 1t
might be given greater knowledge of nuclear stock plles and
capacity, and through the process of consultation might in fact
have & veto on any Americon withdrawal of nuclear capacity from
Lurope. They would very much 1ike our help on further defining
their policies on this and on MRBMs. 1. think it might be
advisable to send Mr. Mottershead over in due course to discuss
all this with them and to decide how best to frome our answers
to our own NATO questionnaire in such a way as to help the
American position, It is clearly in our intercst to do this as
the outcome might well be the end of the various MRBM schemes
which have presentecd us with so many problems, anlthough this
would be achicved, rather by downgrading their priorities thmm
by rejecting them outright.

15.  We had some curscry discussions of relations with the
French. The Administration is clearly not willing, because it
does not think it would serve any useful purposc, to offer the
French nuclear assistance of ary kind or to support policies 1in
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NATO_W ich would be solely qlmed at trylng to persuade the
French”to give up their "force de frappe" Thelr view seems to
be that no action of theirs, and much loss action of ours, could
at- thlslstﬂge ﬂffect the, Frcnch deﬁcrmanatlon to proceod It

-partlculerly 1f
- here ngain'they
"oon03351ons nor
50, ‘f

,_nucleﬁr Lest agroement were to
o-not eppear to be willing to .
.‘thlnk,'ure they likely to

Gormano, thby are. ag. detormlncd as we are to seek
some:fananclql relief but they regard this for the moment as
“being:’ moro & matter for the Secrotﬁrv of the Treasury and his
Advisers: They raised however no objection to my statemént that
wWe would have to press the Germans very hard and reconsider dome
of -our Europeqn defence comnitments if-they are unwilling to
help us,_.

17. Although porhﬂps their Dttltude W 8 o iittle swayed by

thelr immediate problems in Laos, it is clear that they do not

wish to over-insure in NATO to.a point which mlght inhibit thelr
actions in other ports of. the vorld They recognise very clearly

.thwt we are essentinl partners to them in the rest of the world

defence tasks and this is o' relgtionship which I think we could
cultivate to our advantage. - : ' ‘

H.W.

Ministry of Defence, S.W.d.

23rd March, 1961.
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thermselves and thus prevent a dangercus spirit from growhg'.
which would destroy the fundamental purpose of N.A.T.O. : There
rust, of course, ve unity but at the same time we should ! -
recognise a reasonable diverslty within the Atlantic Community

3. . ZUROPE

MR, BilLsald he was impressed by the 51nilarity betweent
Mr Macmillan's views and those of the United States Government
on the problem of the Six and the Seven. The United States
‘Government attached more weight to the political than the
economic aspects, Here their objectives were two~fold
maintailn e¢lose Franco-German understanding and to bind éermany ‘
c¢losely to the West, While they recognised that the relation~ ~ | 7.
ship of the United Klngdom and the Seven with the Six was R I
-primarily a problem for the countries concerned, the Americans .| i
had been worried at the early ideas of a European Free Trade
Adrea which seemed calculated, from the american point of view,
to inecrease the commercial diswdvantages while weakening the o
political advantages of a united Burope., They had feared that !
the United Kingdom, acting as a pole of attraction, might :
weaken the forces for unity among the Six. - But if the United
Kingdom became a nember of the Six and brought her politled. .
genius %o bear within it, she would provide an element of
stability in the pericd of uncertainty which was likely to
follow the departure of the present French and German leaders,
Such a decision on the part of the United Kingdom would also o
confirm even more closely the sypecial relationship of confildence
hetween the United States ard Miited Kingdom Governments., . In. "
short, the interests of all parties, on both sides of the o
Atlan%ic, would be advanced if the ﬁhited Kingdon could sed her
way to become a member of the Six. But If there were merely .

" some econoriic accemmodation between the Six and the Seven
this would not only weaken the political vadlue and potential of
the Six but make the commercial problems more difficult for
Horth imericas He hoped that the 0.5.C.D. might serve as an
umbrella for further developments, possibly lead to sorme bindlng

-~ ties between the two sides of the Atlantic, If it was a
gquestion of bringing the Seven together into relationshipwith. -
the Bix, this again might raise difficulties insofar as the
neutral members, i,e. the Swedes, the Swilss and the Austrians,
would be unable to play their full part in the political
institutions of the Treaty of Rome. He hoped therefore that
the United Kingdom wiuld take the lead and then see to what
extent the other membérs of the Seven could follow sult,

e e e

MR, LACMILLAN renarked that the three neutral members
of the Seven would in any case have to be treated as specidl
menbers of a wider relatlonship, He did not think this would
present any graat difficuliy. SIR ROBERT HALL agreed and
suggested that the OE.C.D. might help over this,

MR. BALL then turred to the cuestlionof the Conmmon-
wealth and the problem of troplcal foodstuffs, iny rerger
of the two preferential systems would be difficult for the
drericans, particularly in respect of thelr responsibilities
to non-member, under-developed SBtates. lia hoped that the
Tnited States and the :United Kingdom could tackls this problem
togethor,

Frheid - s 4 05 Fr hos by [ W/ foat] S ~ Ve,
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- This being so, the problem of command was a very real one

¢
i
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1. NORTH ATLAV IC TREATY ORGﬁIuATION

'PRESIDENT KENNEDY said that 11; would be useful to .
continue the discussion on nuclear weapons which had haen
held that mornling.

After saying that he was in no sense: speaklng for
~the President, MR, ACHESON said that it was an objective of-
his’ proposals "to stimulate the Allies to think about nuclear.
weapohs 1n a responsible way. Mr. Macmillan had said that
the North Atlantic Treaty Organlsation (N.A4.T.0.) was not a
nuclear Power, Legally this was so, but the armed forces

of many of the European allies - e.g., the Dutch, the Italians A

and the French - were 1n fact holding "nuclear weapons, ‘and

in this sense N,A.T.0. was already a nuclear. Power. - The
(United States conirol of these weapons was in some cases
theoretical; there was not always a duplicate key and
:soretimas the control amounted to nothing more than a Snited
KStates sergeant who was supposed to see that the weapons were
inot released wlthout authority, There was ho way a%t present
{ of guaranteeing that those Allies who held nuclear weapons .
would in fact get: the President's agreement bhefore using them.

and seemed te fit in with Mr. Macmillan's views, The

problem was one for the Allies, in particular for -
General de Gaulle: It was true that Supreme Allied Commander,
Burope (SACEUR) was militarily in command of these weapons.

but the problem was not military. It was one of political
control. The Allies must make up their minda whether they
wanted to shoot the We apons off and, if so, in what '
circumstances, In his view the 1hnited States Government
should take the lead in posing this problem and inducing the
Allies to Tace it.

Mr. Acheson then turned to the dasire of the French

to develop an independent nuclear capacity. He expressed

his personal view that it would be a mistake -to help France
to develop nuclear wearons. Such weapons were useless
without the means to deliver them. It was very expensive
to provide this, The French would realise in time that
this was beyond thelr means. Indeed, he thought there was

“only one way in which they could develop a real nuclear

capaclty, and that was with German help. The dilemma was
that, if we helped the French, the Germans would insist on
'equal treatment, ' If we did not and the French persisted
could only succeed by calling In the Germans, This woulé
lead to the Germans acquiring nuclear power. Such a
development would be very dangerous, It was not desired by
Dr. adenauer. =~ It would finally extlngulsh ahy hope of an
agreement to end nueclear tests,

they

There were, however, other ways of dealing wlth
the French problem. Tor exarmple, the United Kingdom bomber
foree in the United Kingdom, the United States Alr Force in
the United Kingdon and perhaps the I.C.B.Ms., could be
comnitted to H,A.T.O, If this wore done, and if
General de Gaulle were asked to work out suitable command
arrangenents, this would appear to him as a constructive
nove, It would give him contrel, at least to .some degree,

. of a force far more powerful than anything he could hope to

have on his own. Mr. Acheson thought that this would be -
the best policy. The rules drawn up by the Eurcopean Allles

-
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' MR, ACHESON sald that SACEUR had only military authority. - 1=/
i His point was that the 4llies showlé be told that they had. -

for controlling the use of nuclear weapons would demand in
all probability" supplementary actlon by United States
nuclear forces statloned outside Europe. ‘

MR. MACMILLAN said that Mr., AChGSOH'S ideas were
interesting and constructive. They shouwld certainly be..
studiled. But they applied only to the BRuropean theatre.
‘One of the causes of the malaise among the European 4llies
was their feeling that they were confined solely to this

theatre, while the Anglo-Saxons covered the-rest of the world, .

The Europeans, especlally General de Gaulle, were deternined
to get into the big club and to talk on equal terns

i, RUSK wondered if General de Gaulle would feel
that the pOSSBSblOD of a national nuclear capability would
give him the right to be consulted about the use by the
United States of nuclear weapons anywhere,

MR, MACMILLAN said that Mr, Achesan‘s schene
seamed to apply only to exlsting, and not to new nuclear
weapons,

In reply to a question from Lord Home,

the last word in the use of the nuclear weapons, and not
only tactlcal weapons but also Polaris mlssiles.

‘PRESIDENT IENMEDY asked whsther General de Gaulh
would or would not be satisfied if the nuclesar capablility
over which he had some control was confined only to Western
Europe.

MR, MACMILLAN said this was a difficult question.
Perhaps General de Goulle might be ready to contribute to a -
common pgol if he had somothlng purely French to put into 1t.
It was a prestige issue,. The General was not thinking of
a European war. He belleved that there was not golng to be. :
a world war.

PRESIDENT KENFEDY asked if it would make any |
difference if SACEUR was a Frepchman, . MA. MACIILLAN replied '
that this might well te so but it might create difficulties. '
with other menkers of the Alllance. The ‘erux of the problem
was that Burope had revived. It was worth working out
Mr. Acheson's ideas in detall to see whether there might be
something in them which the BEuropean Allles mipht accept.

PRESTDENT KENIEDY asked Mr. Acheson to confirm :
thaet it was his idea that mechanism must be provided to make 1.

. 1t impossible for the Germans to develop an lndependent

nuclear capacity, Was it his idea that the Germans would

! achieve this elther if the French were gilven assistance or
¢ 1f the French called 1n the Germans to help them? Was it
- further his ldea that his own scheme was the only way to

prevent Germany from acquiring nuclear weapons?

MR. ACHESON confirmed all these polnts.
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',‘conclude an agreement on tests.

- on the United States side, that Mr. Khrushchev had been

TOP SECRET
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. LORD HOME suggested that the Soviet Government mlghﬁ‘
also have been looklng agailn at the consequences which a -

detente might bring in the shape of inroads into theiy closed
SOCietye They would be under great pressure not to allow !
this because it would sacrifice so great a military advantage.'
This might well be among the reasons fer their reluctance to

2. BERLIN

PLESIDENT KENNEDY wondered why the Russians had mada
no move on Berlin. Were they hesitating to move because they
believed that the Western response would be stiff? if so, 1t

would be a mistake to do anythlng which might cause them 0.
change that view. ,

In the discussion Whlch followed it was suggested . 'ﬁix

surprised by the strength of the Western reaction to his Free "{“
City plan. Nevertheless, he had continued to affirm his ' .
intention to make. a peace treaty with Bastern Germany, and’ he -
was now more or less committed to. taking action this year. = He
probably did not think that Berlin was worth the risk of war; . : o4
but he had to satisfy his satellites and to keep control of the' S SR
world Communist movement at a time when the Chinese were A R
challenging his leadership. In the Party Congress in October
he might want to demonstrate that he could gain his ends by .
means short of war, and he could instance such cases as Laos ox
the Congo. It was pessible that he needsd a diplomatic _
SUCCess. It might be that the Russians were deterred from
taking action on Berlin by the threat-of a direct clash with
the West. If so, and if we had no new bargaining position, -
we should co 31der how to put the prospect as bluntly as S :
possible. The Wess was_pot in a position to negotiate f
SuGGBSEfully over Berlin.}- Perhaps the only thing which would

caffect the Soviet pesition”would be a move by the Federal

!

 Government to recognise de facto the“Bast German regime. This

could lead to important changes in East-West relations in
Burope. But the West Germans lacked imagination, and they \
were not prepared to take any risks over Berlin. ‘ a
On the British side, it was pointed out that there :
had been a very long negotiation between Forelgn Ministers, S
which broke -down because of the impossibility of deciding what - 5
the ‘'position would be at the end of an interim period. It :
would be dangerous to go into discussions with no firm negotiatm
ing pesiticon. It would be worth considering the possibility of
making a stand, not on the legalistic view of Western rights in
Berlin, but on the general thesis that the West would defend

the Berlin population. It might be possible to tolerate a

Free City for all Berlin. Would it be a mistake to move to a

treaty basis for our rights in Berlin, with all the dangers

[ N

€

’{
f.
Soviet Peace Treaty with East Germany and a joint guarantee of & f
l
\
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CHIEFS OF ST/.FF COUNTTTER

JOTUT L Rinn oEy

NATO STRATEGY - UZE OF CONVENTIOM T FOLGES

il Report by the Jsint Planning GiaLr

i

i In neceordancs: with the Instructions »f the Chier of Lhe
T Defence Staff we hnave examined, in brood torms, the extent to

. which cxlsting NATOQ conventional foveen wanld have to be ‘
i ; fnereased Lo counter n majer conventiore! Soviet nttack and 1
Dt have outlined the Implications of providing sueh forces. ]
oy 1
i 2. Yle have consultcd the Mindiastry of Dulenes opd the Jeint
Ei Intelligence Staff.  Onr eaport in ol fnonx,
1 ] 3. We have conlincd our nxemination to the Innd and toctical

! combat nir forces requlired Lo countar o wnjae 3.vicy attack In

Europe, nnd have dcliberately exeluded maritime econsiderstions.

i i
! 7t wiil be evident, howsver, thot such ferecn ns we have i
l recommendad wonld ergate nn Lpormous nupcly problem.  There ‘
i woitld undoubtadly br sufTiclent ports wmd enchoragosd nvallinble i

to NATO shipping vor effleient handling off Lhy roauieite men
: and their supplicn; but protection on Lhe high ouns in the: .
fnee of the thrunt rocod by the larpe Russion nubmnrine and ™ Vi
: mnritime atr forces w.uld Inoyitnlly nvolve Lhe West in o very e
| great Incrense in thiv size of tholr nevies rnd maritime odr e
l forccs, Without cuch shipping the 1and and alr forces wrald
' very soon cense Lo huve the wherewithual =ith whith to Tight,

lya We have, morcover, token nu ceronnd of the necd for

7J eonventionnl stratogic bomber forcut.
il Recommenidabion
5. We roeommend that, I Lhey npprove wur report, the Chiefs

i of Staff should forward 34 to the Ninlslry of prfutee.
‘ (5ipguid) DG, STATLETON

WaDa O'BRIEN
i Bellalse DITHLS,

MINISTRY OF DEFRICK, §.¥.%.
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HTIONL TORCES

o It has been a m\tter of goneral ngreemcnt in the past that
w1t would be neither procticable nor desirnble: for NATO to.be. -
¢ prepared to counter conventional livssian aggression in Europa by -

© Howover, os the risk of escalaotion
v inseperatle from even the most linlted uge of nuclear weapons -
~-Tor tactienl purposes has bnreone gencrally recognized this view

conventional means alonec,

_‘hns come 1nto .question,

To examinc, in broad torms, the extvnt to which” exiating

NATO conventional land and iactlcnl

increased to conteln a major eenventional Soviet 1ttsck°

nir forces would have to be

such forcus.

implications of providing

and the*}“'

it

3 To meet the requirements of our Teras of Rererance, we have
had to lgnore such considerntionn nni-

The fact that Scviel lant Torees nrc current1y backed
by o nuclear capobllity,

Whether 1t 18 renlintie to think that Russio would

be propared Le lenz

=~ ecunventional war without

resorting to the woo o nuclenr wenpons. i

git™.r =ide to differentinte between

The inability o!f
aireraft cnrrying conventional end nuelear weapons.

The effect on the balanve of power in o conventional
conflict of

such nrencies on chemlcel warfare.
LY

. Within this l1imitod scops we hnve nsmimed thati= %

LR

Strategle nucicav frrcun would be maintained by both

Since NATO ghicld Cereecs would not be equipped with

tnetleal vwee, the resources

thoreby soved wqu}ﬂ be nvnllabln townrds the cost or
‘n""fufionnl “oﬂvva. .

incrensing thh

"o contnin n annr 3 At conv"ntionnl ﬁttack" means -

- heving the obility
senle of convcnt;onnl “prr
mirht rias v':nnh‘lJ J‘
. Mﬁwmhtm‘
-destruaetion or lhn
i .-

it ezt Lo hold puccessfully any:

raion which the Russlans:

ohle. to mount npalnst ACE..

roley hvinr about tha complqte
o
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e of Sovict armed forecs on n larpe scnle we assess, at Appendix '4AY,
‘ tha scale of the conventional Russion land and air threat. The

be as followa-—

- o
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innex (Continued)

THE SCLLE OF RUSSTAH TIRELT

Based-on the current intellipence study of the employmcni o
probable totsl deployment of lnnd and tactienl air forces would

Lttnck without

pricr build-up ‘ Reinforcement _-f“
' Divs'- ’ 39 - Dive 33 ' (combet ready): 'jﬁ
Crectical . . Divs L0 {within 10 days of . |
T A/C . 2AOD : mohilization) IR
e Tactlcal
. NG as requiread

The 33 combot rendy reinforcoment divisions are avnilsble for
commitment as soon ns lopgistics permit.

6. In asseseing the scnle of convenlionol foreoe required hy

LCE to meet the Russlon threatl, the sise will be determined by ;
what general ssanmplions ~r¢ omployed ns being realistice and !
rensonable ag background to the ealculntions. | Por exomple, a i
study based on the theorstival rlze of the forces nceded only to ;
contonin the e¢stimate of Acploynd and rescrve Soviet forces lends

to a requirement of parlty, ond even thia lcaves the Sovlet Torces,

who would have the Initintive, with reiative ndvantnges on several !
different asccounts over dcrnndlnn forecen, The factors are
summnrized nt Aphendix 'R,

7. Secondly, baaed on the nosumption that any bulld-uplof _ !
Soviet forces boyond their prosont Luvsl would declare un i
intention of all-unt war in Fureope nacessitnting tho employmant H
of the strategle nuelear forces, it might be argued thoat the : .
conventional furces of {IC 70 wure nfchient- ) oY

8. Thirdly, the r:oon why Lhe provi sion of prcncnt conventionsel Jﬁ
forces is well helow BG 70 foree poals is brooause thedr strength ——
is dletnted by vhat the ustians nan afford nand not by militnry K

lople. Their luvel is neneptabl: only boeaus thcy are backcd
by nucleanr wenpons. . T -

ovided, the

5. We list below e
that would

reguirements unier MO 70 e
be required to azhicve p rit;

{c) 15¢ Fchelo
(within 3




—ty -

(e} . Tacticel Gombat

. perity is at lenst twice the prosent 1snd force ACE lcvel, ond

____.___L.._—--'::.. .; - L _,__,__._,‘_.....L_.._.___..____A_‘.HF_; .

TOP SCCRET

\
K BYRS OULY

fnnex (Contirmed)
rresent ACE Levels MC 70 Parity

lnpprnxjmntc) ’ Gonln

{d) Tactical Combat : .
Adreraft - 3,7C0 I, 382 3,000

_ Areraft {within
10 dsys of : : e
mobilization) - ' - .'3,000

.

4 Gubject to short movement delay.

10, The sbove MC 70 faree goals - alrendy unrenlistic =-fnll ecme
35 divisions nnd 4,600 alpreralt short of what would be required
10 anchieve perity. Loalted at snother wny, the requircment for

over one and a half times the presont nombnat nireralt level.

IMPLIC,TIONS OF ATTEMPTING 10 PROVIDE

THE HFLRSE LY DBITICRAL], ¥OHCES

Manpower and Finnnce

indicates how unrealistie it would be to cnll for pgreat additional
burdens. The oclaims of military cxpenditure must be considercd
in relntion to the nood to maintain the oconomle strenpth of the
Woests It is no argument to s-y that no Ruasia with o populntion
B me 560 milllon. swpports AO-100 sctive divisions, the HATO-
countrics with some LOO milllon should be nble to match this. . i
Strnightforward comparigon inhkes no ansceunt of the dirforences .
of ideolegy, economic systoms nnd particnlarly living gtandards :
hetween Bast nnd Wost. 4L largnly ineressed demand on NATO .
miiitary manpower wonld hove atich more sorious economle and

politicnl effuctls thon would eontlnuntion of the nuclenr pattern :
of defence to which Westcrn economy hnn ndspted ltself. In this I
connexion we are advised that there would be no possibility, that .
gavinps on nuclear weapons vwould more than marginally offset; the l
great increase In the cost of providing conventional forces on.

the seale requleed. -ﬁ

411. The failure of N.TO as n whole to moet the WO 70 force goals l ;
!

49, As Onr no the Inited Binglom s eonearped, assuming her
proportion of the totnl forcc lovel rumained constant, shs would, —it
together with maving up her short 11 on HC 70 gonla, have to .
provide at least an adilitional threc eoabat ready {1 ot Tchelon

divisions {inclndlling the nueasanpy lo;-intics backing) and some

200 additionsl tactienl combnt nirerafi. Purthermore, many of
her existing or planngd combat ajrepsCl wonld be of the wrang
type and would hove to b replaced. tpnrt Crom the rinmeial’
nnd cecnomic imylicotiena o o lare o smseription would be )
incvitable. ol . T R L TP A S

Deployment

3. 1n order %o
gurprise attock: ]
N.TO redeployment
arean, C.g¢ 1toly

" helng consider
bringing Torce
5 Presimi

imposed by Hor
treops on thel
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Annex  (Coneluded)

requirements would have Lo te faced, giving rise to yet further
financial, cconomic nnd roliticel jm{licationa.

Loglistica

4. - The Implications »n the legistic sysiem In Burspe require
separate examination. 1t arpoarcs, however, that the present
syastom of natinnal reoaponsibility would be 1ikely to breok dovm
in wor, nand therefore would require Lo b replaccd by a NATO
‘system in pesceotime. : .

CONGTAS OIS

15. We conclude that:-

{a) MC 70 force gonls - already unrcaliptle - fall some

. 35 diviaiona ond 1,600 tocticnl combrt alrernafd short
of the foracs that wouid be required by MATO to counter,
on a basls uf parity, n mojor Soviet conventlonnl
attnck in Europe. irn terms of land forces alone this
is nt least twice the prooent SCE level.

From the implientisns sutlined ip poragrorhs 11-14

nbove the provision of such large increases over present
forces would egpesr to he wut of the guestion, both

for bvoth N.T0 as n whole ond for the United Kingdom.
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Arpendix ‘A’ to Annex to
g0 (B )37 (Finoy

THY SCATR OF RUSSTAN THREA

j.' The current intelligenc stndy+ of tho employment of Sovict
armed forcea on a large scele is wriiten in the context of global
way ond simultsanecous stratesie nand tacllcal muclear nttack ageinst
the ¥est., Tt thus doecs not cover Preclsely tho clrcumntances
ipogtulated for this study. llowaver, the fipures given for the
siza ond pattern of cxicting Soviet rapular forces are considered |
to be renlistic and reoasonuahly accurnle. In the unlilely event
of a decislon by the Russiusns 1o Jdicpense sltogether with tactical
nuclear weapons, 1t is econcelvabhle that increases might be made

in the size of thelir conventlonnl forces, but such Increnses

would be contrary to prescent cstimutes of Soviet defence and
economic pelicy.

2. ilaving regord to announced redunations in the Soviet armed
forces it hos heen anprociotad that their ground troops moy be
reduced to obout 1,800,000 hy the enl of 1901, Aszsuming thet
this menpower would he divided betwoer sctive and cudre divisions :
it 18 conafder.t monl unlikaly that Lhey sould embark on war R
with lecs than &0 lins divicions immediotely avaoiluble and some :
prospect of up Lo a Surthepr 120 1ine divisions within 10 days of
mobliizatlon, A mossivle deplosoment mirht be:-

East Germany and Palnnd 22
Horth “West UGS %
Western USSR 25
South West 155 nnd Tlungoty 10
Southern V3ER 10
Fur ast USSR 8

’ . Lo : 5,

1
il !
. o -
This represents the worst ensc {rom Lhe USGR's point of view, ! l ;
and in nll provabilicy the Soviet Arwy w uld be much lurgsr b
at the outbreak of war. Tn adnition 19 satellite divlicions
might be avallable for externnl apurabiong. ) ﬁ

3. Thesa Torces would be snfficlent 1o initiste olmultaneous
lorge scale invasion sperulicons Into wwiripheral areuns on scveral.:
fronto, cithzr separabtely or concurrently, though it ig believed
thet priority would b glven to the attack on Western Furope .’
at the expense o1 oiher theatres. _Bused on a Soviet Army o
80 petive divislons, and having reévard to logistic factors. an
current alreraft st imuted thut. the probable:
deployment woul
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Reinforcements

(Congluded)

. Blvs i&%kl.ﬂ.ﬂ.‘l...f‘/,q Pivs [Tactienl A/C '
“(a)- Western o
Continentsal nuropc 22 1200 25 1400
{v) Seendinavian a8 . +
Peninsula 2 HYslo] 3 reouired v
- {e} 8outhern “urope - ;:
and Western ) 500 5 A : i1
Turkey required i
(d} Enotern Turkesy .
and Iran 10 TO0 - as
required
39 2000 53 !
. i~
i
* Note '

These divinions would ke avalluable for commiiment

pg soon as loglstlies pormit.

In adgltion a

further L0 divisd
10 days of mohlld

ons wou
cution,

14 be avalilabie within
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FACTORS INFLUENGINA T, CONVENTTONAL_FORGE RERUIREMENT

L. In considering the requiremcnts f'or n conventional dcfence
of NATO Europe, therc nre o number of laportant factors which,
though Impossible to nssces mantitatively, nevertheless mupt
have significant tearing on the relative ¢ffectivennss of Soviet
ond ACE forcen.

2., TPirst, as opposcd to the BSoviet Unlon's monolithic
organization, WATQ 1s nm armlomeratlen of soveroipn states, whore
armed forces ere ptl!ll fnr from brelng Inteprated.

2. Seceondly, there 1a the aldvantame which accrues to eny
BEATEEHOP, AMthouph defenne eonfars nn bdvantane clanplically
asocaped at abeut 3 10 1, this is only tric In the content of the
notunl bnttle nrea. In stratoeple termp it 43 the nppgressor who
hns the ndvaningo, In that he enn eonecntrate for atinek at n

time and place of his own choosine, This is portieulurly true

for the opening attnck of o war, for which thc defonec can nover

be completcly rendy and, vhich in th. conlext of a Russian attnck on
the West, might be delivercd In scveral differcent placer on a

very long nand vulnerable fronticer. ”

I Thirdly, cven in the batile arcn, ihe nchlevement of inltiel
surprise and susntained somentum in follow-up (n type of nttack In
which Soviet forcea are bhelicved to be well tralned and equipped
nnd in whiech Rusasin s favoured by her hich security ntandards
might well po disorpanlze and spllti-ap a alow-peacting defence ns
to parnlyse reslstencc, iherchy ammiling any pre-cuisting
balance of nunmbera. .

%,. Lastly, thourh prrhaps noot important of all - snd certalnly
thé most aiffiendi Lo aonens in the unrenl elrcumsisnces belng
considered = 1a the Inriucnee of the o=ir situetion on the

courpe of «sonvertional paound operatlons, It 18 axlomatlc

that, for a conventlernl lrnd compripn to be suscessful, ‘g,
Tavournble alr sltuntlon In coscntial and in the case of ACE

this could only be efTcctivaly nchieved by offeneive mecasurcsd

to destroy the ernemy's nlr capability at source. Kowever, the
oceomplishment of such eomnter-alr tnsks without the dcotructive
power of nuclear wenpons, torcthor with the conventionanl need .
Tor direet suppori: of th: lsnd Torecs, would undoubtedly call for
air forces many tir sponter than NATH at precent hap, or 1s
1ikely to have, nt hor Meopassl;  and not only greater but of a
different type. As the teadoney In the West has been towards
graster nophintizntion tn/ »ir-raft nd inereasing rellsneo on'.
nucloar’ woapony,. tneludlng misntles, the provision of large -
conventional nir forcon would therefore nlso Invelve on o w7y
anochponlam = palting the elock back teehnienily in several .-
respectss.. By contrast, the Doviet Alp Forec hra rctnined a -
strong tactiend nir potentlul opeciflenily for the nurport ol ¢

T ""‘"k e s ¢ --"L"‘-"'———-—o—-":“—-..q-—.. ::‘
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Redord of o Meeting between the
Rt. Hon. Harold Wotkinson, M.P,,
United Kingdom Miniater of
Defence, and M. Messmer, French
Minister of the Armed Forces,

in Porie on Thursdoay, 13th April,

1961.
PRESENT
U.X,Representatives Fyrenobh Representatives
The Rt. Hon, Horold Wontkinson, 512 M. Hessmer, L
Minister of Defence. Minisier of the )
Armed Forces - ‘ ]
§lr Anthony Rumbold, General Lavaud .
HoM.Minister, Minigter 4
British Embosay, Armoment
Pari 3. : N
Mr. G, Wheeler, . Lt.General Mnftih
Under-8ecretary, Chiof of 8taff g

Ministry of Defence, Inter Army Staffi

Mr, C. Benwell, ‘
Principal Private Secretary
to Minister of Defonce,
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1. After the main meetings (WM. 27/61 ond M¥. 28/61)
M, MESSMR invited Mr, Watkineon, in restricted session, to
cnlorge on the possibility which he had touched on ot an

“earlier restricted mceting (M. 26/61) of some form of

nuclear trustceship.

Z. MR. WATRINGON sald that ho had montioned it tentatively
without consulting his Caobinet collengues, and therefore
without backing or commiiment. His train of thought hod beon
that 1if abt some stupge the Unitcd Biatus ond the United Kingdom
Secided that they must mccept that Fronce was o nuclear powser
in bher own righi, what thon would be btho best sysiom for the
Wost? The British Governmont wure opposed to wmaking HATO a
atrateglic nuclear power, though the deterrent must be linked to
RATO in some woy. But there were mony difficult probloms
capobility which mode it lmportont o find common ground, For
lnstance, in what clrcumstances would nuclenr wocpons be used?
How would the decision to use thom be tnken? ¥Was 1t possible
to have a limited nuolear war, or te fire an ctomic Ysholt adross
the bows"? Whot chout ftnrgeting? And tochnical wilitory
control? He was now tolking obout the moin stratogic deterrent;
not sbout taetical nucloar weapons, and he would like to know
whether the Prench would rogard it as practicable and worth
while to work out some form of Joint manogcement by the holders
of sirateglc nucleor weapons on behalf of fhe West aa a whole.

3. M, MESBMER said thot hie reply could nt this stope only
be a porsonal one., As he understood %, Mr. Wntkinson's .
euggestion bad two aspects. Pilret, thore wos o military and
technical aspect. Countries with a nuclonr capnbility would
discuss torgets, orders for attrek, and so on. ‘Phis would i
sertainly be useful, but so fur the Americons had repeatedly

refused to discuss these questions. He took it that -
Mr., Watkinson's suggestion amssumed thob, in the eircumstances 1
envieogoed, the British might bo oble to persunde the Amoricans

to modify their position. Secondly, therc was the political

napect. France wes opposed to moking HATO o strategic muclesnr

power gnd wos cgually opposcd to giving Generel Norsind o :
mixed bog of stratopie and tacticol weapons. HBe assumcd, ]
therefore, that the gugpestion was that countries with o

nuclear capability would gut o mondote to use the deterrent

not only in fthelr own nome but alao on behalf of the other

NATCO oountries. He wondered whoether the other NAVTO Allics

were ready for this, The Germoans, for exemploe, strongly’ .

supported moking HATO itself o nuclear power; and the smallor !
countries could be expected to oppose this aspect of trustseship

becouse they wore 8o abtached to the principle of eguality.

He thought it wounld need agreemunt boetwoon bhe United Stobes,

the United Kingdom, France and Germnny to overrlde this
opposition.

b MR. WATKINGCH sald that somo reinberpretation of
Article V of the Tranty might satisfy the other countrics ca
2 1link with a nmuclear irustoeship. He rocognlsced the

difficultios, Hoe had not discussud it with the Lmeriecons, and .

of coursc his first stop would be fto rrise it with the |
Prime Minister and Foreipn Secrctary. 7t was the iden, in

M. Messmer's view, altogether impossible®

5. M., BESSMER saild that the firat part - military and tcochnieal

e | !
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co-operation - struck him as Teasible. Ho wos doubtful about
the political part of the scheme.

6. MR. WATRINSON thon nsked M, Mesemer whah position France
would tcke up when she became nn indopendent nuclenr power?
Did she envisnge going it anlone? ‘

T M. MBSHMER replied that the guestion had heen approeched
but not yet studicd., In principle, Pronce would be prepared
to open talks with the United States ond the Unitod Kingdom.

a, MR, WATKINSON askod whether the French would acrept
one-sourcoe targeting, for example from Cmoho,

9. M. MESSMER enid that he renlised this would soon be a
problem. Probably they would wish to nccept co~ordinnted
targeting.

10, BIR ANTHONY RUNBOLD said thot therc seemcd to be two _
conflicting fears in Buropo: one thoit tho Americons would notb
use their deterrent in defence of Rurope; and the other that

they would use 1t too hastbily.

11, M. MEGSMER snid that e sort of trustweship wasg for the
pmallor countries of the Allisnce the only possible solubion,
because they would never develop nuclecr capabilities of thelr
own; and it wos in fact the system at proscent in force. But
more and more the Furopean countries, and particulorly the
Gormons, were beginning Yo feer that the Americone would be ..
unwilling %o use the deterrent in tholr docfendo: .

12, MR, WATRINSON said that some of thops questions could et

certainly be covered in bilateral talks Between the Prench nnd
the British, but that 4id not scebtle the probleom of how to
monpge a tripartite detorrent,

13. In conclusion, MH. WAYKINSON ond M. MESSMBR ngreed to
give the matter further thought, dnd to consult their aenior
collenguos, .

Ministry of Defence, S.W.1.
18th April, 1561
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RECORD OF A MERTING BETWERN
THE RT., HCN. HARQOLD WATKINSON, M.P.;
UNITED KINGDOM MINISTER CF DEPENCE,
AND M, MESSMER;
FRENCE MINISTER OF THEE ARMED FORCES,
IN PARIS ON THURSDAY, 13TH APRIL, 1961,

PRESENT
' _ \ |

U.K. Representatives French Representatives .
The Ht. Hon. M. Messmer; S

Harold Watkinsonr, M.F., Minister of the Armed . ;
Minister of Defence. , Forces; _ L i

-

Mr, G, Wheeler, Lt. General Puget; .

Under Secretary, Assistant to Chief of

Ministry of Defence. Defence Staff. Sk
Mr, C, Benwell, . Lt. Gemeral Martinm, Lo . J
Principal Private Chief of Staff of inter

Secretary to ~army Staff.

Minister of Defence. ' 1
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1. At a prellmlnary restricted meeting Mil. WATKINSON

began by giving ¥, kessmer a resumé of his discussion with

M. Debré the previous evening (M4, 25/61) and said that

M. Debré had appeared to welcome the pogsibility of cloger
informal links between the fwo countries on defence matters.
If M. Messwer was agreeable, he would raise the question with
the Chief of the Defence Staff on his return,

2. M. MESSMER said that he was entively in favour and that
he thought the recent defence reorganigation in his country,
with greater centralisation, would facilitate such contacts.
Ho was sure that the close links alrezady established in

NATO could with advantage be complenented by bilateral
discussions, particularly as the Worth ftlantic Treaty dig
not cover Africa and Asgia.

. MR, WATKINSCN then repeated the brief account of U.K,
defence priorities which he had given M. Debré; and in
response to questions, cutlined our plans for our independent
contribution to the West's strategic deterrent over theé next
decade -~ first with the V-bomhers and BLUE STERL and later’
with SKYRCLT. We were also, he said, developing the TBRI 2
for low-level attack and were atudying the possibility of
low-level migsiles, We had no present intention of going .
for PCLARIS submarines, which oresented great difficulties
of communication and control and were also very expensive
It wag not our policy to make NATC a fourth strategiec
nuclear powetr and we did not like the HERTEI/GATES of fer in
its original form, But we would not necessarily be opposed
to some form of nuclear trusteaship, under whicH those NATG
countries which bad nuclear weapons agreed to iige them o
behalf of the Alliance in accordance with groind rules
worked out by MN&TC, Article V of the Treéaty could

perhaps be reinterpreted for this purpose:

4, M, MESSHER said that he wished to clear up straight
away a misconception which appedred to be tommon in the:
United States and was perhaps also held by some in thé
United Kingdom, French plans for an independent nuclear
striking force were in no sense negotiasble:  Those wh
imagined that they were a sort of blackmail and would’ be
abandoned in return for concessions by France's Alliés 5
completely mistaken, It bad been decided, after ditficult
debates and careful consideration, that these weapons were
essential for the defence of France and there would be no’
going back on that decision. France wag utterly npposed o
to making NATO a fourth or fifth nuclear power,  The- "
reasons which impelled her to create her own "force de
frappe" were, he imagined, very similar to Britaia's -
finance, mnanpower, and the conviction that the Russians PR R

and the smaller NﬂTO countries would attach greater credibility S !
to an independent deferrent in Rurope than to one on -the . I .
other side of the Atlantic. A small gdeterrent in Europe i
could be as effective as a very much larger deterrent in

fmerica, because the Russians knew that France could not !
tolerate Russian troops on the Rhine but might suppose that .

‘“the Amerlcans would accept this, if faced with a "fait’ .

accompli®, rather than risk the devastation of the United |
Btates, He was aware of the denger that a future German
administration might well wish to be a member of the

nuclear club when the Freneh had their own deterrent; but.
he was certain that at present the Geirmans were making no
preparations, even covert, to become 3 nuclear power and
was confident that with the help of a nuclear test

T

.._2__ ‘
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agreement the Gerwans could be kept out. Certainly France
would not help the Germahs in, -

5. M., MESSMER went on to say that France's acequisition
of a kiloton nuclear capacity was imminent; and with the
functioning of their isoteope separation plant it was also
certain that ihey could eventually develop a megaton
capacity, perbaps in three or four years: They planned .
to have a force of 50 MIRAGE IV aircraft for h.gh altltude
nuclear strikey; the first aircraft would enter service in
1963 and the force would be cowiplete in 1966. If they
were offered nuclear weapons without strings by their
Allies, they would in principle be prepared to accept them"
but they had no intention ¢f asking for help:

6. Discussion then turned briefly to dir, Watkinson's
recent talks with ki, licNamara and the new attempt, as
recorded in Hr, Watkinson's lettar to M, hessmer of 6th -
4pril, to reduce duplication between the U.¥, and the U.S.
in defence research, development and production. It was
decided to leave discus iion of Anglo-French progress in the
same field tc the mnin meetings which were to fo}low

(i1, 27/61 and L, 28/51), g

Ministry of Defence, 5.7.1. : BRI !
18th fpril, 1861, _ . '

~ 3~ S o |
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4. In the discussions I specifically mentioned the
position of the Germans, and said my fear was that if

we accepted PFrance, wounld we not then encourage Germany
to follow very quickly? Messmer's position on this is
that he fears such a consequence as much as we do. He
helieves, ag I do, that the Germans at this moment have
made no preparations even in secret {o acguire a nuclear
capacity. He equally, T think, sees the atiractions of
a test agreement in stoppivg the Germans once the French
have got inte the club, I think bhe is under no
jillusions that the Americans are likely to weicome his
country as a nuclear powar, although T think he might
hope that we might be willing to help with the Americans
over this, There are thus many unresolved issuess here,
but I thought you might like to have this report.

5.. Messmer said that be would be talking over these
problems witl: De Gaulle and Debré.in the next few weeks.
He said that he would like to have any further thoughts
that T might bave on our reactions to the military aspects
of the Prench acquisition of nuclear capacity. It will
be easy for me to drop these informal discussiops, which
have committed neither of us, at this point. T have a
feeling, however, that if we bhave to amccept the.
unpleasant fact that the French have got there, and I
think we do, this sert of discussion might be the way of ]
findirg nut the least price we can pay to live with them. -

Whether it will make the General more amenable in other
directions is of course another question which I am not
aialified to answer,

6. I asked Messmer whether our abandoument of the

nuclear defervent or "giving it to NATO” would make it |
possible for the French to give up their own programme.

He said that he bad faced these problems during their

own debates on the fovce de Frappe. What we did was

our own concern, bnt as to giving V-Bowbers to NATOC,

this would not make the slightest difference to the

French determination to proceed. They were in any case W
strongly oppused to giving MNATO a strategic nuclear
capacity. |

T I am sending a copy of this minute to the Foreign
Secretary. {

14th April, 1961.

wattinpon (M00) = facmtlion w
{_/.L?C}\“M]
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THE COMMITTLE had belfsrn thom n rcport by thc Joint
Planning 8tafr{ oxamining the militrry implicationa .for the
Unitcd Kinpgdem of Mr. Achccon's concept of operations.

v

. SIR THOMAS PIKE {Acting Cinufl of the Defence Stdrf)

' snld that tho roport before them was Intended to providc

: comment on the militnry implientlions of Mr. Acheson's propocsals
for inclusion in a papcr to be preparcd by the Foreign OffTice
and Ministry of Defunco for the connideration of the Dufcnce
Committes in the rirst weck in May. Although the Foreign
Hinisters at their meeting in Oslo were not cxpected to dlscuss
“the substence of Iir. Achcson's prepounlis, nor cven the

United Kingdom memorandum, but ruther to confinc themstlves

to consideration of proccdure for hondling tlhwose papers, it
would neverthelass do nuecoaary to provide the Forelpgn
Secrctary with o brict inm casc . irs Desn Puak should wish {o
discuss these proposals with him.

£

In discunsion tho following points were madct-

e e e WA

i {a} It was nol at ull clunar wnat motive lay behind

' Mr. Achcoon's propaonlin, nor why he had atated
the need for the abhiliiy to hold a convontionnl

[ attack speelfienily of 20 divisions, nor why

: thiz attock shouid Lo huld lor two to three wooko.

The first aim sbhould tharufore be to scok further

explanation on these pointo.  In this conneetion,

although the poper supgoestcd that the objcet of

the proposnls might b to revitalise IATO ond share

the defenee birden more augultably, it should bo .

. remuubrred that Mes Acheson had held thise vigws o

e, ' S three years opgo and that. they rested on a military

: cnsu; whooe thone wag. that in somo why or other




',‘conclude an agreement on tests.

- on the United States side, that Mr. Khrushchev had been
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. LORD HOME suggested that the Soviet Government mlghﬁ‘
also have been looklng agailn at the consequences which a -

detente might bring in the shape of inroads into theiy closed
SOCietye They would be under great pressure not to allow !
this because it would sacrifice so great a military advantage.'
This might well be among the reasons fer their reluctance to

2. BERLIN

PLESIDENT KENNEDY wondered why the Russians had mada
no move on Berlin. Were they hesitating to move because they
believed that the Western response would be stiff? if so, 1t

would be a mistake to do anythlng which might cause them 0.
change that view. ,

In the discussion Whlch followed it was suggested . 'ﬁix

surprised by the strength of the Western reaction to his Free "{“
City plan. Nevertheless, he had continued to affirm his ' .
intention to make. a peace treaty with Bastern Germany, and’ he -
was now more or less committed to. taking action this year. = He
probably did not think that Berlin was worth the risk of war; . : o4
but he had to satisfy his satellites and to keep control of the' S SR
world Communist movement at a time when the Chinese were A R
challenging his leadership. In the Party Congress in October
he might want to demonstrate that he could gain his ends by .
means short of war, and he could instance such cases as Laos ox
the Congo. It was pessible that he needsd a diplomatic _
SUCCess. It might be that the Russians were deterred from
taking action on Berlin by the threat-of a direct clash with
the West. If so, and if we had no new bargaining position, -
we should co 31der how to put the prospect as bluntly as S :
possible. The Wess was_pot in a position to negotiate f
SuGGBSEfully over Berlin.}- Perhaps the only thing which would

caffect the Soviet pesition”would be a move by the Federal

!

 Government to recognise de facto the“Bast German regime. This

could lead to important changes in East-West relations in
Burope. But the West Germans lacked imagination, and they \
were not prepared to take any risks over Berlin. ‘ a
On the British side, it was pointed out that there :
had been a very long negotiation between Forelgn Ministers, S
which broke -down because of the impossibility of deciding what - 5
the ‘'position would be at the end of an interim period. It :
would be dangerous to go into discussions with no firm negotiatm
ing pesiticon. It would be worth considering the possibility of
making a stand, not on the legalistic view of Western rights in
Berlin, but on the general thesis that the West would defend

the Berlin population. It might be possible to tolerate a

Free City for all Berlin. Would it be a mistake to move to a

treaty basis for our rights in Berlin, with all the dangers

[ N

€

’{
f.
Soviet Peace Treaty with East Germany and a joint guarantee of & f
l
\
|

o 3= :
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CHIEFS OF ST/.FF COUNTTTER

JOTUT L Rinn oEy

NATO STRATEGY - UZE OF CONVENTIOM T FOLGES

il Report by the Jsint Planning GiaLr

i

i In neceordancs: with the Instructions »f the Chier of Lhe
T Defence Staff we hnave examined, in brood torms, the extent to

. which cxlsting NATOQ conventional foveen wanld have to be ‘
i ; fnereased Lo counter n majer conventiore! Soviet nttack and 1
Dt have outlined the Implications of providing sueh forces. ]
oy 1
i 2. Yle have consultcd the Mindiastry of Dulenes opd the Jeint
Ei Intelligence Staff.  Onr eaport in ol fnonx,
1 ] 3. We have conlincd our nxemination to the Innd and toctical

! combat nir forces requlired Lo countar o wnjae 3.vicy attack In

Europe, nnd have dcliberately exeluded maritime econsiderstions.

i i
! 7t wiil be evident, howsver, thot such ferecn ns we have i
l recommendad wonld ergate nn Lpormous nupcly problem.  There ‘
i woitld undoubtadly br sufTiclent ports wmd enchoragosd nvallinble i

to NATO shipping vor effleient handling off Lhy roauieite men
: and their supplicn; but protection on Lhe high ouns in the: .
fnee of the thrunt rocod by the larpe Russion nubmnrine and ™ Vi
: mnritime atr forces w.uld Inoyitnlly nvolve Lhe West in o very e
| great Incrense in thiv size of tholr nevies rnd maritime odr e
l forccs, Without cuch shipping the 1and and alr forces wrald
' very soon cense Lo huve the wherewithual =ith whith to Tight,

lya We have, morcover, token nu ceronnd of the necd for

7J eonventionnl stratogic bomber forcut.
il Recommenidabion
5. We roeommend that, I Lhey npprove wur report, the Chiefs

i of Staff should forward 34 to the Ninlslry of prfutee.
‘ (5ipguid) DG, STATLETON

WaDa O'BRIEN
i Bellalse DITHLS,

MINISTRY OF DEFRICK, §.¥.%.
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HTIONL TORCES

o It has been a m\tter of goneral ngreemcnt in the past that
w1t would be neither procticable nor desirnble: for NATO to.be. -
¢ prepared to counter conventional livssian aggression in Europa by -

© Howover, os the risk of escalaotion
v inseperatle from even the most linlted uge of nuclear weapons -
~-Tor tactienl purposes has bnreone gencrally recognized this view

conventional means alonec,

_‘hns come 1nto .question,

To examinc, in broad torms, the extvnt to which” exiating

NATO conventional land and iactlcnl

increased to conteln a major eenventional Soviet 1ttsck°

nir forces would have to be

such forcus.

implications of providing

and the*}“'

it

3 To meet the requirements of our Teras of Rererance, we have
had to lgnore such considerntionn nni-

The fact that Scviel lant Torees nrc current1y backed
by o nuclear capobllity,

Whether 1t 18 renlintie to think that Russio would

be propared Le lenz

=~ ecunventional war without

resorting to the woo o nuclenr wenpons. i

git™.r =ide to differentinte between

The inability o!f
aireraft cnrrying conventional end nuelear weapons.

The effect on the balanve of power in o conventional
conflict of

such nrencies on chemlcel warfare.
LY

. Within this l1imitod scops we hnve nsmimed thati= %

LR

Strategle nucicav frrcun would be maintained by both

Since NATO ghicld Cereecs would not be equipped with

tnetleal vwee, the resources

thoreby soved wqu}ﬂ be nvnllabln townrds the cost or
‘n""fufionnl “oﬂvva. .

incrensing thh

"o contnin n annr 3 At conv"ntionnl ﬁttack" means -

- heving the obility
senle of convcnt;onnl “prr
mirht rias v':nnh‘lJ J‘
. Mﬁwmhtm‘
-destruaetion or lhn
i .-

it ezt Lo hold puccessfully any:

raion which the Russlans:

ohle. to mount npalnst ACE..

roley hvinr about tha complqte
o
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e of Sovict armed forecs on n larpe scnle we assess, at Appendix '4AY,
‘ tha scale of the conventional Russion land and air threat. The

be as followa-—
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innex (Continued)

THE SCLLE OF RUSSTAH TIRELT

Based-on the current intellipence study of the employmcni o
probable totsl deployment of lnnd and tactienl air forces would

Lttnck without

pricr build-up ‘ Reinforcement _-f“
' Divs'- ’ 39 - Dive 33 ' (combet ready): 'jﬁ
Crectical . . Divs L0 {within 10 days of . |
T A/C . 2AOD : mohilization) IR
e Tactlcal
. NG as requiread

The 33 combot rendy reinforcoment divisions are avnilsble for
commitment as soon ns lopgistics permit.

6. In asseseing the scnle of convenlionol foreoe required hy

LCE to meet the Russlon threatl, the sise will be determined by ;
what general ssanmplions ~r¢ omployed ns being realistice and !
rensonable ag background to the ealculntions. | Por exomple, a i
study based on the theorstival rlze of the forces nceded only to ;
contonin the e¢stimate of Acploynd and rescrve Soviet forces lends

to a requirement of parlty, ond even thia lcaves the Sovlet Torces,

who would have the Initintive, with reiative ndvantnges on several !
different asccounts over dcrnndlnn forecen, The factors are
summnrized nt Aphendix 'R,

7. Secondly, baaed on the nosumption that any bulld-uplof _ !
Soviet forces boyond their prosont Luvsl would declare un i
intention of all-unt war in Fureope nacessitnting tho employmant H
of the strategle nuelear forces, it might be argued thoat the : .
conventional furces of {IC 70 wure nfchient- ) oY

8. Thirdly, the r:oon why Lhe provi sion of prcncnt conventionsel Jﬁ
forces is well helow BG 70 foree poals is brooause thedr strength ——
is dletnted by vhat the ustians nan afford nand not by militnry K

lople. Their luvel is neneptabl: only boeaus thcy are backcd
by nucleanr wenpons. . T -

ovided, the

5. We list below e
that would

reguirements unier MO 70 e
be required to azhicve p rit;

{c) 15¢ Fchelo
(within 3




—ty -

(e} . Tacticel Gombat

. perity is at lenst twice the prosent 1snd force ACE lcvel, ond
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rresent ACE Levels MC 70 Parity

lnpprnxjmntc) ’ Gonln

{d) Tactical Combat : .
Adreraft - 3,7C0 I, 382 3,000

_ Areraft {within
10 dsys of : : e
mobilization) - ' - .'3,000

.

4 Gubject to short movement delay.

10, The sbove MC 70 faree goals - alrendy unrenlistic =-fnll ecme
35 divisions nnd 4,600 alpreralt short of what would be required
10 anchieve perity. Loalted at snother wny, the requircment for

over one and a half times the presont nombnat nireralt level.

IMPLIC,TIONS OF ATTEMPTING 10 PROVIDE

THE HFLRSE LY DBITICRAL], ¥OHCES

Manpower and Finnnce

indicates how unrealistie it would be to cnll for pgreat additional
burdens. The oclaims of military cxpenditure must be considercd
in relntion to the nood to maintain the oconomle strenpth of the
Woests It is no argument to s-y that no Ruasia with o populntion
B me 560 milllon. swpports AO-100 sctive divisions, the HATO-
countrics with some LOO milllon should be nble to match this. . i
Strnightforward comparigon inhkes no ansceunt of the dirforences .
of ideolegy, economic systoms nnd particnlarly living gtandards :
hetween Bast nnd Wost. 4L largnly ineressed demand on NATO .
miiitary manpower wonld hove atich more sorious economle and

politicnl effuctls thon would eontlnuntion of the nuclenr pattern :
of defence to which Westcrn economy hnn ndspted ltself. In this I
connexion we are advised that there would be no possibility, that .
gavinps on nuclear weapons vwould more than marginally offset; the l
great increase In the cost of providing conventional forces on.

the seale requleed. -ﬁ

411. The failure of N.TO as n whole to moet the WO 70 force goals l ;
!

49, As Onr no the Inited Binglom s eonearped, assuming her
proportion of the totnl forcc lovel rumained constant, shs would, —it
together with maving up her short 11 on HC 70 gonla, have to .
provide at least an adilitional threc eoabat ready {1 ot Tchelon

divisions {inclndlling the nueasanpy lo;-intics backing) and some

200 additionsl tactienl combnt nirerafi. Purthermore, many of
her existing or planngd combat ajrepsCl wonld be of the wrang
type and would hove to b replaced. tpnrt Crom the rinmeial’
nnd cecnomic imylicotiena o o lare o smseription would be )
incvitable. ol . T R L TP A S

Deployment

3. 1n order %o
gurprise attock: ]
N.TO redeployment
arean, C.g¢ 1toly

" helng consider
bringing Torce
5 Presimi

imposed by Hor
treops on thel
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Annex  (Coneluded)

requirements would have Lo te faced, giving rise to yet further
financial, cconomic nnd roliticel jm{licationa.

Loglistica

4. - The Implications »n the legistic sysiem In Burspe require
separate examination. 1t arpoarcs, however, that the present
syastom of natinnal reoaponsibility would be 1ikely to breok dovm
in wor, nand therefore would require Lo b replaccd by a NATO
‘system in pesceotime. : .

CONGTAS OIS

15. We conclude that:-

{a) MC 70 force gonls - already unrcaliptle - fall some

. 35 diviaiona ond 1,600 tocticnl combrt alrernafd short
of the foracs that wouid be required by MATO to counter,
on a basls uf parity, n mojor Soviet conventlonnl
attnck in Europe. irn terms of land forces alone this
is nt least twice the prooent SCE level.

From the implientisns sutlined ip poragrorhs 11-14

nbove the provision of such large increases over present
forces would egpesr to he wut of the guestion, both

for bvoth N.T0 as n whole ond for the United Kingdom.
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Arpendix ‘A’ to Annex to
g0 (B )37 (Finoy

THY SCATR OF RUSSTAN THREA

j.' The current intelligenc stndy+ of tho employment of Sovict
armed forcea on a large scele is wriiten in the context of global
way ond simultsanecous stratesie nand tacllcal muclear nttack ageinst
the ¥est., Tt thus doecs not cover Preclsely tho clrcumntances
ipogtulated for this study. llowaver, the fipures given for the
siza ond pattern of cxicting Soviet rapular forces are considered |
to be renlistic and reoasonuahly accurnle. In the unlilely event
of a decislon by the Russiusns 1o Jdicpense sltogether with tactical
nuclear weapons, 1t is econcelvabhle that increases might be made

in the size of thelir conventlonnl forces, but such Increnses

would be contrary to prescent cstimutes of Soviet defence and
economic pelicy.

2. ilaving regord to announced redunations in the Soviet armed
forces it hos heen anprociotad that their ground troops moy be
reduced to obout 1,800,000 hy the enl of 1901, Aszsuming thet
this menpower would he divided betwoer sctive and cudre divisions :
it 18 conafder.t monl unlikaly that Lhey sould embark on war R
with lecs than &0 lins divicions immediotely avaoiluble and some :
prospect of up Lo a Surthepr 120 1ine divisions within 10 days of
mobliizatlon, A mossivle deplosoment mirht be:-

East Germany and Palnnd 22
Horth “West UGS %
Western USSR 25
South West 155 nnd Tlungoty 10
Southern V3ER 10
Fur ast USSR 8

’ . Lo : 5,

1
il !
. o -
This represents the worst ensc {rom Lhe USGR's point of view, ! l ;
and in nll provabilicy the Soviet Arwy w uld be much lurgsr b
at the outbreak of war. Tn adnition 19 satellite divlicions
might be avallable for externnl apurabiong. ) ﬁ

3. Thesa Torces would be snfficlent 1o initiste olmultaneous
lorge scale invasion sperulicons Into wwiripheral areuns on scveral.:
fronto, cithzr separabtely or concurrently, though it ig believed
thet priority would b glven to the attack on Western Furope .’
at the expense o1 oiher theatres. _Bused on a Soviet Army o
80 petive divislons, and having reévard to logistic factors. an
current alreraft st imuted thut. the probable:
deployment woul
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Reinforcements

(Congluded)

. Blvs i&%kl.ﬂ.ﬂ.‘l...f‘/,q Pivs [Tactienl A/C '
“(a)- Western o
Continentsal nuropc 22 1200 25 1400
{v) Seendinavian a8 . +
Peninsula 2 HYslo] 3 reouired v
- {e} 8outhern “urope - ;:
and Western ) 500 5 A : i1
Turkey required i
(d} Enotern Turkesy .
and Iran 10 TO0 - as
required
39 2000 53 !
. i~
i
* Note '

These divinions would ke avalluable for commiiment

pg soon as loglstlies pormit.

In adgltion a

further L0 divisd
10 days of mohlld

ons wou
cution,

14 be avalilabie within
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Jpnendix 'B' to Annex to
gp_(81)37(Finel)
FACTORS INFLUENGINA T, CONVENTTONAL_FORGE RERUIREMENT

L. In considering the requiremcnts f'or n conventional dcfence
of NATO Europe, therc nre o number of laportant factors which,
though Impossible to nssces mantitatively, nevertheless mupt
have significant tearing on the relative ¢ffectivennss of Soviet
ond ACE forcen.

2., TPirst, as opposcd to the BSoviet Unlon's monolithic
organization, WATQ 1s nm armlomeratlen of soveroipn states, whore
armed forces ere ptl!ll fnr from brelng Inteprated.

2. Seceondly, there 1a the aldvantame which accrues to eny
BEATEEHOP, AMthouph defenne eonfars nn bdvantane clanplically
asocaped at abeut 3 10 1, this is only tric In the content of the
notunl bnttle nrea. In stratoeple termp it 43 the nppgressor who
hns the ndvaningo, In that he enn eonecntrate for atinek at n

time and place of his own choosine, This is portieulurly true

for the opening attnck of o war, for which thc defonec can nover

be completcly rendy and, vhich in th. conlext of a Russian attnck on
the West, might be delivercd In scveral differcent placer on a

very long nand vulnerable fronticer. ”

I Thirdly, cven in the batile arcn, ihe nchlevement of inltiel
surprise and susntained somentum in follow-up (n type of nttack In
which Soviet forcea are bhelicved to be well tralned and equipped
nnd in whiech Rusasin s favoured by her hich security ntandards
might well po disorpanlze and spllti-ap a alow-peacting defence ns
to parnlyse reslstencc, iherchy ammiling any pre-cuisting
balance of nunmbera. .

%,. Lastly, thourh prrhaps noot important of all - snd certalnly
thé most aiffiendi Lo aonens in the unrenl elrcumsisnces belng
considered = 1a the Inriucnee of the o=ir situetion on the

courpe of «sonvertional paound operatlons, It 18 axlomatlc

that, for a conventlernl lrnd compripn to be suscessful, ‘g,
Tavournble alr sltuntlon In coscntial and in the case of ACE

this could only be efTcctivaly nchieved by offeneive mecasurcsd

to destroy the ernemy's nlr capability at source. Kowever, the
oceomplishment of such eomnter-alr tnsks without the dcotructive
power of nuclear wenpons, torcthor with the conventionanl need .
Tor direet suppori: of th: lsnd Torecs, would undoubtedly call for
air forces many tir sponter than NATH at precent hap, or 1s
1ikely to have, nt hor Meopassl;  and not only greater but of a
different type. As the teadoney In the West has been towards
graster nophintizntion tn/ »ir-raft nd inereasing rellsneo on'.
nucloar’ woapony,. tneludlng misntles, the provision of large -
conventional nir forcon would therefore nlso Invelve on o w7y
anochponlam = palting the elock back teehnienily in several .-
respectss.. By contrast, the Doviet Alp Forec hra rctnined a -
strong tactiend nir potentlul opeciflenily for the nurport ol ¢

T ""‘"k e s ¢ --"L"‘-"'———-—o—-":“—-..q-—.. ::‘
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MMz 29/61 oopy No. 19

Redord of o Meeting between the
Rt. Hon. Harold Wotkinson, M.P,,
United Kingdom Miniater of
Defence, and M. Messmer, French
Minister of the Armed Forces,

in Porie on Thursdoay, 13th April,

1961.
PRESENT
U.X,Representatives Fyrenobh Representatives
The Rt. Hon, Horold Wontkinson, 512 M. Hessmer, L
Minister of Defence. Minisier of the )
Armed Forces - ‘ ]
§lr Anthony Rumbold, General Lavaud .
HoM.Minister, Minigter 4
British Embosay, Armoment
Pari 3. : N
Mr. G, Wheeler, . Lt.General Mnftih
Under-8ecretary, Chiof of 8taff g

Ministry of Defence, Inter Army Staffi

Mr, C. Benwell, ‘
Principal Private Secretary
to Minister of Defonce,
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1. After the main meetings (WM. 27/61 ond M¥. 28/61)
M, MESSMR invited Mr, Watkineon, in restricted session, to
cnlorge on the possibility which he had touched on ot an

“earlier restricted mceting (M. 26/61) of some form of

nuclear trustceship.

Z. MR. WATRINGON sald that ho had montioned it tentatively
without consulting his Caobinet collengues, and therefore
without backing or commiiment. His train of thought hod beon
that 1if abt some stupge the Unitcd Biatus ond the United Kingdom
Secided that they must mccept that Fronce was o nuclear powser
in bher own righi, what thon would be btho best sysiom for the
Wost? The British Governmont wure opposed to wmaking HATO a
atrateglic nuclear power, though the deterrent must be linked to
RATO in some woy. But there were mony difficult probloms
capobility which mode it lmportont o find common ground, For
lnstance, in what clrcumstances would nuclenr wocpons be used?
How would the decision to use thom be tnken? ¥Was 1t possible
to have a limited nuolear war, or te fire an ctomic Ysholt adross
the bows"? Whot chout ftnrgeting? And tochnical wilitory
control? He was now tolking obout the moin stratogic deterrent;
not sbout taetical nucloar weapons, and he would like to know
whether the Prench would rogard it as practicable and worth
while to work out some form of Joint manogcement by the holders
of sirateglc nucleor weapons on behalf of fhe West aa a whole.

3. M, MESBMER said thot hie reply could nt this stope only
be a porsonal one., As he understood %, Mr. Wntkinson's .
euggestion bad two aspects. Pilret, thore wos o military and
technical aspect. Countries with a nuclonr capnbility would
discuss torgets, orders for attrek, and so on. ‘Phis would i
sertainly be useful, but so fur the Americons had repeatedly

refused to discuss these questions. He took it that -
Mr., Watkinson's suggestion amssumed thob, in the eircumstances 1
envieogoed, the British might bo oble to persunde the Amoricans

to modify their position. Secondly, therc was the political

napect. France wes opposed to moking HATO o strategic muclesnr

power gnd wos cgually opposcd to giving Generel Norsind o :
mixed bog of stratopie and tacticol weapons. HBe assumcd, ]
therefore, that the gugpestion was that countries with o

nuclear capability would gut o mondote to use the deterrent

not only in fthelr own nome but alao on behalf of the other

NATCO oountries. He wondered whoether the other NAVTO Allics

were ready for this, The Germoans, for exemploe, strongly’ .

supported moking HATO itself o nuclear power; and the smallor !
countries could be expected to oppose this aspect of trustseship

becouse they wore 8o abtached to the principle of eguality.

He thought it wounld need agreemunt boetwoon bhe United Stobes,

the United Kingdom, France and Germnny to overrlde this
opposition.

b MR. WATKINGCH sald that somo reinberpretation of
Article V of the Tranty might satisfy the other countrics ca
2 1link with a nmuclear irustoeship. He rocognlsced the

difficultios, Hoe had not discussud it with the Lmeriecons, and .

of coursc his first stop would be fto rrise it with the |
Prime Minister and Foreipn Secrctary. 7t was the iden, in

M. Messmer's view, altogether impossible®

5. M., BESSMER saild that the firat part - military and tcochnieal

e | !
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co-operation - struck him as Teasible. Ho wos doubtful about
the political part of the scheme.

6. MR. WATRINSON thon nsked M, Mesemer whah position France
would tcke up when she became nn indopendent nuclenr power?
Did she envisnge going it anlone? ‘

T M. MBSHMER replied that the guestion had heen approeched
but not yet studicd., In principle, Pronce would be prepared
to open talks with the United States ond the Unitod Kingdom.

a, MR, WATKINSON askod whether the French would acrept
one-sourcoe targeting, for example from Cmoho,

9. M. MESSMER enid that he renlised this would soon be a
problem. Probably they would wish to nccept co~ordinnted
targeting.

10, BIR ANTHONY RUNBOLD said thot therc seemcd to be two _
conflicting fears in Buropo: one thoit tho Americons would notb
use their deterrent in defence of Rurope; and the other that

they would use 1t too hastbily.

11, M. MEGSMER snid that e sort of trustweship wasg for the
pmallor countries of the Allisnce the only possible solubion,
because they would never develop nuclecr capabilities of thelr
own; and it wos in fact the system at proscent in force. But
more and more the Furopean countries, and particulorly the
Gormons, were beginning Yo feer that the Americone would be ..
unwilling %o use the deterrent in tholr docfendo: .

12, MR, WATRINSON said that some of thops questions could et

certainly be covered in bilateral talks Between the Prench nnd
the British, but that 4id not scebtle the probleom of how to
monpge a tripartite detorrent,

13. In conclusion, MH. WAYKINSON ond M. MESSMBR ngreed to
give the matter further thought, dnd to consult their aenior
collenguos, .

Ministry of Defence, S.W.1.
18th April, 1561
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RECORD OF A MERTING BETWERN
THE RT., HCN. HARQOLD WATKINSON, M.P.;
UNITED KINGDOM MINISTER CF DEPENCE,
AND M, MESSMER;
FRENCE MINISTER OF THEE ARMED FORCES,
IN PARIS ON THURSDAY, 13TH APRIL, 1961,

PRESENT
' _ \ |

U.K. Representatives French Representatives .
The Ht. Hon. M. Messmer; S

Harold Watkinsonr, M.F., Minister of the Armed . ;
Minister of Defence. , Forces; _ L i

-

Mr, G, Wheeler, Lt. General Puget; .

Under Secretary, Assistant to Chief of

Ministry of Defence. Defence Staff. Sk
Mr, C, Benwell, . Lt. Gemeral Martinm, Lo . J
Principal Private Chief of Staff of inter

Secretary to ~army Staff.

Minister of Defence. ' 1
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1. At a prellmlnary restricted meeting Mil. WATKINSON

began by giving ¥, kessmer a resumé of his discussion with

M. Debré the previous evening (M4, 25/61) and said that

M. Debré had appeared to welcome the pogsibility of cloger
informal links between the fwo countries on defence matters.
If M. Messwer was agreeable, he would raise the question with
the Chief of the Defence Staff on his return,

2. M. MESSMER said that he was entively in favour and that
he thought the recent defence reorganigation in his country,
with greater centralisation, would facilitate such contacts.
Ho was sure that the close links alrezady established in

NATO could with advantage be complenented by bilateral
discussions, particularly as the Worth ftlantic Treaty dig
not cover Africa and Asgia.

. MR, WATKINSCN then repeated the brief account of U.K,
defence priorities which he had given M. Debré; and in
response to questions, cutlined our plans for our independent
contribution to the West's strategic deterrent over theé next
decade -~ first with the V-bomhers and BLUE STERL and later’
with SKYRCLT. We were also, he said, developing the TBRI 2
for low-level attack and were atudying the possibility of
low-level migsiles, We had no present intention of going .
for PCLARIS submarines, which oresented great difficulties
of communication and control and were also very expensive
It wag not our policy to make NATC a fourth strategiec
nuclear powetr and we did not like the HERTEI/GATES of fer in
its original form, But we would not necessarily be opposed
to some form of nuclear trusteaship, under whicH those NATG
countries which bad nuclear weapons agreed to iige them o
behalf of the Alliance in accordance with groind rules
worked out by MN&TC, Article V of the Treéaty could

perhaps be reinterpreted for this purpose:

4, M, MESSHER said that he wished to clear up straight
away a misconception which appedred to be tommon in the:
United States and was perhaps also held by some in thé
United Kingdom, French plans for an independent nuclear
striking force were in no sense negotiasble:  Those wh
imagined that they were a sort of blackmail and would’ be
abandoned in return for concessions by France's Alliés 5
completely mistaken, It bad been decided, after ditficult
debates and careful consideration, that these weapons were
essential for the defence of France and there would be no’
going back on that decision. France wag utterly npposed o
to making NATO a fourth or fifth nuclear power,  The- "
reasons which impelled her to create her own "force de
frappe" were, he imagined, very similar to Britaia's -
finance, mnanpower, and the conviction that the Russians PR R

and the smaller NﬂTO countries would attach greater credibility S !
to an independent deferrent in Rurope than to one on -the . I .
other side of the Atlantic. A small gdeterrent in Europe i
could be as effective as a very much larger deterrent in

fmerica, because the Russians knew that France could not !
tolerate Russian troops on the Rhine but might suppose that .

‘“the Amerlcans would accept this, if faced with a "fait’ .

accompli®, rather than risk the devastation of the United |
Btates, He was aware of the denger that a future German
administration might well wish to be a member of the

nuclear club when the Freneh had their own deterrent; but.
he was certain that at present the Geirmans were making no
preparations, even covert, to become 3 nuclear power and
was confident that with the help of a nuclear test

T

.._2__ ‘
TTOP SECREY : I




Reference! - - ( j_ B l & i ] i
! .

Def—< |

.4 2 :
RENN ujlni L4y
COPYR?GHT - MOT 7T BE REPRODUCED PHOTGB?APHICM.L\' WTRDUT PER’HSSIDN

B L N R —

TOP SECRET

.

agreement the Gerwans could be kept out. Certainly France
would not help the Germahs in, -

5. M., MESSMER went on to say that France's acequisition
of a kiloton nuclear capacity was imminent; and with the
functioning of their isoteope separation plant it was also
certain that ihey could eventually develop a megaton
capacity, perbaps in three or four years: They planned .
to have a force of 50 MIRAGE IV aircraft for h.gh altltude
nuclear strikey; the first aircraft would enter service in
1963 and the force would be cowiplete in 1966. If they
were offered nuclear weapons without strings by their
Allies, they would in principle be prepared to accept them"
but they had no intention ¢f asking for help:

6. Discussion then turned briefly to dir, Watkinson's
recent talks with ki, licNamara and the new attempt, as
recorded in Hr, Watkinson's lettar to M, hessmer of 6th -
4pril, to reduce duplication between the U.¥, and the U.S.
in defence research, development and production. It was
decided to leave discus iion of Anglo-French progress in the
same field tc the mnin meetings which were to fo}low

(i1, 27/61 and L, 28/51), g

Ministry of Defence, 5.7.1. : BRI !
18th fpril, 1861, _ . '

~ 3~ S o |
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4. In the discussions I specifically mentioned the
position of the Germans, and said my fear was that if

we accepted PFrance, wounld we not then encourage Germany
to follow very quickly? Messmer's position on this is
that he fears such a consequence as much as we do. He
helieves, ag I do, that the Germans at this moment have
made no preparations even in secret {o acguire a nuclear
capacity. He equally, T think, sees the atiractions of
a test agreement in stoppivg the Germans once the French
have got inte the club, I think bhe is under no
jillusions that the Americans are likely to weicome his
country as a nuclear powar, although T think he might
hope that we might be willing to help with the Americans
over this, There are thus many unresolved issuess here,
but I thought you might like to have this report.

5.. Messmer said that be would be talking over these
problems witl: De Gaulle and Debré.in the next few weeks.
He said that he would like to have any further thoughts
that T might bave on our reactions to the military aspects
of the Prench acquisition of nuclear capacity. It will
be easy for me to drop these informal discussiops, which
have committed neither of us, at this point. T have a
feeling, however, that if we bhave to amccept the.
unpleasant fact that the French have got there, and I
think we do, this sert of discussion might be the way of ]
findirg nut the least price we can pay to live with them. -

Whether it will make the General more amenable in other
directions is of course another question which I am not
aialified to answer,

6. I asked Messmer whether our abandoument of the

nuclear defervent or "giving it to NATO” would make it |
possible for the French to give up their own programme.

He said that he bad faced these problems during their

own debates on the fovce de Frappe. What we did was

our own concern, bnt as to giving V-Bowbers to NATOC,

this would not make the slightest difference to the

French determination to proceed. They were in any case W
strongly oppused to giving MNATO a strategic nuclear
capacity. |

T I am sending a copy of this minute to the Foreign
Secretary. {

14th April, 1961.

wattinpon (M00) = facmtlion w
{_/.L?C}\“M]
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THE SITUATION_IN LAGS CONFINENTIAL

Rocordod‘aa a Confldentinl Annex - Spcelnl dircqlatioh'
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s e W | ! . i g

D 2e MR a'lCHFSON'? C{JNCFTT O CO'IIV] tT-I_QTL_A_I_J . £ { . ___{__1, RET -
s OPERATIONS = UWITED i\lT!b*»Oh HILITARY . UK FK_D__S_"QNLY
* THPLICATICHE : .

T-}cvious Rcfcrunrn- C,0.8.{61}26th MuLtinn, Minutc_ﬁ)

i LR, i_iliﬁi__ﬁﬂll ‘ S W’

THE COMMITTLE had belfsrn thom n rcport by thc Joint
Planning 8tafr{ oxamining the militrry implicationa .for the
Unitcd Kinpgdem of Mr. Achccon's concept of operations.

v

. SIR THOMAS PIKE {Acting Cinufl of the Defence Stdrf)

' snld that tho roport before them was Intended to providc

: comment on the militnry implientlions of Mr. Acheson's propocsals
for inclusion in a papcr to be preparcd by the Foreign OffTice
and Ministry of Defunco for the connideration of the Dufcnce
Committes in the rirst weck in May. Although the Foreign
Hinisters at their meeting in Oslo were not cxpected to dlscuss
“the substence of Iir. Achcson's prepounlis, nor cven the

United Kingdom memorandum, but ruther to confinc themstlves

to consideration of proccdure for hondling tlhwose papers, it
would neverthelass do nuecoaary to provide the Forelpgn
Secrctary with o brict inm casc . irs Desn Puak should wish {o
discuss these proposals with him.

£

In discunsion tho following points were madct-

e e e WA

i {a} It was nol at ull clunar wnat motive lay behind

' Mr. Achcoon's propaonlin, nor why he had atated
the need for the abhiliiy to hold a convontionnl

[ attack speelfienily of 20 divisions, nor why

: thiz attock shouid Lo huld lor two to three wooko.

The first aim sbhould tharufore be to scok further

explanation on these pointo.  In this conneetion,

although the poper supgoestcd that the objcet of

the proposnls might b to revitalise IATO ond share

the defenee birden more augultably, it should bo .

. remuubrred that Mes Acheson had held thise vigws o

e, ' S three years opgo and that. they rested on a military

: cnsu; whooe thone wag. that in somo why or other
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THE SITUATION_IN LAOS SONFIDENTIAL

' Rocordod:an a Coenfidentinl Annex - Bpeelnl dircqlatioﬁ'

v | o . .

Towcie ‘ ﬁ A “?ﬂlw'”
MR, ACHESOB'S CONCFPT oF COUVENTIONAL . % . ~:° 'SECRET
’ OPERATIONS — UHITED KiNGHON MILITARY UK FYES ONLY
T THPLICATIONS !

T—}cvious Rcfcrunrn- C.0. (611,ch Muctinp, Minutc_i)

( LEGNE(Rma) e

THE COMHITTLE had bcforv them n rcport hy thc Joint
Planning 8taff oxamining thce military implicotiona . for the
Unitcd HKingdem of Mr. Achcgcon's concept of operations.

SIR THOMAS PIKE (Acting Chiuf of the Defenee Stafr)
sold that the roepeort before them was Intonded to providc
comment on the militnry implientions of Mr. Acheson's proposals
for inclusion in a papcr to be proparcd by the Foreign Office
and Minictry of Dafunen for the cenaideration of the Dufence
Sommittee in the flrst week In May. Although the Forelgn
Hinistors nt their meeting 1n 0slo wure not expected to discuss
‘tho subotance of iir. Achcson's propouals, nod cven tho
United Kingdom memorendum, but ruther to confinc themsclves
to coneideration of proeccdure for hundling these papers, it
would nevertheloss bo nuecsaary to provide the Forulgn
Secrctary with o brict in coase..ir. Dosn Rusk should wish {o
discuns these proposals with him.

In discussion tho followlng pelnts were madet-

i {a)} It waa not at 11 ¢luar whnat motive luy Bohind

' Mr. Achcoen's prepooaslin, nor why he had statped
the noed for the nhilad y to heold a conventional
attack speclficnily of [0 Jdiviaions, nor why

this nttack shouild Lo huid for two to throo woecks.
The first aim should thoprufore be Lo scck further
explanation on theuse peinto. In this connunetion,
althouph iha paper supgestod that the objeet of

the proposnls might bhe to revitalise HATO and share

the defunce hurden ‘more ciultably, it slould bdo

remenbercd that Mo Acheson had held thise vicws
throe years ago und that. thoy rested on a militar,
. CRsYy, whoue’thcm, wag: that in somo. way or other:
- the onuq of initi ting Aacle warfare should hoe




2S4S

R : terilred
BUCED PHOTOGRAPHICALLY WITHOUT FERMISSI0

COPYRIGHT = NOT TO BE ﬂéPRb

bbby, o
" B e T m——— W — e e e i e - L P

TOP SECRET -

{c) Hr.Xhruschov wac ca record na oaying that
. he would reply 1+ ony uvae of tactical nuclear
: -~ weapens with magaion cetalivtion. Revertheless,
L the' oim behind our uot eof factical nuclear weopbns
» o4 < should still be to meke ih: Sovict Government o
..o . .+, realise that it hnd niscoleulnted NATO's will to
Syt o.reslat and te give thoir forecs time to withdraw
- v s D belfare both sides were destroyed in all-out wan,
o e The timing of the usc o thcswe wespons wao all
L .-t ., importent: the were Loth sides were committed,
o U7 the more difficult it would be for cither to.:.. - | I
S .., ‘withdrow, ond the more likely 1% would become. s S
: L ¢ that tho usc of taectienl nuclenr weopons would @
. * 1lcad to:esealalion. Thus thero was considerable
S .’g o danger in o dulay of ftwo to threc wecks. ' |

s . ] . i Th, I R
v ;.0 (d)  The Pirat aentenen of paragraph 13 pove the | |}
o impression that recoursc to nuclear weaspona By .

clther slde would sutomaticnlly enable it to
avold defeat. This was not necessarily so but
noncthelueso, in any protrnctcd battie of the
gcale cnvisapged, it wos unlikely that ecither

b side would nccept defeat without firpt having
recourse Lo thesc woapons, :

{e} The size of thc NATO shicld must be determined
not only by the renuirciaaits listed in paragraph 2
of the Appendix to the report, bui alse by the
need to convineo imszsia that a limlted sgorescion
could not sweoreed in selzing an objective guickly
chough to prescnt Lhe West with o fait acecompld
before the deeision to use nuclear weapens couldd
be takens  An s2dlitional sub-paragraph should
therefore he £@%a to pornrraph 2 4o mele this
point.

A G TR I TR R s
[P Sl

o

o

2

8

=N
{f) A number af atiur wmendments wore agroed in b
discusaion®, : e

THE GONMITTER: = . :

+(4). Approvsd the repert by the Joint Planning
gtary, subjcn&-to amendment as agreod
in ¢iscusnioni - . e

' (2) Instructed the Srerutary o forward it to
: the MHinlstery of Difoerice un an expressions
cof Liwir vicws, S :

e R AR e e

. Invited the Miniziry of Difcnce
.. these vicws into aenount; In draft
_paper for th L ce
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3, © NATO STRATEGY AND HUGLMAR

- (Previous Reference: C.0. 8. {51325th yoeting, Minute 3)

A

and Nuclear tenpons,

: .f  THE COMMITTS® had before them n Seeretary’s Minufcﬁ
eovering a draft Del'ence Commitiae paper on LATO Ytrategy-

thnt the paper befors thom

| SR THOMAS PIRE (icling ¢hlel of the Dufenee Stafr) sald

]

“Hinister of Pufenca to tanlwe

sfrom the answera produced by

ird May, 1961, and the o

e

opportunity to influencn ilo

as 1 orafli momorandum for the
in ihe Defence Committce on the-
nt vorc the Committec's 1last
anndents,  Ihe papor stemmed o6
iite Mottershead ¥orking Party

to the United Kingdom guoslions on a0 Strateyy and Muelear
Weapond, and took nccount sl* thele nroviously exprensed vigws®

on thoso anowers,

In discussion the Callowing points wers mda; -

{2} The papur bzfare Hism wad not intendcd Cor

tablilng in NATO.

1t was daslgned purely

ag a hrief for Uni

L) Kinedom reproecentatives

T

(v)

tn the PATO Council and elscwhero in the
ensuine monihs when FALO Stratety was
Al seugtad,

The Oommnittes hnd net yil had an opporbuni i

of studying

the milltary implications of ihe

ansuvera to thoe quoes
te the dralt paper.
have profoumd repare
force contrilmilons

tions scel oui in Annex A
These tmpiicatlions might
ustions upon our luturc
Lo PAr0 and conaecuenily

(e}

upen Lha stze and shape of our Torczo Aand on our
dafencu polley genernlly, The Commitheo

ecould net therefore unreservedly ondolpe the
main principlas which the mimorandum 48..2

whole oought to establish, and piragraph §

of thu covur noic should bw ruviordaed so as to
make this clear.

The Joint Planning Gtaff should prest forward
thieir current s Ludy® of thuoe implieatlons

with a vieo L0 Lho Comnd $ie2 considering tham -~ o
cat their wceting on imd ! L2 R

;_noﬁé'éﬁéﬁldlaiﬁb'stf :
pid eontrol systom for:
‘o the: bueceas oft Lhe

Parigrs

|
|
|
3
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{f) The aceond suntunne
cover neto mihi oo
by uuin® Letle

of pavngrach 12 of the

Lajen to Lmply thag,

Luclutr ueapornd, MATO
could docfust s Isvpe gerie dovice! conventlonal
att2ek.  rhis wra net neecasarily oo,

. particulnrly 10 Lho ovemy protoried in kind,
The best it cenld b hopad for was Lhnt we
might avelid dele it curselves ond Toree na
PauLT,

' (g) Whilst parspraph 16 should make 1t clenr

L that the use of Liclics) nueloar weapons

vould in the first lustanee have the

politienl and psdeholosivel ~ims of forcing

a pnusgy, rather than the purely milltary adm o
of dentroying tho epuany Tfovees, at the s
time Lt was imporiosnt th:t the HATO forces

on ths ground in Juropa vhould bolliaove that
thoey were uainz thelve venpons in ordur to

win the battle,

{h) The sccond senlones ol paragraph 47 took
insufficient neceonnt of the viow which the
Conmiltoe had proviously ciprecscd® on thie
need to negollate from 1 positlon of strength.

{3} The words “witihout miking thio apparceni to
the soviets” should he addzd to paragreph 17(c).

{k)} They had proviously aprecd® that the words
"or to accent doefeal™, which still appenred
1t the end of paragesph 3 ef the answor to
guestion 17(1) on paze 15 ol tha draft
mamorandan, were objoctieonable nd should be
omittud;  tha Semnltice ~dhoered to this view,

Summinyg up SIR JHOE'E P'IKE soid that
of Defence eculd nol vndesrt lie to amond the dealt Dulence
Committee paper s0 »a tu Leta cerount of all the views
expressed in dinenssien, L was leponectant that thoir vicuws,
if not incorporated in Ui voner, chould at lcaal be sel out
by the Minlabtry ol Delunee In Lhedr coverlndg nots forwardlng
the dreaf't paper to Wi Miniotor,

THY COMPT roliEs ="

{1} TInvited ‘the Hlnia»rv oF DLLLDPL. in prvpﬂring

-~ - the final Aratt o LW Dafanee Committuo p:pcr,
- 40 taku nocount : a1
" dlseussion. ind ot
T had bewt elrcula

t wihilst tﬁé Hinistry
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This document was coovsidered att.'ﬂi/b}) 277" Mesting, &

CIRGULATED FOR THR GONSIDERATION OF THE GHIEFS OF STAFE . -

. .o .A' . s. \ ' o
: " Jp(61 lQG;Fing_l_)_ C 1A < ONH;E

: 21gt Aprily 1961 , cory wo._ 43 1

- . ’
“eoo. . U CHIEFS OF STAFF COMIITTED

. . JOINT PLINNING STAFF

MR_ACHESON'S GONGEPT OF CONVENTIONAL OFERATIONS

Report by the Jeint Planning 8taff

v

In sccordance with the instructions of the Chiel of
the Defence Staff, we have evamined theo military implications
of Mr. Acheson's concept® of cporntions.

2.  We have congpulted the Feraipn Office, the Winistiry of
Defenco and & ropresentative of the Chief Scientifie Advieer
to the Minleter of Defennc.

3 Our study, ot Annex, answers the gquestlon put at
paragraph 13 (p){1) of the Jolnt Mcmorandum* by the Ferelgn
Office and the Minisiry of Dufunce, The questione at 13 (b)
(14) and (1i1), which cannot be direetly rclated to ths
Acheson proposals, nre discussed a3 Appendix.

Recommenﬁntion

. We recommend thnt, if they approve ocur report, the
Chiefs of Staff should forward it to the Minietry of Defence
as nn expression of their vicws to be reflected in the dreft
Defence Commitice paper being precpared by the Minlstry of
Defence.

. {signed) D.LJ
SRV
.G,

POWELL~JONES
LSHUORE & .

S T e T

AT
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¥R. ACHESON'S CONCEPT OF CONVEITTIONAL OPERATIONS

THTRODUCTTION

-On-5th April, 1981, Mr, Acheson, as adviser to the Presldent
of' the United States on IATO offoire, made known in a presentation -
to the Prime Minister tho lines on which he had made hie report -t
on NATQ atrategy to the President. A reccord of this presentation
is contained in a'telegram5 from. ¥nshington,. Co )

2 A Jeoint Memorandum® by/the Toreign Office ohd Ministry of RE
Defence has been considercd” by the WOTC Pelilcy Committee;, thie .
has the ultimate aim of conceriling an Anplo/hmcrican npproach to

the Acheson proposals before the Foreign !Ninisters' Meeting in. i
0slo on 8th-10th May, . B

. AL ' -t
3, To examine the milltary implicntions of Mr., Acheson's concept
of operatlionn.’

' THE ACUPSON FROFGSZLS
k. _The repert of the prnnentat}onﬁ, amplified by enother tele=-
gram~, contains a number of snlient peints which, if adopted,
would materielly offoct currant MHATC strategy, pnartlecularly es
regards the functiong of the shicid Torees in ACE. The followling
gre, in summary, the pointa of significance:-

(8) The nuelear thrushold should be raised and conventional,
rorces sirenpthened so that NATO would be able to hold !
off for some twe to three weeks with econventlonal
forces nlonc o Sovict apgrescion MOUhted by, say,
twenty divislons.

{b) Persistence in tho =pgression beyond these limitq
would meen nuvlesr war, S

Y

{c) The {irst priority would be the rapid build-up of
conventionnl forces to meet present commitments,
including modornization ond improved mohility.

There woe no 1nLention of withﬂrawing elther existing
nuclenr weapons from Pnropﬂ or the offer of Tive ..
Polarin su,mnrinca.

SACEUR' 3 bid fon |
and a dnnger' u

3

2n

£

-
2

" Telegrom N

]
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Annex (Ceontinued

{g) There sheuld he soinc provision if possidble, although
iat about the lmicst priority, for continued
coperationg in Toitope nfter o strategic nueclesr
exchange. .

Interpretntion of the Fropooals

Bs It will ve mecn that tha prasentstion wns made 1n broed-
terms only and that many of thi nbave points nre so impreciso
as to permlit wide interpretation. .

6. With reagard to the scale of amttnck sugzested as thet which
NATO phould be capnble of containing, it is not clear rhether
Mr, Acheson nssumen Lhat the apgpgression would be concentrated
in the Central rRegloa only, or whether 3t might bBe supported
by atta?ks on the flanks. Thouph the Russlonne could bring

to benr! pome L0 dlvisions in Central Ruropo without .
mebilizntion or nt short rotice, the figure of 20 divisliona,
which 1is mentioned, ropresents the muximum force which they
could launch st prascnt in a surprise attack. This force
would Also reprasent tre bacis r'mom whieh o limited aggression
or tcat probe conld ba mouniad, A grenter force would at
present indiecate o Russion 2is prich more serilous than a
limited aggreusinn. .

7. . The reoeoning brhirnd the propossd roquirement for such
an attock to he held of P s 2 or 3 wuecks 1e not apparent.
The Achopon prupoaala apzear Lo anvisage a conventlonal trisl
of strength of signilicant curuticn whieh, if unsucecessful,
would be Tollewcd by the tnntical use of smell yield nuclear
Wenpons. 3hould thins be necescosry, the conecept eccepts the
probability but not the Inovitability of escalation. Ve
presume the term "hold.ofi" to menn ito oppose and contain

an attack beforc n degrer of penotration hes beun achieved
which is. unaccecptable <n 3ilitary or politienl grounds.

8.4 Although Mr. Acheuon aveepts thet SIORUR's foree™

requlrements for 19066 ore iargar than MATO countries can
afford, it eppears thed he viauellses approximately MG 70
conventionnl pgonls, modernized and with improved mobility; s
for lsnd rorcea, this would nmount virtuslly to the 1966 ; a0
requirements. o . ' T

9. Lastly, the arpumonls aponinst providing MRBH fo SACEUR

are thnt 1t would bou undesirable nnd dongerous to have & high
concentration of thoese weopons in the forward areas of fermany; .
SACEUR's ranpn roquirements, hownvor, were stated to be bascd on
the necesslty to deploy the wospons in deptheiiiowy :

tICATIONS FOR NIT

10. It would neced
concerned. to asotnps
be requiredy: in: b
hold off a eone
some 20 diviszion
{sec parapraph
spproximately MO 70 cony
modernizod: and® will
implientliong: for; NAT
applieable): i
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11, The 1mp1ichtiona for BAW) fovecs in Turope moy be
summarized ne followsi-

{a)  Batiphs would have io provida in full theip MO 70 - - 0
. eonvertlonnl commitments bubt wiih modernized and

"fully mobile forcus. This eannot but entall
ndditionnl mnnpowor and finoneinl burdens, beyond
' . _ the resovrseg which most of the nations have beun_
8 ‘ ‘ - prerarcd to allot wp ti11l the present.

Pt

o R
. Ly
(v) Toreces would have toe be muintsined att high étatba o
: of rendincss entriling sti11) further manpower end’ Ot

‘finnnc1n1 reavirerenta. .

'

{c} !ddit onnl ronven1ionnl nir forcoes would bu’.'; .
required, whilst retnining a nuclear capubility.‘.

{4) ACE nuelear copabliiily woenld necd to bt rendered
invulnerable during ihe por-iodl of conventlonsl
oparationn,

. (e} The shield forees would have to be able to switch
- rapldly tetween conwentional and nuclear postures.

{r} TLarge rescuress would have to Lo cxpendea, for all
theoo roasens, in providing, the sppropricote lopistie
bacliing, infrastructurc, ecquipment and communications,

Wider Impticationg

12. A host of vwider Implicntinne rould floy from a concept
which envisapged n wnr in PL“rwu far nm long ns three weekss, )
Tor example, the crodibliiiiy sed armirity of the strategle 1
deterrent, the seourity or ~b1 agaipuileationa, the unity of
HATO and the will of biw peo le of the tndfted Stotes would all
como Into question M ing, Yia courss ol this period. T

13, It is dirficult to ace cithur side nccepting defunt after
a major convenilonal battle of 2-3 woeula without resorting to
nuclcar WeApPonk. In thuse circumstoncog, tensions end L
commitments would Lo no preat that the plsk of escalation would i
be much more gericng than 32 the inilisl meclear weppons hnd SN
becn used much eoriler. Farthermora, nt this stoage, the use e
of tometicol nucleny wvnpunn wonlil have to bo on g proportion-' N
stoly greater scale to nchivve military oficets on the batdle, i -
We therefore £ind it Gifficnlt to vipnalize how a panse could
te imposcd by the usdi ol ¢seetloal nueluny weapons after- th
failure of a convcatiouul botlle > nenle and oft th

. to oxplore too: decply. th
chy, n convenbional: war The

i, On thé othpn hpndy

on thornnnnl'
ennvinced. thr
bo incrcnsod
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FEASIBILITY OF T HESOH _PROPOIALS

.15. Even if we nssumcd that NATC countries could provide
sufficient forces to hold n concuntrated attoclk of 20
divislons for 2 er 3 wockn withent sionificant loss of ‘ o
territory, 1t is inconceivable thot the Russians would oo
"nllow such nn attack to be held wlithout introducing re- . A

\ inforcements whieh they hod readily evailable, If the ° t
. attack were only a probe of Western intentiens, 1t would o
‘ not have boen mndo on such n acnle, nnd if it were more ° ; 4
than a probe it must be dirceted towards some significent ST
objeetives . In face of such u clenr intention the Weat .
could not afford to delay in deciding whether its response: -ovd
should include the usc, alheit alscriminate, of tnetical o ,?r
miclear wenpond; to defer this declsion for anything like C o

‘2 or 3 wocks could only cncourage persiotence and extension !

of the mggrension.

16, Ir, however, we nssume that what Mr. Acheson has In i
mind is the MC 70 conventlonnl foreecc, these, even fully
subscribed, medernized and with incronsed mobility, would -
provide no guarantec that they could hold off, for 2 or 3 i
. weoks, a Soviet attack with limlted objectives, For - .
.cxample the Russiana could concentrate their 20 divisions
for a surprise assoult nt & time and place of their own
c¢hoosing, or alterpnatively they vould lounch two or more
separate thrustis simultancoualy. On the other hand NATO
forces would neeccscarily he less ready at the place sclected
by the enemy, uncertnin at first of tLhe nature of tho attack
they were lacing (whether nuelear or otherwipe), limitcl in , i
the territory which it would be poiitically acceptable for it
them to surrcnder, and would thercforo be Tace@ with s difficult N
readiness and deployment probvloem. #e believe that they would
have to resort'very carly to nuclear wenpons. Perhape the ;
i

hlgpesat factor in this 1s that, commiited to a forward strategy,
they would bo inhibited by thelir inebilily to yleld grounda * . )
tacticnlly, becsuoe of the offeet thia would have on the unity f
of NATO and on tho crodibllity of the deterrcnt. Therefore,

whether the attack wers concentrated or not, forces greatly. . :(
in oxcess of MATO forne roals would b roguired if a conventlonsl | (jt
defence for .an apprecinhly tima bnd o be cneured in the forward i
ares. : . o

17. Mr. Acheson impllcs that the practical limits of
conventionnl forees which NATQO countrics could be expected . -
to produce -~ having rogard to the plonned build-up of German
foreca, end thae rcduction of ¥French and porhaps Britleholo-
commitments elpewhern - will not,. in his view, excecd fo
land forces the M2 70 requivemcnis, which have not so far:
L) been met. In o view, forecs,” cven of this size) would no
suffice to mect his concept in fullisid However, incidental
te, if not underlying, tha Achcson pr wosals,thepgﬁmay—bp‘

be incompatibdle oné with.’
preoposals may well b
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efficiency of the NATG foraes, netting at rant the doubts

of the ailles, and sharlng the defunce burden more equltebly,
The propoanls pr'feeting the NATO [oreces appear to bo based

on reising the threchold by bullding up conventional forcen
and on satnblishing ¢ control system in which NATO allies
could shara,
19. 'W¥e think that this philosophy of raising tho threshold
by increasing the size of aspventionn) forces 1a follocious
in the context of improving or prescrving the deterrent
because this would ralse deubis in Lkuuulan minds about the
Western determination to regort Lo nuclcar weapons nnd would
open up the possibility of econventional operations emounting
to limited war in Suropo. Wu consiider that the larger the
conventional battlc we allow, tle lceaz we can hope to galn
from a diogeriminate tacticnl unt of nuelenr wenpens and the
more we are in danger of heing unnble to nvoid the process

: of esecnlation to ali-sut wno,

20. The boals of z commnnd wlid conirol synicm, which would
bring conridence to the allics in the circumstances that might
occur in Furepe, is a compound of peiitienl and military
factors. In esschee, polltieally it must satlsfy the allies
that the USA ean neither wlthdraw hee Involvement nor be
precipitate in the use of' nuclcmr weppons and it must safeguard
their own intercnts, The militnry regiircement is thoat the
systoem must bo odequate to cnable ihe reaction of the cnemy

to an effoective demonstration of our rcliange on nuclear
weapons to bu obinined before clreumstances mnko it enscntiaol
to lounch the strategie nuclear ntinek,

4. 21, Wea weleome the Amerlenn initintive towards revitalizing

) NATO, by attempting to elarify NATO ctrategy and to defing

alresh the purposs of its torces. They at least cvoke the
issues which, if tnerled vigorously by HATO, could lead &
rapidly to n more rralindit foundation for the concept of -~
NATO strategy ond for ihe command, conirel and provision of

its forces. We A3 not novevur see that Mr., Acheson's present
propesals would make war in Surope ony less likely. While }
the time which they mipbt buy mipht be valunble politieally, i
militerily we ser no ndvantaps which wonld compensate for the
additional rilska which wsuld be incarroed, '

GONCLYIBTONS - e

“roint of view we are unnble

atrantegio concept for HATO

;. Lehoson propooals woul
! abenrity

to acecpt’ tha
. ns expounded,
lend to ant improvime

UE EYRG ONLY
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Appendix to Annex to

AP(EING(FIRaL)

. CONVENTIONAL WAR_IN EUROFE -

. 1. In pescesing the durntion of conventlonal Soviet v
;" attack that MATO should aim to hold eonventionnlly, ‘we'
coneider thnt the shiold fzrems shenld be capable of [
resisting and delaying a surpriss attack by up to 39 aivisl
regordiess of thelr potentislity for build-up, for long K
enough to enable.a decision to wuse nuclear woapons to be
maede and implemented, . This pe=riod weald de unlikely to .
exceed 24 hours,in the casy of a full-scale. ntiack, while ™
any leaser scale of ptinck would bu capnble of being -'- '
contnined conventionally for a longer period. . .

?£ e

ongly

5,  Tho size of the NATO shicld would be determinéd by the
reguirements to:- . Ll

{e) Counter intimidntion on tha borders of the
. RATO arca,

{p) ldentiry oggrcasion on whatever scale.

(e} Deal immediately with infiltrntion or
gmall-ccnle conventlonal nggression without
necepanrily having rccourss to nuclear weapons.

(a) Be cppable of rcesinting nad deleying a larger
scnle conventiennl nttnck, using at least
tnatienl nueleoar weupons T the attack were

persinted In.
o

Composaition of the_conventienal clamants of the Shield Forces

in ACE ~,
N 3. To aasobs precisely the slue of the Torces renuired tow
fulfil the roles set out abeve io o MATO problem which the
tnited ¥ingdom cannot swlve $n lsolation. There is no
doubt, however, that, whatever their alie, tho shield forces
should be more mobile nnd mare flexible than they are at .
rresent. R e el Lo st

4. On the combositioﬁ of

these forcésfwé"woﬁid'shgge$t :
the following an 6 basis for v : b .

xaminationi-

anrveillanbofand”m
{dentiriention ol

Moﬁiia Support Toreca
of, battie: formation
1 T

AT e
Py e ey

sy -
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(e) "Mobile Conirgl Regnrve,  This forec should
be ajr trmnsparinbls and should possess o
nuclenr eapability;  Jt would pepd tactical
. ndr puppos b, Sueh n farae is, in our viow,
neecasury Lo mubport operntlann in nrcae where
normal dcfones deploymont moy be thin, e.g. on
the £lrnig,

{a) GCommsnd Stroctupe. A -command structure ond
compunientives Lyoten ndepted to suit the role
and characteviaties of thoue lorces nnd to match
the far morc eritiasanl veguirement Tor speedy
decinions wonld hove to he estnbliched.

!
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AUTH®R ITY FOR BRITISH COMMANDERS IN
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Minister's Room, House of Commons, S.Wele
on THURSDAY, 27th APRIL, 1061 at 1,35 Dalle

The Rt. Hon. Harold Macmillan, MePoy -
Prime Minister : '

The Rt. Hon. Seiwyn Lloyd, Tho Rb. Hom, Harold Watiinsom,
QeCs, M.P., Chancellol M.P., Minister of Defence
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The Rt. Hon., Bdward Heath, Admiral of the Pleet
M.P,, Lord Privy Seal ~ The Earl Mountbattan
: of Burma, Chief of the
Dafence §taff

SECRETARIAT:

Mr. P.A. Bishop
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Major-General G.S. Gole
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AUTHORITY FOR BRITISH COMMANDERS IN NoA,T.0s TO LAUNCH

NOCLEALE. WEAPONS

The Meeting considered a minute to the Prime Minlster from
the Minister of Defence dated 19%h April, 1961 sbout the lssue
to British Commanders in N.4,T.0s of instructions regarding
authority to open fire or to inltiate nuclear operations,

~ THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE recalled that on the 5th Decenber,
1960 the Defence Committee had discussed his proposal that he
should dlscuss with the three mejor W,A,T.0, Commenders a drafi
instruction for the Commanders of British forces in N.A,T.0.
which would say that although every effort would be made, if
communications permltted, to inform them through British channsels
of Her Majesty's Government's agreement that they should open. g
Tire or launch nuclear weapons, they could nevertheless sssume, ?
even without such notlfication, that an order fram their N,i.T.0,
major commander to do elther should be obeyed, L
(D, (60) 412th Meeting, Minute 4), The Defence Committee had
felt that 1t might be deslrable, before lssuing sny such insitruc-
tions, to seek to make arrangements for authorising the use of
miclesr weapons which counld be identical in all three N,4,T.0,
commands, These gtudies might well take some time to complete
and the Lord Privy Seal had suggested that 1% wes lnsdvisable
that meanwhlle Brltish commanders should have no inatructions on
this dmportant subleci, Since President Kennedy had recently '
confirmed the understandings relating to consultation hetween
the President and the Prime Minister before the use of nuclear
waspons was ordered, it might now be ascceptable to authorise
British commanders under SACEUR %o obey his order bo use thelr
nuclear weapons, Thils principle could similarly be appliled in
the case of SACLLNT's command, provided that satisfactory
procedures were first established 1o ensure that Her Msjesty's
tovernment hed given political asuthority before Britiah nuclear -
forcea in LCLANT were brought into action; 1t would be i
appropriate for thls authoriiy to be conveyed through the
President of the Unlted Stetes.. Since CINCHAIN had ss yet no
mclear weapons it was unnecessary sh pregent to dilscuss ;
procedures in hlsg commend, I% was further proposed to inform i
conmanders that their forces, if attacked, could open fire to _ h
defend themselves, but that they should not in sny clrecumstances
use their muclear weapons unless they had recelved the appropri-

ate authority to do =so, 4

F

The Minister of Defence therefore proposed that the draft
letter &f Insbtructions which he had previcusly submlited %o the
Defence Committee (D.{60) 58) should now be discussed with
SACEUR and SLOLLNT and, 1f these exploratory discussions proved
satlsfactory, lssued to British commanders,

" In discussion the following points werg made =

{a) If British commanders were to be authorised, as proposed,

to open fire or to launch nuclear wespons on BACEUR's or
SACLANT's suthority even though they had received no separate
notlce from Her Majesty's Government, there seemed 1ittle peoint
in adding to thelir instructions the informastlon they would be _
notified direct of British authority if circumstances permitied,
No commender could be sure that a failure %o recelve notifica—
tion through British chennels was due slmply to commmications
difficulties,

e e
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sm~ 7 (¥) In the case of SACEUR, authority to launch nuclear
weapons would be conveyed by the declaratiom of R-houra.
It was highly probable though not necessarily certain, that
the deciaration of R~hour would have been preceded by the
declaration of the general alert, which could be established

~ only on the authority of governments. It might be advisable
to stipulate that the instructions proposed in the draft

' applied only 1f the general alert had been glven,

#

{(e¢) Although N.A.T.0. forces as such were not authorised to
use nuclear weapons before the declaration of R-hour (reguiring
‘the approval of N.A.T.0. governments) it was concelvable that
American forces could receive orders direct through American
channels to use nuclear weapons without walting for R-hour,.

{d) ©Since the procedures proposed depended in large measure

on the understanding which had been reached with the Unlted
States Presldent, 1t was important to ensure that the authority
to British ocommanders to use nuclear weapons - should come

direct from SACEUR (or SACLANT) who were in direct touch with
the Presldent. We could not atcept 2 situation in which a
British comnander would be required to obey an order to use
nuclear weapons from, for lnstance, a French or German superior
commander, unless he had also recelved authorlty to do so from
the British Government, The actual means of transmifting
authority should he investignted to determine whether British
commanders could be assured that their authority did 1n fack
come direct from SACEUR (or SACLANT) himeself,

(e} It would be advisable, before issuing instructions to
dlscuss the matter with the United States administration so
that they should he aware of the extent to which we relied
on the understandings between the Prime Minister and the
President in this respecta :

The Meetin.g

(1) Invited the Minister of Defence to confirm
that Britlsh commanders would recelve
instructions for ithe lauwnching of nuclear
weapons (in the case of SACBUR the declaration
of R~hour) direct from their N.A.T.0. Supreme
Comrander, and to inform the Prime Minister.

(2) Subject to (1) above, invited the Minister of
Defence to dlscuss with ‘SACEUR end SACLANT the
form in which instructions might be glven to
British commenders on the clrecumstances in

~whlch they could accept orders to open fire
and to initliate nuclear warfare.

(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary, in consultation
with the Minister of Defence after he has
completed the discusaion in {2) above, to discuss
the draft instructlons with the United States
administrations.

(4) Invited the Minister of Defence %o report to
the Prime Minister before lssulng-instructions
to British commanders on this subjecte.

Oabinet Office, S.W.l,

28th April, 1961
D
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i

{a) FExamines the military implications of Mr. Acheson's

(v)

2 f In appr6§ing the report the Chiefs of Staff:-
(o)

-, "277TH APRTL, “Yog1..

At their meetingﬁ on Tuesday, 25th April, 1961, the Chiefs of
Biaff epproved the report at Annex, whichi-~
; .

. 8lze and duration of conventional Soviet atterek -

i

_CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE -

" MR._ACHESON'S CONGEPT OF GONVENTIONAL

OPERATIONS

Hote by the Secretary

concept of operations,

Answers two gquestions™ in the joint Memorandum by
the Foreign 0rfrice and Minlsiry of Defence on the

which NATO should seck to hold and the eize and

Torm of NATO conventionsl forces required for the
purpose,

i

Instructed the Secretary to Lforward 1t to the ) i
Ministry of Defence as an expression of thelr. :
views, and . .

i
:
;
;

Invited the Ministry of Defence to take these
views into scocunt in drafting the paper for the
Befence Committee, E S
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ANNEX 70 cos{61}438

MR, ACHESON'S CONCEPT OF CONVENTIONAL OPERATIONS

w4

ey

.l e E AL AT it

s o

e - L, INTRCDUCTION

Loty . . . '

i « .. “On 5th April, 4961, ¥r, Acheson, as adviser to the President

: “of the United States on NATO affairs, mede known in a presentatlon

&7 +to the Prime Minister the lines on which he had made his report - .
“on NATO sirategy to the Prsaident. A record of this presentation

+ig.contained . in a telegram® from Weshington. C o

L A R T Lt
_42,s v A deint Memcrandum*,by}the Forelgn Office and Ministry of
4 DeTence .hos been considered” by the NATO Policy Committee} :this:
ihae the ultimate aim of concerting an Anglo/American epproach to
i the Achépon proposals befors the Foreign Hinieters! Meeting In
10s10 on 8th=410th May. . i
. LI I I

. e
Litoer e T
Caibe . B N

‘;3;'. T6 examine the militsry implications of Mr. Acheson's concept
of operations.

Lo THE_ACHESON PROPOSALS o

o

L. _The report of the preaentntionﬁ, amplified by ancother tele-
graﬂ@, contains a number of selient points which, if adopted,

i would materially affect current NATO strategy, particuiarly es
e regards the functions of the shield forees in ACE. The follewing

K .ﬁ 5 are, in summary, the pointe of significance:-

JLE . ) ;
Bt (a) The nuclear threshold should be raised and sanventional
v Sl forces strengthened so that NATO would be able to held

. s off for some two to three weeks with conventional

forces nlione a Sovicet aggression mounted by, say,
P twenty divisions.

(b} Pe;aistenca in the sggression beyon& these limits
would meon nuclear wor. .

,(¢) The first priority would be the rapid build-up &,

B conventiornal forces to meet present commitments, °
+7% - inecluding modernizatlon and improved moblillty.

{4) There wans no intentlon of withdrawing either exiating
nuclear weapona from Eurocpe or the offer of five
quar;a pubmarines. L

SAGEUR's b1d for MRBM is regarded as far 0o expensive
~ and a dengerous way of putting fipe-power-ipto Europe.




4 exchange.

" roprescnita the max

SECRET

UK EYES ONLY

. (&) .There should be some prcvision if possidble, aithough
.. iat sbout the lowest priority, for continued
operations in Burope efter a sirategic nuclear

; Interp?étation'bf the Preposals

" 5. It will be:seen that the presentation wos made in broed

,terms only and that many of the above points are so impreciae
'ag.to permit wide Interpretation.

6. : With rcgafd to the scale of attack sugazested as that which
NATO should be capable of containing, it 183 not clear whether

, ¥r, Acheson mssumes thet the nggresslon would be concentrated

"in the Central Region only, or whether it might be supported

by attagks on the flanks: Though the Russlans ecould bring to beard

' gome 40 divisicng along thu HATO periphery without mobilization

or nt short notlee, the figure of 20 divislone, which 1s mentioned,
lmum forco which they eould launch ot present In

a surprise attack in’ Centrnl Buropu, Thils force would a2lsc

roprescnt (the bzode frem which a limited 1ggression or test probe

eould bo mountcds, Evon thie feorce would indicate a Russian

pidm smoh more serious than a limitcd nggreosion,

T The reasoning behind the proposed requirement for such

en attaeck to be held off for 2 or 3 wceks hes not becn stated.
The Acheson proposale appoar to envlsoge a conventlonal triml
of atrength of significant duration which, 1f unsuccoselul,
would be followed by the tactical use of small yield nuclear

~ weapons. Should this be neceasary, the concept asccepts the

probvability but not the inevitability of escalstion. e
presume the term "hold off" to meen to opposd and contain
an attack before a degree of penctration hes been achleved
which 18 unacceptable on militery or pollticel grounds.

; .

- P Although ¥Mr. Achecson accepts thet SACEUR's force %}
- requirements for 1966 are larger than NATO ocountries cen =

afford, it eppears that he visuellzece approximately MC 70 - !

'oonventional gonls, modernized and with improved mebility; ' i

.for land forces, this would amount virtually to the 1966

) ‘reguirements,

9. Laestly, the argumenta against providing MRBY to SACEUR
are that it would be undesirable end dangerous to have & high -
. soneentration of those weapons in the forward areas of Oermany;
"BACEUR's range requirements, however, were.stated to be hnsed on
the necessity to deploy the wcapona in depth. v .

P
groximutely MG 700 ¢co nt
ernized: and with’ impreved
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12 »The implicntiona for NATO rorces in Burcps may be i
'summarizcd as rollews-- L I;JJr

; lNations would have to provide in rull their MC'?O ‘:
1 sf sonventional commitments but with wéderniged and -
dl. :fully mobile forcos. * This cannot but entall: ;i
Corby ."Kadditionul manpower and financial burdens, beyond '
T (tha regourcce which moat of the nations hnve been'
~-preparcd te allot up till the §resent..' .‘ B :

i oy IRTI '
'i(b) Foroca would h:vo to be mqintnincd further forward and & .
vda “‘nt high stantes. of: readinoss cntsiling otill further . -
; nnnpcwnr snd finﬂncinl rcquirumcnta.|;{,’ b
( ) Adﬂitional oonvontional air forces would be«-':
: ..-required, whilat rotaining a nucleur capability.

S Y T i e e a L

: d-‘-t— e R Vel :--4:.‘#«-...“ TN I, .IM‘ e *.-‘u.-..-.:":‘.‘w.. ,__.'_-._-.;‘a‘.v-..-
BT Lo t. v

.o Foseie
) (d) ACE nucluar capability would need to bc renderea

. . invulnerzbdle during the period of conventlonal

' . oparntions.

. . . v

s . . (e} The ahield forces would hnve to be able to switch
- HQQ'_ a'-rapidly between conventional and nuclenr poaturea:
N (r) Large resources would have to Lo expended, for all -

N .these reasons, in providing the eppropriate logletie 4 {
:Hwa\ bncking, inrruatructure, onquipment and communicationa. Y

Wider Implications R

12.'~A.host of wider-implicaticaa could flow from a concept i
which envisaged o wer in Furope for as long na-three weekst. ;
for cxample, the credibility end security of the strategic - i
deterrcnt, the security of sen communications, the unity. of .
NATCO and the will of the people of the United States would' all : i
come. into gquestion during thu course of this pericd. B

13.‘-It 1g Aifficult to see cither aide amccopting defeat aftera1m$r
convonticonsl battlo cof 2-3 weuks without first rosorting to
" nuclear weaponas, In thage eircumstonces, tensions and
-commitments would be so great that the risk of escalntion would
be much more serious than if the initinl nuclear wenpons had . - N
beon used much carlier. Purthermora, nt this stogo, the use - ’
of tmetlcal nuclenr weapons would have to be on a proportion— |
ately greater scale to achieve military eflecte on the battle,’
. We therefore find 1t difficult to visuvalize how a pause could
" be imposed by the use of tectical nuelear wespons efter the.
failure of a convcntional battle on: the secale and of the:
duration envisaged

i »

_1mp1£cations of actually Tighting such’
object of. the Achcson proposals may.

asaeasment on’ purcl"
on.the Ruuainn min

R UL g
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Even if we assumcd that NATO countries could provide
f.sufficicnt forccs to hold a concentrated attack of 20
‘y'divisiong for 2 or ¥ wocks without significant loss of .
1. territory, 1t 1a inconesivable thnt the Rueslons would
. nllow such an ettack to be held without introducing ro<’
}inforceants which they hod rendily nvalleble., If thé: ',

attnck were ‘only 'a probe of Western intentlons, 1t would
:net. have been made .on -such a scale, and if 1t.were more :“
',thun a probo it must be directed towords some aignificant

‘t objectives , 'In.face of such a clear intentioh the West :
oould not afferd.to deley in declding whether ita response”
' should inzlude the.ume, aldelt discriminate, of tactical..

‘ nuelear weapons; .to defer this decision for anything iikc
2 or 3 weeks could only encourage perslstence and cxtenaion
of .the eggression.

16. If however, we assume that what ¥r. Aecheson has In
mind is the MC 70 sonventional forces, these, even fully
subperibed, modernized end with incrcased moblliity, would
.provide no gusrantec that they could hold off, for-2.or 3
. weoks, a Soviet attock with limited objtctives. For
" example the Ruanians could concentrate their 20 divisions
for a surprise nssault nt a time aond place of thelr own
s choosing, or alternatively they could launch two or more
separate thrusts simultanecously. On the other hand NATO
forcea would nccessarily be less ready at the place selected.
by the enemy, uncertain et Tirst of the naturs of tho attack,
they were facing (whether nuclear or otherwise), limited in ;
the territory which it would be politically mcceptable for
them to surrender, and would thercrlforc be faced with 8 &difficult
readiness ,and deployment problem. ¥ believe thot they would
have to résort very early to nuclear weapona. Perhaps the
. ‘biggest factor in this is that, committed to a forware atratcgy,
; they would bo inhibited by their inadvility to yield ground
. « -tactienlly, bccause of the cffect this would have on the'unity
of NATO and on the credibility ef the deterrent. Therefore, |
whether the attack werc concentrated or not, forces greatly H
in excces of MATO force goals would be rcquired if a conventional

-.;\

‘- /Breﬂ-
©, 17« Mr. Acheson implics that the practical limits of -

.. conventionnl forces which NATO countrics could be expecled .
to produce ~ having regard to the planned build-up of Gorman
forece, and the reduction of French and perhaps Britis

in his view, exceed for

" lond forces the MG: 70 requircmcnts, which have not sol far

been met,:: In our: view, forecs, cven of this size, would
suffice to mee¢t his concept in M1l ™ Howevery” incident
to, If not underlying;. the Achuson proposnls,thcre may. be
an Amcrican intention. t : ble: sharin

NA b

defonce for an appreciuble time had to be ensured in the forward '
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erficiency of 1the N/TO forces, setting at rost tho doubts . . -
; of the.allles, and gharing the dofence burden mora equitably.
- '} Tha proposals affecting. the NATO forces appear to be bosed-
Coonoon paieing tho threshold by duilding up conventionael rorcea
N ; i‘and on establishing e contreol Bystbm in which N TO allies ik

could ahare.d
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6@{” 1"19.- Yig- think lhat this philosop%y of raising thogthreahol
:q i n'by Aneressping the size of conventional forces is fallaciou
» “Min-the'context: of improving or prescrving the deterront i+,
" v-because-this would ralse doubts in Buscian minds ebout the |
“Wegtern'determination to resort to nuclcar weapens cnd would 1 !
1opon up' the poaaibility of conventional operations amounting ..
{ to limitea wer in Zurope. We consider that the larger the ..
‘conventional battle we allow, the lues weo can hope to gain:
I 'from & diseriminate tactical use of nuelear weapons and the
: "mero we are in denger of being unable to nvoid the process
. of. escnlation to all-out war.

20, The baais of a command and control syctem, which would

bring confidence to the allice in the circumstenccs that might

. oceurin Eurcpe, is a compound of political and milltory

N lactors. In cssence, pollitieally it must satisfy the allies

. ' that the USA can neither withdraw her invelvement nor be -
precipitate in the uso of nuclear srunpons ond it must safeguerd
thelr own intercete., 1§41itorily is rmet bo adequate to otnable
the rorction of thu cnumy to bu obtalned ol our relianco on
nuclear woapens to withheld conventlonol «ttnck; 2nd 1t must be
able to do s¢ in tho short time that might be nVﬁil“blu bifore the
aituniion had so dutorior:ted that wo wire Tereed to launeh the
gtratogie nucluar attizck,

21. Ve welcome the Amorican Inltiative twwards revitalizing
NATO, by attcmpiing to clarify NATO siratcgy end to define
'afresh the purpose of ite forces. They at leact ovoke the
1ssuoa which, if taecklcd viporously by N/TO, could lesd &

) idly to a_more rcalistie foundmtion for thoe concept of R

y 'Nn 0 strategy and for the commind, conirol and provision of
its forces. = We do not however see thaet Mr. Acheson's present
proposals would make war in Iurope oany lesa likely. While
“the time which they might dbuy might be valunble politically,
militarily we pee no aldvnntage which would compenhsnte for the
additionel rigks which woulu he incurred.

i

-

CONCLUSIONS

P'om.the military roint of view are unable
o eccept’ that the strategic cpncept for HATO
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'; regardlesp of their potentinlity for build-up, Tor long
-enough to enable 'a decision to use nuclear weapons to be
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APPENDIX TO /NNEX TO_CO8(61)438

CDNVEFTIONLL AR ] IN _EUROPE

1. {In- asscssing the durntion of conventlonal Suvict
ettack that HATO should aim to hold conventionally, we
‘consider that.the shield forees should be capable of - A
‘realsting end* delaying a surprise attsck by up to 39 divisione,

.made and. implemented. This period would be unlikely to
-axceed 2ii hours in the case of a full-pesle attack, while -
;any lesaer scale of attack would be capnble of being
contained conventionally for a longer period.- -

2, The slze of the NATO shicld would be determined by the
requirements to:-

{2} Countcr intimidation on tho borders of the HATO arca.
{b) Identify nggression on whatever senle.

{c). Deal immudintoly with infiltration or emall-secsle
conv.ntional agpression without necessarily having
ryeourac to nuclear woeapons.

(a) Convinec Russin that a limltud aggression could not
succsLd in abizing an objuetive guickly cnouph to
prescnt the HFost with a £ait nceompli before a deeision
t0 uco nueluar wuopons could be made,

{2} If noccopary be expable of resisting and delaying a :
larger scalo conventionnl nttack using at lesst tactleal
nurle.r ARaono 10 the attack wero persisted in.

Composition of the conventional clements of the Shield Foroes

in ACE &
3., To ammsess precisely the size of the forces required to
fuiril ithe roles set ocut above is 8 NATO problem which the
United XKingdom cannct solve in isolation. There is no
doubt, however, that, whatever their slze, the shield forcee
should bo more mobile and more flexible than they ore at
present. :

L, . on the cnmpoaition of thcsc forces we would suggcst
the rollawing a5 a basia for cxamination.

nn This nebd only be of :
Bufficf—ht.strength to ensure adeguate. frontier-
surveillance’ and quick reactlon to, and rapid
identirieation ofy nny ferm of aparession
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Mobile Central Reserves.  This force should

be air transpertable and should possess ao. | |
nuclear capebility; it would need tectical '
air support, Such n foreo is, in our view,
neccesnry to support operntions in areag where
normal defence deployment may be thin, c.g. on
.the flpnks,. ’ C

- Commend Structurc. - A command structure and °
eommunicatlions system adapted to suit the role K
end characteristics of these forces and to match
the far more critical requirement Lor speedy
decisione would hnvo 10 he estebliched.
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SUMMARY OFF UONITEDL KINGDOYH VIENG
i ON NATO STRATEGY . ‘ e

o oy
-Haior Principlea

1, Stege A, (In the perlod after it hod been determincd that

sggression could not be countercd by conventional meons alona

¢ ond before all-out nuelenr war had begun, i.e. before the

leunching of the strategle nuelear forces ).

{a) The conventionnl shield forces must he capnble

. of desaling with any minor probe or skirmlsh;

they would net be copeble of defeating a large~ -

A scale conventinnal attnck without rescert to

nuclear wenpono, Hewever, they mast be capable

of resiating end Gelaying such an attack long

enourh to ennblc the dccision to resort to :

nuclear wespons to be taken ns soon ns 1t

! became elesr that 1t would not be pessible to

halt the attnck by conventional means and beflore

;
;
i
;

vital Iinterests were in grave rilsk of loss-

{v) It need net be assumed that ony use @f nuolear RERE

N "} |

weapons muat inevitobly leand to all-out nucleer

wor, but it would be unwlse to count on this.
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o ' ‘él . . . : A B ; |
E‘\ E j‘( )‘,Militarily.‘Lt is cleerly undesirublc thnt 5 “Eﬁ i
: I'a;'nuclear fire should neces asrily b rcstrictcd . f% %
,; qf}to battlcfield tarpots on NATO tprritory._ u~ﬁ#{- : '

. Y ; g i

'“."}:'.'i'.of ohviously tnctirul targcta in advance of :!;:

'-NATO territorv wnniﬁ carry any anpreciably

o N higher risk of usenlaticn. ‘ L:,” : ."1 oy

{(4) Preliminary “nrn*np rounda {i.e. Mehot .- c .

across the bows") should not be flred. ]

{¢c) The purboae of using nuelear weapone
gelectively in Stoge A would be 1o poréua&E’ e _Q
the enemy nt leust to desist from eggression
and negotinte. This purpose must condition . i

. i . .
the milltecry use of these weapons. . i

(f) There is no nced to provide nuslear Wweapons
! }
. ' i

;
for any pretrocted nucleor exchange; tho . ki
. : |

~ period wonld hc daya ralher than weeks.

{g) Although missiles uwn unlikely to be suitablc for :
. use in this sizgu, becouse of thoir long range
and consequeni low occurncy ond high yield, |

nevcrthcless-ﬁomﬂ proviwion‘of them_wili_need

to ue wnuL for dutcrrcnt purposca.

2, Stege B. (In conjunrbton w1thH the 1nunchi

nuclear forccn).

(o) Th?”f
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sypendix to Annsx 1 (Concluded)

'3, St ge c. -(For continuing mny opermtions there might be

'>nfter tho strategic nuelany exchangel

. s (8) Any Operﬂtiﬂnd in Europe after the strategic

f!ﬁf' ‘ . nuclear exvhange could be rontinued only by

Y units ond proups of Individusls without
coherent dirnctions from uny central political
auihority.

{»} There is no neced to mnke gpecifie provision

\ o; nucleur weapons for use at this stoge.

b.‘ The circumstances envisnged above all relate to the possivle

use of nucleapr weapons. Hewever, tho prime needs for deterrence,

and the undesirahility of attempting to force a pause from

other than a position of strength, demond that the shield forces
be sufficiently strong in tactiesl nuclenr weopohs. These

muet ineluds nuclear strike nireraft, with thelp mnnifest i

flexibility,'nnd mizsilcs, together with an crfcctivc aystem of !

T
~n

aurveillance and contrcl,

S
e

i o 7y o Tty
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g - gg | As I promised when I was in Washington, and
Ny duo o : '
5 g-_:: &s you have since suggested. I am sending you with
Ny Pyy . . '
i ©a this letter two vapers in connection with your mseting
&: “g with de Gaulle. In the first, celled the Memorandum,
‘?g s) |ny I have tried o imsgine whet sre the arguments which
&% . & ] . o ' |
ples gg I shoull try to develop with him if I found myself in
=14, - . . .
P ‘your place. I hope you will not think this too
& ‘ZE 2 presumptuous but it seomsd the simplest‘way to set
BEZ%E |
éé;_g_ out. my thoughts. 1 hope it mey be of some use to you.
S . .
$inle ? In the second - the Annexes ~ I nave set out my own
5, 1 view about what our British position would be cn the
aizy. )
& §g§§ mein issues. Of courss this is not a formal stetement
k ZZKh of the British Government's position, but gives my own
ideas, vhich I believe to bs iy general accordance witl
|
”" w‘?g,..(’/‘*z“‘fg_m | |
Ly PRI L e -..;bf L e b !
L el
P 3202
- |
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national capacity, but rather to maske a contribution as
& Creat Power to the Western deterrent as a whole. This

~ 1s increasingly the British view of théir nuclear'capacity.

. 15. On this basis the thres nuclear Powsrs of the Vest

mignt enter into an agresment for consultation before nucle
weapans are used and for joint arrangements about their use
in case of need. These arrangements, in which 21l three
would join on equal terms, would ensure that their joint
nuclear strength would bs directed towards supportiﬁg the

" Western Allisnce as a whols. In thatevent the United

States and Britain would be prepered to consider what help

they could give to enable France to develop this potential,

-TRIPARTITISN

18, The unity of the VWestern world will not be achieved
unless a lead is given by the gﬁeat Powers. Franée has her
natural place &s one of these. Regiongl alliences and
groupings are required to knit together countries which hay
commont interests in various areas of the world; but thess
will not work harmoniously together in pursuit of our
common world purpose unlsss they are guided and inspired
by the leading countriss of thse West.

17. The Governments of the United States and Britain
recognise that, for this purpose, there is need of a more
regular system of contact and consultation between the

three Powers whose interests are not confined to any sing}a;
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E%éé % -3. As France is dstermmed 10 acquii‘e a mclear capacit s
[ éi %%2 .it is preferable that this should be developed, not &s &n
é" i % independent nationsl force, but as a contribution to &

bEcl o 7hdyy  Joimt Western deterrent held in trust on behal:f of the -

,_. L |... free world as a whols. . |

L %g 2. This joint basis could be achieved if:-

% %‘E’ %% ?; 3 h\ (&) errangements which have already been |

ggég i o~ §§  accepted by the United States and -

2B = %«\: , 2%  United Xingdom Governments for

% f»% F § § epplying their strategic muclear

wg\ "g forces to the support of the Western

Alliance as a whole could be developed
and extended 10 mclude France. In
such. an arrangement each of the thres
Governments might. underteke: -

(1) to agres that they would not

iu. E use their strateglc nuclear
| 8, | forces except after consult-
E j ation with the other two
g;': 88« Govermments; |

(1i).to perticipate in tripartite
" arrangements for the use of
these forces, including joint

- arrangements for the selection

and allocation of targets.
(b) the French, ..ike the British, committed to
o NATO and placed under the opeﬂa't.lonaT



-2 -

‘control o% SACEUR any tactical'nuclear
weapons developsd f£or use by French
forces in NATO. |
'3, The United Kingdom would have no objection to~
publicatlon of these agreements. .

f”‘ 4, It arrangements were concluded on the general lines .

| | \\Eontemplazed in paregraph 2 above, the United States migh

-@ | be willing to give France such assistence in developing
Lo her nuclear capacity, whether by provision of technical

information and "know how" or by the provision of warhead
as would make it umnecessary for France to contime an

Y independent programme of nuclear tests. The United

Kingdom would be willing to co-operate in this, if desire
*'?" 5, * The United Kingdom would also favour discussions wit)
France on the production o£ maans of delivery of nuclear

Weapons.




. _ T BUBLIC RECORD OFFICE 1
2 A TR e T Reference:= . : ' .

DE 56/70 - xoo'cm

COPYRIGHT ~ HOT TO BE REPRODUCED PHOTOGRAPMICALLY WITHOUT PEF

éMrW

- Annendix to -Annex 1 to

' JP(bl)LLB[.l’inou A‘P’” I%]

SUMMARY OF UNITED KINGDOM VIEWS
ON NATO 5TRATEGY

o Maﬂor Prinololes

" Lo ta e A._ (In the perlod after 1t had been determined that
aggression could not be countorod by conventional means alone
'*_ @and before all—out nuclear war had hegun, 1.§. before the

e

The oonvontlonal shield forces must be capable
‘1of dealing with any m;nor probe or skirmish"
'  H they would not bn caoablo of dofeating a larg
:scale‘conventional attaok without resort tolfﬂ‘fo
;inuolear wo\pons. ' However, they must be capableftulzil

“of resisting and delaying such an, att ok 1ong

“lﬁenough to cnable the dec1sion to: resort tolgm
'fnuclear Weapon to bﬂ taken as soon as it
"beoame clenr that it would. not bo possible to'
Mzzhalt the nttaok by conventlonal means and before”;

vital interostv were in grave risk of 1oss.,,_

I need not be as oumcd that any use of nuolear

”woapons must 1nevitablv lead 40 all—out nuolear

war, but_it would be unw;ser{o‘oount en thin.

i ey ey ’
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Re ference.

~ Dere

?and neé&tiate. : Thls purpose must cond ion
”the milltary“use of thcsn‘weapona. -

“{There is ho need to provide nUcleLr_wcapons

1for any protrqcted nuclear exchangc;f'ﬁh-

fperiod WOle be days rather than'weeka;

;A1+hough mls- 1 5 are unlikely to be suitable for
Zuse in this 5t bccnuae of thcir long range
and consequent 1ow accuracy and hiuh yleld,
nevertheless some prov1sion of them w111 need

ﬁo be made for deterrent purposes.-
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AAPONS ' S

MID NUIGLEAR ;
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l" THE _Norel
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Jur

TRODUGTTON N

. . . ) ' '.""

A United Kinpdom questiunnulrr on NATO ktrotegy nnd’

Muclear Wesponeg wnr cubmitted to the NATO Coumell in Januury,
1961, ond draft answern to the suegrtions In it have been, e
produced in the Mottershesd Report™-, We hove already ’ ’
commented” broodly on the phiioqorhy theso draft snswers © .
eutline, subject to further study of their millt&ry implications.

! AN

militory implicctions of
swers in

tholeo,

Lhe:

Te examine, in broad teims,

relation to foree roguirescnts for NATO ns o

THE _FOTTERGNRAT NEPORT

3,  we interpret the copence of tha loltershend concept ag .
follows, ;‘

B Petorrcnce i
cnemy the conviction of

achirved hy pmdntalining in thae mind of the

the o' -

(n) gCapability of micle~e srtalliation,

{(b) Determinatinn te Ao no I naconnory.

(e) Cohesipn in ila nlllepce, ;
5. As long on the strefegia pualear Corees of the United Stotes

and the Upited Kingdom remain nfficlive, there 1s 1ittle denger
of the Sovint Union resoriing Lo »ll- out war or deliberately- .
pursuing aims which wonld make all-oul wnre prnhable.

6. However, in = poriod of nuwalesr nqnipoiua, the Soviet

Oovernment miyht ansum: Lhot these countiries would not risk
decttuction In all-ocut «mr in order to Acleat a minor apggieasion.

For detervence in Furope, NATQ lorcen must therefore be deployed,
organized, equipped and oontrollrd in ruceh o way that the Soviets & .
could never be cortain thet they “oald not, by an aggrossion,»:c :
unleash n major war nnd thﬂlnl b

s
tics ave unlxvoly 1o b
steances: - :

(a)
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Annex {Continued)

8. NATO forces must be adle to denl with both these eventusli-
tles, Conventional epposition should be enough to identify an
gccident, It may also suffice to identify nnd defeat a mis~
caiculation. ' in the form of a minor probe, But, 1 it could not,
NATO forces should be eble Lo use nuclear wespons very quickly,
This use would be apgainst mitltary targeis, but discriminate . .- -

< and primarily for the purpose of munlng the Soviet Govarnment -

realize their'miscalaulation nbout NATO's determination to use-r
nuclear wespons in its delonce. The conventlonal forces would
8t111 have to be strong enough to resist end delay Soviet' - is
sggression, :sipported by nuclear weapons used only in this-wdy,:
leng enough for the Soviet Government, warned of' NATO's determina-
tion, to hnve the opportunity to withdrnw belfore NATO was forced
to resert to the unrestricted use of nuclesr wenpons. R

9. - As the outcoms of all-out wnr would be determined by: }
strategle nuelror foraees, it is not necessnry for NATQ:shield "} .
forces to be equipped specificnlly to continue operatfons during ' .
or after lhe strategic nuclenr exchange. ' )

10, The core of the concept, zo far as the milltary implications
are concerned, ls to rely on dntcrrence; ond within that teo
attempt to exclude the posslbility of sn aceident or miscaleula-
tion leading to all-out war by using tacticel nuclear weapons
discriminately to Jmpose o pausc. T

EEFECT_Lit NATO STRATRGY

14+, Although the RATO Ziratngle Cnnceptg is capible of wide
interpretation, in order %o implemr:nt the Mottershead Concept
it would be neceessery to modiry existing NATO strntegy to thei
axtent thot: -

(a)} The immedintn response to ngprecsion will no longer
be inrtsnt recort to nll-ocut war, :

(v} Provision wouid have to be mnde Tor a NATO résponse
to scalen of aypronalon larger than that of a -lecal
hestile acllion without initiating mll-out nuclesr
war, but Including the digoriminote use of tactical
nuelend veapons if BeceLInry. . )

{e} The concept of o ohicld ferce which is able, after an
nll-out octrategic nuelenr exchange, to meintain - o)
torritorial Inteprity nnd vustain operations until
the will and abilit - the cnemy to pursue global
war 1s destireyed, is ahandoned.

BASIS FOR'

chulremcnjiLjﬁyi

12, Ve conglde
the allicd ro
Atlantic - nre
atrntegic nuc

TESRTE N
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for forces equipped, trainud and deployed as though to Tight from
the outset with tactleal muglnar wunpons. We rcject thet thene
forces snould be so small aa Lo connlitute only a sereen, the
breaking of wiieh will leced to o papid loss of territorisl
integrity and ihe inevitable une of ntrstegle nuclenr forces

os the only means for reply. We lpo rejaet’ the "threshold"
srgument for inerensing the nolze of conventlonal forces as baing
Tollpeicous in o far as It wonld ba nap encourngement to
conventional ocdventures and wonld wenken the impression of the
Western will te use nucicap wonpons. The size and composition
of NATO forces must b Cinntly roselved by judgement of their

_effect on the Russinns nnd it follows that ihese forces should

possess a reasonable balance of conventionnl and nuclenr weapons.

13, Apsuming that these promices for the primary role and
therefore Tor the basie structure of the MNATO foreep are correct,
we examine below whnt, if any,ndditiennl enpacity it 1s neccssary
to incorporste in them to excliude all-out wor by aceident or
miscalculatlion,

Requirements for Forclnp n Pausc

44. The first requiremeat is to identify the,nnture of the .
incident. For this, eurveillance, prompt contnet nnd opposition
by conventlonal forees nre cancntial,

15, The slze of the inzident cenld vary within wide Yimita,.

The nceident Ls no lonper a dmyier when ldentificd ns such.  In
the cvent of misealonintion, ils renle may wxeced the copnbility
of our available conventiannl forers to delay Ffor the periled
required to jmponss on WMlvative pacos. tn this ease a concept -
such oB SACUER now holds - of roiybhg on the Lnsticnl une of
nuclenr weaponn for millinry parponen ia proquired, Thic cnirles
high riskp of asenlntion, {hough i1, menna linmense reinforcement
of the nuclesr deterrent.  Wintcevar Lhe size of our conventional
rorcen the Rurainne conld mateh them in tho miscnleulntlon,

which i3 a peiitical as opponcd to a militnry onec. e will
thereforn be conlfined in eur nttrempt to dnol with a mioenlcula~
tion to situstiona in whichk Lthe nlze of the aggression con he
held by our forees Aepluyed in the daterrent role for the puerinod
of n peuse which the #H.ffrrshend concent wonld require.

16. The military eritcrlon Per foreing an eff'ective pause in . .
terme of the Moitershesd Cooeept muet theiefore be drtermined by
the time that miat elnpos weiwoen the military npprecistion . - -
thnt conventionsl Torees ~lone eannot halt the entmy, and '
verifientlon of the ehumy's Intentlon after the cxplosion of
the flrst nuclear weapon. - L . ;

en dohc s enlcoulation of:i:
1 opurntions {and therefiore of. fore
We meke npoumplions below for, this:
wa examing ihe: impli )

17. Until thin time h=e'
the durntion of conveniion
requirements) can ba mode.

time factor and on_ these: n
on foracsz icvel

Timg Fngtor

18.
fellows:®
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{b) The procecss of ilPPtifﬁlean mry be ns short g
e few minuicse bnt would nol extend to more than a

fov hours, ) . ) W

{¢) Depending on tho senle of altnck id(ntiried the
Commander primarily concorned would need ybt T I
further time to vspons whether or for how long he .4
could hold the atiaek by conventional mecans wlone. Lo

(a) A rnqucut by the Cowmnnder Lo use nuc]vnv WCnpDnB
‘dloeriminntely and his choius of btorpets would be
.revicwed by SACRUR and, if ngrceed, forwarded to.
governments for political outhority. This proceoﬁ
might well be compileted very quickly.

{e)' The time tnkan te obtaln Horth Atlontie Counecil and.
through them, go!rrnmrni npracment would be ccndit:oncd,
pmong other things, by tiw necd for:- T,

(1) Consultation,
{11) Assurance of the sofety of thelr nuclear forecs.
(111} Politienl cstimites of the effeet of nuclenr
e nyplosions on the tnrpetn proposcd by SACBUR, ™~ ---

followed by n pelrction ef those to be fﬂP“BCd
in the rirct noelene ntrike.

{f) Once obtainad, the sulhority nonid be convaeyed and
the weapono Pired within about on hour.

(g) Onee the wonpons are I}Pﬂd, the reaction of ithe encmy
munl be obtained nnd intcryroted In torma of his
rurther intentionn

19, ' The proccsg trom {n) to (@) avove eculd, we eptimile, he
completed within 24 homen, this time varying invergely wlih the
gize of the nttach, A veeeine colimnte shounld be obtnined from
SAGCEUR, Thn fuators in (4} ~nd (p) nbove nre, howcver, impondora-

ble at present. W “discuss them Jh]GJ-

20, The time voquired rov Llv prona: m of Wuctlrn political
deeinion eonrel, for military 1v.nnens, he 1cft 1mpondcrﬂhlo.
The time \lﬂmcnt must b" Flnifo beannnnt- :

{n} The Comnandon ' n annrﬂiﬁf]nn in 1CQuir1ng the uso or
tﬁcLi al nnol*nr wanpons will pet a Lime afier which
to b militarily effectives

(b)

the sizc
the 1

21s If we n
Governmuntul_d¢~i~_

22. When® é&ﬁL
ithe only prwcti
an nrbitrary Iimit wi
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deelslon 1f the aggrossion contimicd, If it does not, no
problem arises. If 1t docs, short of the initiatien of globel
®aP by the Ruesiens (ond we assume thot we will continue to
maintain a surricient margin in our strateglc nuclear strike .
- ¢opability to nllow us to occept a reduced cfficioncy indefinitely).,
the time we can afford to wait for g different Runoian resetion L
is determined by the latitude which we are prepared to nllow - :
them, This will vary ever the NATO front and with the cxtent
of enemy air action, It would scem, however, that the point at .-
vhich a decielion to resert to a strategic nuclear response would &
be made would have to be cstablighed in advance, This could he '
-, in terms of geogrophy, timec or neccntnbic doemage. ' ;

-T.The Control System

23, Our -assessment of the time fnclor has assumcd a physical,
control and commend system of unauecstionnble epe.d shd reliebiiity.y
This is the vital prerequisite to eny rfincment of NATO Stratugy
to avold measive retallmstion from the outset. }

y APPLICATION TO LAND ANR AIN FORGES

2, As stoted before 1t 1o necessory for NATO shicld forces in
Europe to be composed and deployed to lend conviction to the

general deterrent policy. They would at the seme time hove to
be ready for operaticns on the much smnller senle dlecussed for
conventional operntions. This is a dilemma 1in that they would
have to be ablé io Tight eonvantionally from a nuelear posture.

Land Forcep

25. To glve effect Lo thls concopt 1and forces would have to

be rendy to meet either conventlonal or nuclear attack and to
switch between c¢onventional and nuclear operations whiléﬁpnder
attack. This would plive ripe to problems of deployment ‘and
equipment; the shapo and charscter of the forceg might well have
to be chonged in tho way we have nlready dlscuseed®.  Since
terrain 1e o prime fneter, o full ananlysis can only be made by
SACEUR for NATO forcen gencrnlly ond by the C-in-C Tfor BAOR. . i

26, Though the present locatlons of the various components of

the NATO forces are dlctoted larpely by administrotive coneidera~ " 7.
tions, 1ts planned tocticnl deployment 1s based on fighting o205
nuclear battle. | Aa part of the duterront this must b meintoined
Hewever, the precesn now in: train to mnke them more, moblle would
noed to bo aceelorated nnd they would require more conventiona
fire support. .. BAGEUR's detailed catimntes” of the foreen he
would require under these conditlony to renlst pnd’dels
conventionnlly for L8 hours. wonld ndtjiin'our’ opiniony
- greatly from the ould b ;

Alr Forces

27+ The i i pro

used conventiconall;

oir support.. i Ini Y
forees, partionlarly o
inte somcthing mic
woB anccompanic
nalassance woul
aggression.
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-+ beyond alllcd territory to obtain this informntion and, in the

foce of cnemy nlr delonees over thelr own turritories, Lo fight
ror it. Ir ihe apgroosien was menomuenicd by nir support,

ailied air forcus would be paqulrad to £iht conventionaily in
support of land oporations for npproximaicly L8 hours. This

" raiscs three problema:-

(n) low ln muclzor readinepn Lo bo mnintained during
‘thjs period?

{t} Are thoere enough alraenft tn rchicve this and provide
sulficient eonventional zir suprort?

i {e) How do we preacrvo the ensential nuelear gelivery’
rorces in ihe Pace of conventional eir attnck?

28, At present the role of NATO air roreccs is te provide a
nizelear copoability in the context of duterrcnac, The

rceonnnissance, fiphter and righter-Lombor aireraft of theee
forces could undertake the conventional task but would nced

suitable traindng aud wenpons 4o muke them ePfeetlve in this
roie. .The extcat tu wnlen other types wore required or could

be adapted would need to he the pubjoct of stndy by SACEIR,

Huclear Weapons for the Shisld Forges

29, The requirement for nuelenr yeapons for the shield forces
will ronge from miasiles lo replono o proportion of SANEIR's
vulnernble manncd nkrerafs Lo weapons cnpable of Adzcriminate
use on the battleficld. We conpidor that the type of missitie
required mey have is he detoemined at lcast as much by the need
ror quick response, accurney and (lexibility as by yicld or
range consideration. The chalco of wonpon cystiem muct dopend
on ihe tnsk nnd no wenpon syatem shuould be arbitrarily oxcluded
nt this stnge. The numbors and types of ‘weapons notunlly
rcguired must bo the oubject of Actailed study which will take
inte aAceount the problem of drierrenes nnd Lthe operational needs
. k3

indicaled ahove.

Lopigtic Support

30. The logintic baellny reguired to ouprort thin concept for

the shisld foreces could be muck Tower thmm the present 90 days.
required by HATO alihongh it wonld have to be ealculnted on a
different basla. Seme redietlon In the slze of the repair .-
organization nnd in sertain Lypes of! infrastructure should also
be possible. Wo pee the nond, howover,: for uniis ond formations
to be more pelf-covtnined 1opintically: thn ,1tfpnesent'nndgfor
improved mobil ity nnd. i »3h1 1Ly ind tha supy oystemyt
basis of whieh must talkeg inta secaunt Timited conventi

battlec.

weapons and €1
btnttle. :

. o b ' J/"l -, ...M '
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THYLICLTIONS. POR THE ALLIARCE

B v 4 . . .
32, ' The:imnlieatlonn outlinea nhove have bugn asscoped onon
“purely militnry hosis,. Ve, LLlicye, himoover, that this complex 8
problem cunnot be colved solely on ihesou grounda and muot have -
regard for the morale of MATQ fovcus, the confidenca of our
allies = in both military and political ricvlds - and the .
sontinued belicf ‘of tha Russlnns in our regolution. - These .,
faotorn suggest that, althouph it is mititorily correct to rate
the-1nhd battlo, in Burepe during and nfter. ihu stratcgicﬁnuclcaf
cxchenge na of secondary importance, it might be peychologically: "
wrong 16 make no ndditional militory provision for it or to.say {v.
! that.-we should.not attemut to defend the territory-of our allies,
tp tho best of ' our Joint abilitles, oven after a ctretegie i
exchange. To.do lecs than thins might woll: appear to show a !
inck of determinstion, which conld only wenken tho deterrent, !
the most important factor in HATC alratogye o ) -

CONCLUSIONS

ot tornhead eoncept idf easentinily

33, Wo conclude thnt the
ic pguldance. Bubjecct

compatible with SAGEIM s rrescnt stratep
to ite practicablilty Lelry ontoblichzd by further study in

WATO, it offers n food prospct of allewing us a stage Inter-

rodinte butween cenventlonnl reedstanco nmd full military unc of |
nuclear weapona, which will Armonzctirnte our determinaotion in

nuclear terma withuut frunily inerenning the rick of cacnlotion. :
1t ghould not alt«r the nted vor MATO forec requiremmts to be

determined primarily by the Avtorrent roie. Tt will be limited
in its application to ths srpvankiopal enpobllity thnt these
forcen can hnve apeiant Mhn Ruasion effort cnoountered.

3, Any aticmpt o ~1d nosventional ctrangth to HATO gpreificolly
te increnst ohe peried of puaribio conventional operations

t introduccs diendvaniagcs i:, U talu, cauipment and cpats of

tand and petriicenlarly air rorecs, would reduco the credibility

of the deterrent ond wonld nad ntthing to the benefits offered

vy the Mottershend Conecyl.

35, , We Tinally eonciuda thet, subjoct to throa gualifieatlons, .
iha Mottershend firmgept in worth puraning within RATO. It

should be mude perfuctly alnane that It 1lg mot incompntidhle with :
SACEUR' e basic ntrateple guldanea and, we hellve, should fall
within his preesunt fuvcu_luvcla. Ce U S S e ST
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- nuoloar wenpons might bu usod. B

Gop& No.él

DEFENCE COMMITTLE

UK. VIEWS O N.A.T.0, STRATOGY AND RUCLEAR WRAPGHS

Memerandum by the Minister of Defence

e At the Ministerial session of the NHorth Atlantile Council

on 16th December, 1960, the Foreign Seerctery said, “,.,., the tima
has come when thcre shoul@ be & comprchensive study of the purposes,
control agnd deployment of the nuelcar armcury in support of NATO
with the object of making the deterrent us effcetive as possidle
without waste of resources",

2. . On 18th Januery, 1964, the Defence Committce approved o
memorandum on NATO Strategy and Nuclcar Weaopona (D(61)2) for
circulation to the North Atlantic Council. The mumorendum seb
out a series of quostions which we proposcd should bdo examined
for the purpose stated by the Farcign Seerctary.

3. Am interdepartmental Working Porty hos since prepored
answers to the questions in paragraphs 17, 18, 19 and 21 of the
British memorandum. These answers are sct out in Anncx A to
this memecrandum. The answers to the various queostions coverp
gsoma of the ground morc than onco and, in the following
paregraphs, I, thervfore, set out the arguments ond conclusions
thorein.

Bnckground

L. Tho British memorandum to the HATO Council pointud out
the risk that,when cach side could devostate the other ("nucleoar
equlipoisd ).thc deterrent mipght ccase to Le credidle unless ve
could devise n stratogy swhich would provide for whatover degree
of force, not exciuding nueclear weapons, might bo required to
induee an aggréssor to obandon his opgyression while minimising
the risk of precipitoating nll-cut nuclear war,

5. The memorandum asswned thot thoure wos no guestion nbout
the need for forces which ecould devastote the U.8.8.H. and thot
the existing stratcgie nuclenr forces would centinue to be

available for this purpese, Thoe guestions in the memorandum, .
thorefore, relote to nuclear weapons Tfor tactical purposcs. x,

6. The primary purpose of nll nuclear weapons was stoted to
ve to deter a potentinl aggressor from using forcc eor the threat
of Toree in support of his oims. DBut because tho weopons would
deter him only if ho considercd thot thuere was an unaccuptable
risk that they could gnd would be uwsed against him to whatever w
extent wos ncecessery to induce him to oboandon his attaock the

guestions were principally conceorncd with the way in which




7 The. meimorandum considors

T <] stdgus
_weapons might be uéud‘fcr|tuctip

hree’
al purpcsesi=

toge’ A,
that agg

In the period aftor £ had been d
ression could not bo counturué Ly

ctormined
war had begun {i.e. befope the lounching of

sirateric nuclear forces)

Stoge B, In conjunction with the lounching of the
strategic mucleap foreus,

Stame C. For continuing any batile there mizht be
af'ter the strategic nuclear fore¢s had bueen
launched,

The Answers to the Tuusbiong

a, The answors to the questions ol Amox A oo in brood
and genepal turma.  When the main principles wre catnblished,
more detailed studics will be required on the contrel,
deployment, numbors and types of thu nuclone wospons to be
provided, A list of subjiets oy such further study is o
Annex B,

THE ATWS O H.A.T.O. JND PHIL ZOVISy GOV LI

g. The Sovicts scek to avoid all-out wox ang 1r they
engagod in limited cggrossion their runction to any Western
response 1s still likely to be guided By thot oim,

10, Thus, o deliberste globil war sinrting bolween HATO and
Soviet Russia is extromely unlikely so long as HATD retuins
substontialliy its prosont cohcesion and slrengih,  Loss unlikely
possibilities arci-

{a) A Soviet probe o Pust HAYO's duturminetion to
resist, P PuCessnry with nuclony Weupona,

(b) Hostilitics arising from mivenleulntion op
accident,

11, In cither east, the pelitienl aim op HAYO would be to
persuade the Soviet Government to withdraw its [orcus from
NATO territory with ihe minimum of domnge b0 HATO,  The
military aim in support of the political atm would be to pesist
and deley the npgrossion in such o wny as to minimise the risks
of e¢scalation to all-cut war and Tongt cioupgh {o cunkle tho
Soviet Government, renlising itg misealeulation, to vithdraw,

CONVENTIOHAL PORCES OF HATO

12, The conventionel rorces of IATO must bLe capable of dunling
with any minor probe or ceeldentul incursion, They would@ wot be
capeble ef. defeuting o large-senle Gaviot conveniionnl attaek
without resort to naelesr woenpons but musit be eoprbly off
containing such nn attock long cnough Lo wnable the doecision to
resort to nuclcar wonpons to boe taken g soon s it hoenme ¢laanr
that 1t would not bo possible to hnlt tnhc titnek Ly econventianal.
forees and bofore vital intirests were in arave 1isk or ioss, .
Tho possible conscyuinevs of rosorting to nuclonp waupons pra’
referred to below, ST e S w

.conventional meens alony and bofope nll-out nuclenp -




sought. i1 thig joriod ped.

nvinec the Sovict Govermment thoat DBATO
“would not shrink from the use of nuclear
weapons to whatover wxtunt was necossury
to defund its inlerests, .

{p) To previde u puricd of Line bulore resort to -
¢ll-out war in which the Sovict Couvermaont
would rcalise that it hod nluseniculuted the
determination ol AP0 Lo resist, nnd would
dveide with the aid oi' whatover Giplomntie ;
and othor pressurcs could be brought to
benr Lo withdruw rather thean risk nll=out
nucloar war,

Escalaotion

154. It need not be cssumed that iy use of nuclear VeLpons
mugt inevitobly leuad to @ll-out nucleer war. Thoe likelihood
of esculation would depend largely on the circwnsloncus in
which hostilitics broke cut., Eserletion would be highly
probable if there were enything more then the most iimited
nuclear exchonge. Thua, wny use of toctienl nucloeny weopons
mist be expeeted to lend rapidly cither to o conclusion of
operationa or to esenlntion to ull-cub nuclepr war.

15, Tho busi hopu of ruducing thu rick of cvscalntion would
be to g¢onfinc nuclunr wutapons to batticriold torgots on UATO
territory in restrictod nwabers, yiold nnd type of burst.

Numbers, Types, Deployment tnd Control of hwmeloar Weapons
for the Shiceld Forces

16, Duelay in deciding i0 rosort to nucloosr wanpons would
not only increusc the rink of cucalition bub micht roduce the
military ond politiccl offectivuenuss ol their use., In erder
to achieve tho objeetives in porcpraph 13, nuelecn WaLLOhs
would be uged in the first inctance under strict liwitctions
of numbers, target, yield and type of burst and, althcuph Lhey
vwould be dir.cted ngoinet militaury tro auts, thoy would be
intended at this stope primarily Lo influwnee the Soviet
Government rather than te nchivve strictly wilitory sims,

An efficient and rapid control systowm is ossunticl to cho
success of ihe concept.,

17. It is of over-riding impoitoncee jor the Jost to mintain,
in Boviet cyes, the ercdibility of the deturrent to nll forms of
nggression. For their port in this detoerrent, HATG shicld foreus

should be cguipped with nuelenr wenpons of such Lypus nd on such %‘
a scole that, while the functions o Lhe stret.ple nuelenr forcus Vo
were not duplicated, thu Sovict Government would be convinecod Lhat o

ony cggression would be mut by thu nocessary duegree of forcc,
culminating, if nicessary, in sll-out war. It wos also N CGSSOTY
that NATO ghould be able fo nupotiute from o pouition of strungth,
Subjeet to this, bt othopr considerstions ja$ R

(n) Thy opurntionsl niceds Lo wn/ble convention:l
Sovict nggression Lo bu conirined until
vltlive nugotiviions ean be opuned or the
declsion Lokon to reusort o all-out- wir.

f
:
;
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The maximum'phys1oldéica1*uffocts of. tho use:
of nuclear wecpens that would be golitignlly,

acceptablo inm any perticular aréay iz

9he neéd to minimisc the risk of escalotion,
without moaking this apparunt to the Soviet
Government,

18, - ' Proliminary worning rounds should not be fired,

19, - There is no need to provide nucleor wenpons for any
- pretracted nuclecr oxchange: the puriod would be days roatherp
than wesks.

STAGE B

20, The lounching of strrtogic nuelenr Toreus 15 the atart
of a@ll-put nuclear wer ond the outcome would be determined by
those Torets, The role of the HATO shicld forces ot this stogo
would be of quite sc¢condary inportance ond would depend on tho
circumstances at the time, The shicld forces would not need

to be provided with any nuclear weopons for this stoge
ndditional to those provided for Stoge A,

STAGE C

21, Any fighting in Burepe after the stratsigie nuclear
exchange ¢ould be continued only by units and groups of
individunls without cohcrent dircetion from any central
political autherity. In the abscnee of a home bLnse, thera
coculd be no susteined operpationa.  Thore is no nced to moke
specific provision of nucleny weapons for use nt thia stoge,

BOLITICAL CONTROL

22, The objeetives of politicul control {which moy conflict)
should be;-

(o) to maintain the erecibility oif the deterrunt]

{v) to satisfy the Luropuon nambers of HAPO that
: thoy hove some rezl contrel over the use of
nuclear woeapons;

(c) to convince the Europcun mumbers thuat the
U.8,A, 1s Tully conmitiud to NATC;

(@) to rcassure manburs of NATO thot no member
will pet irresponsibly or without
consulintion;

{e¢) to nvoid any imprcosion by the Russians thot k\
the weapons might be uwacd nggressively or S
net at oll, s
23, In the case of an overwhelming attoek on Western Lurope,

the problem of political contrel over nucluear wenpons would be
academio, The question only ariscs over a limited attock which
could not Be contained by cenventionnl means,

_u—.




(6 Py 1Ia||

ICDI’HNGRI - NOT TQ BE R[PRODUCID PHOI’OGRAPN!CALL\' WiTHOUT PIRMSSIOII

‘SECRET

S ;uffibignt-tactical nuclear-.
armoury must remain effuctively under the control of the U.3.AM
Subject t¢ this, thire would be no militory cbjeetion to part
of the tectical nuclcar armoury boing under thce joint
politicel cenirsl of o number of HATO munbers, thus giving
HATO governments o colleetive say in ruthorising the usc of
part of tho nuclear armoury. It should be possible to present
such an arpongement so thot it would agpear foirly innocuous -
to our non-HATO nllics ond to most, though not all,
uncommittcd couniries, The element of contrel which Germany
would goin over nueloar weapons would be o difficulty,

The Russians weuld not foel obliged to {ollow the HATO lucd
and their recetion would be whnt Mr. Kruschuv wontued it to be /
a$ the timey -

25, Greater knowledge of tho distribution of nuclear
stockpiles bnd the intreduction of new vesponas would be welcome
to European moembers, espeeielly i the arrongements engbled
cther NATC govermments to provent tho Amuricans from
withdrowing scme proportion of their nuelcvar nrms from Burope,
These arrongements by thumsclves would not offcet tho
oredibility of ithe deterront ond any internationnl
repercussions would be ncgiigiblo.

RUECOMMENTDAT I CH
26, It secems cleor thot the Amcrican proposals on NATO
strategy (rocferred to in D{641}...., to bo circulsted) will

now toke the leading ploce in tho considerntion of thia .
subject by the NATO Couneil, The U,K, memorandum hos already
picyed on importont part in focusing ond perhnps guiding

thought on this motter but it now scems unlikely that we shall be
required te toble formal roplics to the yuestions contoined

in it, 1I%{ hes not yot boeen possible te consider the full
militory implications of thoe principlus set out in this
memorandum but tihls study 1a in hond.,  Until it hos been
completed, I do not wish to nsk my colleagucs to conmit
themaclves to thoe prineiplea set out in Lhe memorandum,

A1l I am seiking opproval for oi present is that tha gencrel
arguments and principles theroin nny be used a3 o breicf by

cur recprescntatives in the Horth Atlantic Council ond

glsewhere when theoe motters npe discucsoed, on the understonding
that these discussions imply ne cowmitment.

H. W,

KINISTRY OF DEFRNCE, B.W.1,
28th April, 1961.




" the more diffi@u;t it would become for the hussians to

i Question 1Zf !

'Qa_ At what stage and by what means wculd NATO decide that

Soviet sgagression could not be countered by conventional
means alone?

A'i. If any Soviet_aggression cscurred, the NATO political aim

would bg to induce the Soviet Government to withdraw its forces
froﬁ NATO territory with the minimum of damage to NATC lives and
property, ;The immgdiate military teek in support of this aim
would be to.seek t¢ helt the aggresalon, The decision to release
nuclear weapons would be a political one,

2. I the Soviet Government were to embark on all-out war

it would be clear from the outset that they could only be
countered by nhuclenr weapons, In other cuases of aggression

it might not be clear whether nuclear wespons must be used, for
example, if the aggression was the result of an sccident or no-
more than a test or NATO's will to resist. 1In such a case the
role of tﬁe NATO shield forces would be, in the first place, to
;dentify fpg intentions behind the aggression by opposing it with

gurticient force, to contain the attack. The Soviet reaction to

NATO oppoftion would be a test and perheps the only test of their

ultimate intentions, and on this the decision whether to use
nucliear weapons would in part be based.

3. It would, however, be dangercus to bast the declslon to
release‘nuclear weapons solely on an aasessﬁent ol Soviet
intentionas, It would have to depend also on the assesement
of the consequences of not using them and of the difficult
cholces that would confront HATO thereafter. The decision
must be guided by an appreciation of the military eituation,
taking into account that any gain by the Russlans would

encourage persistence 1n the attack., “he greater the galn
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withdraw ! ettack must. therefore.

be stopped as earl . 88 possiblu and b: ore the tactichl

eituation became g0 11uid that the mOut ravouruble opportunitiu
'for the tactical-use of nuuluar weapons were lost, A further
consideration would Le the hazarding of NATO vital interests,

for exgmplé the danger of'iosing the nuclesar wehpons of the
ahileld r;rces.

L. The political decision that Soviet aggression could not /
be countered by convenptional means alone could therefore only

be meds in the light of military advice derived rrom a gontinuing
militaxy.appruciation of developing situation . Delay in
decision would not only inereasc the risk of escalation but

could nullify‘the puppose of the tanctical nueclear weapons both

poiitically and militarily.




fejerences

Guestion: 17(b) : , p
" Miist it be agsumed that any usé of nuclear weapons in any
.- edrcoumstances and of any size — even sub-kiloton weapons -

would inevitably lead to sll-out nuclear war?

A. e The UK intelligence assessment io that the Soviets are
uniikely to start yglobal war ss & deliberate act of policy end will -
avold pituations which carry an undue risk of such a war, Ir,

howevert ﬁhey decided to embark uwpon limited aggression, thelr

subseguent reactlon to Western response could still be expected to
be guided by the need to minimize the risk of all-out war,
. Otherwise they would rigk being drawn into all-cut war without
“the advantege of the strategic initlative,

2, * The Ruesians can, therefore, be expected to take mno

c&lou] +.1 initiative which they bolieved would make escelation
.ineﬁitable. For example, it is extremely unlikely that they
would gtért a conventional attack on a scale which, in their
Judgement, would be likely to force the West to nuclear response.
If, nevertheless, by'nuscalulation,they did start such an attack
‘end the Western response inciuded the diseriminate use of nuclear
weapth, there would be two possible reactione open to the

i
Ruesiang:-

(a) Because ther doubited HATG's ultimate determination,
. o for some other reason, they might respond with
nuclear weepons. Assuming the ﬁussigna had efficient
control arrangemenis, the scale of their return would
depend on.the degrac of thelr doubt ond on thelr own

A', ultimate intentilone. This might lead to further LS

. exchanges but, ultimately would result in all-ocut war
. ) unless negotlations for peaceful settlement were opened
by one side or the other or through n third party {which, «

in the circumatagces is porhaps unlikely).

._. 3.
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They might decide to halt the opeyatioﬁ! pqdbabjy

xploiting t _ ¢rits of what they -
;wﬁﬁﬁdrt;ysﬁsﬁ;qprééént ug wéstefn 1rresp0na;b¥1ity,‘
and fﬁudAextficﬁfa themselves from the results of
théir miscalculation,
We do not btelieve thai they would continue pursly conventional
operations in the face of sustained nuclear fire directed to
halting the aituck'
3. ' The likelihood of eacalaticn to ull-out nuclear war would
depend larg.ly on the ciréumstunces in which hostilitles broke
out, At one extreme escaletion would probably not occur 1F
hostilities began as the result of an accident or were confined
to a clash between twe smaller members of NATC and the Warsaw Paot
2t a timec of ddtente. At the other extreme all-cut war would be
inevitable ss the result of a massive Soviet aggression in Burope,
Between thege two extremes there 1s n grey area in which it is
difficult to predict whether escalation would inevitably occur.
It is highly probable that it would if there Qere any tiing more
than the most limited exchange of nuclear fire. The short answer
t§ the ?ueation is therefore thai escalation to all-cut war is
not inevitable but it is so 1likely that it would be unwise to
piﬂn to fight a nuclear war in Europe on the assumpilen that

escalation can be mvoided.
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If not, what arrengements should be made for the control,
deployment and use of nuclear weapons to pive the best
chance of inducing the Soviet Government to withdraw while
minimiging the risk of all-cut war?

“Aets The'viék of ell-out wap could only be lessened by

discriminatian in the application of nuclear wespens. Nuclear
attack én épviet territory and to a lesser extent on Satellite
tépritory ie clearly the course meoat likely to lead to strategle
nuclear retaliation, But if nucleer f'ire was conlined to battle-
field targeta on NATC territory and restricted in terms of numbers,
¥Yield and type of burst, the rick would be less., The political
implications within NATO {particularly for the Buropean members)

of a strategy based on such an assumption would, however, be grave,
2. The question arises whether there would b= any advantage in
glving warning of the Western intention to resort to :nudlesr:
weapons before they were fired. It might be ergued that tﬁis

would reduce the rilak of escelation, ezpecielly if s cleasr
indication of discriminate use were given; on the other hand it
might be taken as a sign of Weestern irresolutien, and thus tend to
reduce tbe:credibility of the general doterrent, We belleve, that,
80 long as 1t is publicly end freguently stated that the West would
not hestitate to uée nuclear weepons to whatever extent wag
necessary to counter sny form of aggression, it would be dis-
advantagéoua to meke any amnouncemeni ol cur intentions once
aggresslon had actually taken place.

3. Decisions on the types, deployment snd control of nuclesr Q%A
weapona for the shield forces should take account of the over—

riding need to meintain the credibility of the deterrent to

aggréséion though without duplicating the functions of the strategic

nuclear forees. In addition; they should tuke account of:-




ennble conventiona

R e T -;ﬁf_'”'Soviet aggression to be effuctively countercd
8 oy op huld until either negatiatzona Gan be

¢pened or the decision taken to resort to all-
out war;

(11} the maximum Physioclogical uffects arising from

the use of nucleap weapons that would pe

politically acceptable in any one area;

{111) the neea to minimise the prisk or escalstion,

. Planning ror the use or nuclear weapons ahould be determineq

) in the light of these factors, The problem is to present to

the Boviets the plcture that any &ggresslon by them carries a

8rave risk of escalation end, at the same time, to reassure

NATC that our deployment and control are such ae to permit
the diseriminate use of nuclear weapons with the ocbject or
reducing the chances of escalation,
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Q. Should the first use of nuelear weapons by NATO take
the form of "a nucleap shot across the bows'?

A1, This smounts to the sugéeation that & nuclear weepon

might be used primarily to serve notlce of Western determination, -

By the expression 'a nuclear shot across thc bows'", we mzan a

- nuclear explosion which could be scen and felt by enemy
conmanders and troops engsged in the battle but which was deslgned
as far as possible to avold casualties and damage (e.g. a high air

o burst in the battlefield area), To use nuclear weapons in this
way might be regarded by Russia aas evidence of weokness rather
‘than resolution, particularly in what would probably be a rapidly
detqriorating sltus - won, We_believc, therefore, that this course
should not be adopied under any circuwnstancen,
2. The military necessity for the use of nuelesr weapons
tactically only arises when anggression has tsken placc and it hus
become apparent that 1t ceénnet bo deanlt with by conventional
means, If the politiesl decision 1s mada to rulense nuclear
waepons at all thercfors, thc& should Dbe uscd.with the aim of

-halting, the aggresalon, and we have already peinted out in the

' answer to 17(a) the conscquuncus of duloying this declsion,

A5

o

;
;
|
i




and duration of nuclinr conflict in Stapé A

should be_assumed for planhing purposes; beforg it must

“be held to have Triled in its purpose? -

uestion 12{ )-

Qe What ary the spccific military aims to bo sought in this
perioed?

A.1, The broad cbjectives of this period are suggested in

pa?agrépﬁr16 of the United Kingdom Memorandum on NATO Strategy

and Nuclenr Wespons, {Secc Note at foot of this answer). /
2§ Wo 5nvc already expresped the viow thot any use of tactical
nucleap ﬁeapona must lend rapidly either to n conclusion of
eperations or to escalation to all-~out nuclear war, We thercfore
reject any thought that NATCG shiecld forces should be provided with
nucleap wWeapons on a requirenent to continue a protracted nuclear
exchange - days rather than wecks. We do not believe that the
merd threat of the use of nuclcar wonpons in thu taetical role
would incronse the ability of NATO to hold a purely conventional
attack which is backed by 1 potentiel nuclesr threot, because if
the threat alone were cnough the attack would nover have begun,

3. Nuclear weapons would be roguired by the Shield forces to
defent any cenventlonnl mggression which had proved to be beyond
the capacity of our conventional forees, or at least to halt the
attack long enough to allow time for a Gucision to be mede whether
to resdrt., at once to strategic nuclear rctsiiation, to sock
negotia;ions,

L, Milifarily the initlal use of nuclear weaﬁone by NATO would
be directed to halting tho Soviet ndvance, This might conflict
with the oim of showing the Sovict Government that NATO was detep- %{
mined to resist aggression without immediately resorting to all-
out war. In practice, howsver, these two aims could be reconciled

if the number of weapons uscd initially was smnall and dirceicd at

military targuts in the bﬂttlbfibld arca {sce paragraph 1 of the

anawer o 1?(c)) In the h)pu of'ruduring the risk of escalation

 the targets, typu of burst 'yi lu'utc., of thk wcnpcns should bc
jcarefully controllgd :
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5 he' factors, governing declsions on numbers of nuclesr

weapans érurthoée’aet out in paragraph 3 of the answer to

'éﬁeafipn'17(c). The nctuel reguircment con be détezmined only
aftér a detailed study of Suvist intentions and caopabllitics

and the ﬁeeds of deterrence. When translating this cssessment s
into provisioning scales it must be torne in mind that in practice

the deciding factor might well be the requirement for deterrent

purpoegs or prescent and prospective vesources, or both, /
NOTE

Extroact from United Kingdom Memorundum
on NATO Stratepy and Nuclcar Wenpons

The brogd obiectives during

Stage Aﬂof wor in Eurcpe

JBtage A
16. 8hould the brond cbjectives of this pericd be:

{n) to convince the Soviet Government thot
NATO would not shrink from the use of nuelear

weapons to whatever extent wos necessary to

defend its interests?

(t) to provide a poriod of time before resort to all—

out nuclesr war in which the Soviet Government

would realise that it had miscaslculsted the

detoermination of HATO to resist and would dccide,

i ' . with the aid of “hatever diplomatie and other

pressures could be brought to bear, to withdraw

' : rather than wrisk all-out nuclear wart

b




Qr What Kkind of nuclear weapons_{ran e, yield ete,
‘- would be needed?.

A 1, It ig not possible tO”iOPbBBe with ce rtainby gither the
'acale or nature of aggression, the CircumﬂtdnCLS in which it
may 9tart, or the progress made before thu declelon’ to release
nuclear weepens, This question like the guestion of what the
Spviét Government may be expected to regard as an sduquate
deter%ent, ¢alls for further detailed study, and all that

can be said for-the purposes of thia paper 1s that:-

. (a) Nucle;r weapons should be used only on targets

S in the ﬁattlefiald ares ond its immediate vieinity,

- (b) The prindipnl means of delivery might be the shorter-
range nlsslles, but covernge of particular torgets
and the application of constraints, as well as the
need to aveold the rigk of the weapons being‘quickly
overrun by conventionanl uttack, may call for delivery
by aircraft and even by missiles of sufficient range

(soy up to 200 miles) to allow them to operate from

! more seoure bases in the rear. All such aciion might,
: howsver, necd to Be restricted to avoid thu risk of
' misinterpretation thet = strategic attack had been

launched.

{c} PFrom the military point of view yicid reguirements

must be relsted to speciric targets., Generully

speaking, the delivery system with the greatest N

.

accuracy would have to be selected in order to keep EL

, ‘“; the yield to the minimwn, NATC must therefore be
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'providud with #cnpons or upprbpfiate’accurucy,

yield and flexibility to cover the puriphery of

'_NATO Eurcpe. Apart rrom millitarpy consideration, -
g S there will need to be political resivictlons on yield
.- ’ ' o in order to reducu both riske of escnlution and

. ) ' unnecessary hazard te civil populations,




Q,_‘ What would be the militnry puruoau uf weaponb used’ at
‘this stnge?

'A,' The' launching of strategle nuclear forces is the start of all- -~

out nuclear war, and the outcoms would be determined by those
forces, The rolie of the NATC shileld forces ot this gtage would
be Qf quite secondary importance and would dopend ‘on the
ciréu@étances at the time. The military object would be to halt
any attecks the Soviet forces in Europs might press desplte the
devastation of the Soviet homzland, although we cannot say to
whaﬁ extent in practice the shleld foirceu might be sble to pursue
this aim.

Question 18(b)

Q. Is thers any ypurpose that would reguire weapons different
from those required for Stage AY

A As the military objects of the shield forces would remuain
the same in Stage B as in Stage A, there would be no reguirement
for providing thuem with nuclear weupons dirfferent I'rom those
needed in Stage A. Although the restrictions imposed DLy the
diacriminate use of nuelear weapons would be lif'ted at this
stage, there would be no need to provide more nuclesar weopons

than those requirud in Stage A or fo: deterrence, as the outcome
of the wax would depend on the stralegic nuclesr forces, For

example, the cperations of these rorces would make the need

for deep interdiction attacks by the shield forccs supurfluous,
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_Whaécfoﬁm and extent bf hiiitaiﬁ confliét involving the
~shleld forces should we contemplate in this period?

:'.'A;Tffgifhbugh sfrétegic nuclear weapcns on each side would be
'ﬁfimariij‘employed agoinet the other's nuclear strike potential
and "will to fight" targets, it 1s inconcelivable that this
would ﬁot have a very quick, 1f indircet, sffuct on. the
forces_racing each other 1n Europe. Any fighting in Burope
could be continued only by units end groups of individuale
withodt coherent dirgction from any central political puthority.
Tpgre could be no question of sustalned operations 1n the
ebgence of a homs base,

Question 19{b)

Qe Is there any case oy providing ror it ony other nuclesr
weapons other than those provided for Stages A snd B?

Ao There appears to be no need to make specific proﬁision
of' nuclear weapons for use at this staze, as they would do
little more than add to the dcvastation without offecting

the outcome of Stage B,

_13_




B Q,i' ggn egrgngementg be devised wherebx politiesd contprol
R e . - 18 ghared mere widely apongst NATO Oovernments without:
o B feating the hegic deterrent purpcse for which the
; ’ weapons sre to be provided?

Avi. In anawéring this guestion, political control has bheen

estion 21' b

taken tolmsaﬁ autherity to initinte the use of the weapons ahq

warheads and not the kind of administrative control of stockplles

discuéaeé in Question 21{c) below. Political contrel in the
latter gense would not affect the bawic deterrent purpose for
which tﬁe weapcns are to be provided.

2. In the case of overwhelming attack on Western Europe whether
conventional or nuclear, the problem of political conirol over
nueleer weapons would be academic, In such eircumstances the
initiation of the nuclesr arms would be automatic and & proviso
to this effect would have to be written into any system for i
giving a wider share of political control to NATO Governments,

Though the problem of definition might well prove difficﬁlt,

it seems unlikely that any member of NATO would challenge the
principle itself. 1In this context the credibility of the
deterrent would not be arlfected.

3. Nor would the problem arise in tie case of any incident
which could clearly be contained by local conventional lorces

alone, The Russiang know thut the West would not use nucleamr

weapons to throw back e small Satellite probe. The question

is at what peint & build up of enemy forces would necessitate

the firing of nuclear weapons becsuse conventional forces

could not hold the aggression. 4

4. The fear that bclitical contrel by the NATO Governments

Lo would defeat the "basic deterrent purpose" would relste there-

e fore only to s limited attack which could not be contsined by

conventiOndl means, If one assumes that political control nas ;_

such that a veto by any one member country was encugh to prevent

the use of nuclear weapona, then the likelihood of NATO ;”
'employing such Weapona tacticnlly would bu decidedly diminished.
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Would: this amountffo the: defeat_ér eyen Bgrloﬁs

impairment 01 the “b331c detcrreut'purpos¢“?_ 'Thé'phimdry;*,

‘purpoae of providing nuclear wcapons ‘for tacticnl use woula be to
deter the Soviet Govcrnment_from innking any attack or from
pressing a conventicnal uttﬁck beyond therpoint at which NATO
could counter it by conventional means alone. If the use of
nuclegap ﬁeapons could be vetoed by any one, or all, or a consider=-
able number of NATC countries, including the U.S5.A. the Soviet
Goveynment are more likely to belleve that NATO would flinch

from using nuclear weapons or at least be unable to reach a
decision to use them in time (see answer to question 17(a}},

tbaﬁ if decision rested with the U.S5.A. nlone, The Russians
might thérefore be more likely to put the matter to the test,

in the ﬁelief that 1f thelr attempt succeeded they would gain a
decisive victory over the West, and if it feiled it would not be
too late for them to withdraw.

6, To preserve the credibility.of the deterrent it is necessary
that-a sufrficlent tactical nuclear apmoury should eflectively
remein under the conirel of the U.S.A. We can sec no military
objection, however, on this oeccount to part of ihe tactical nuclear
armour& being under the joint political control of all or o
number of NATO members. Morecover so long ue the Americons are

in Europe with a wide range of nuclear weapens amengst their
forcen, the Russians are unilkely to belleve that any public
arrangeﬁents for coliective NATO control would really inhibit

the Americens (perhaps in conjunction with the Qermans) from
using these weupong if they felt impslled to do so.

?; The short answer to this guestion is therefore "yes",
subject 0 the Americans retalning scle control over a sufliclent
part of thé nuclear weapons in the shield forces. The net effect

would be to introduce a slight Qlement'of doubt in ihe Soviut
mind abouﬁ;the credibility of that part or_the Western nuclear
' armqury Whichrhnd been plaéod under NATO.collectiye politicsl;




A

nd of “control would be involved under {b)%
woulg 1t necessarily mean a collective sey by all

NATO Governments in the use of nuclear weapons? Or
would it mean & greater knowledge of, and say in, the
distribution of the nu lear stockpilesand the intro-
duction of new weapons, and administrative control
over tho withdrawal of the warheads from the stockpile?

As1, In the'previous answer it has been assumed tﬁat NATO
Goberﬁments ecould have a ¢ollective say in authorising the

use of part of the nuclear armoury. Greater knéﬁledge of the
distribution Of the stockpiles and the introduction of new
weapons would be a useful and weleome corollary of the above and
might go rar to satisfying the Furcpean moembeps. {The current

" French dissatisfactions arc partly of a different order,
relating to the provision of strategic nuclear weapons which

are not covered in the NATO questionnaire)}. In the long

run, 1t would probebly not be for them a complete substitute

Tor a control over use. .

2, Under these arrangemenis othar NATC Governments would be
able to prevent the Amsricans from withdrawing some proporticn
ﬁf their nuqlear arms ffoh Burope. If this is so, this
provision would certailnly gilve those Governments fresh confildence
that théy would not be abandoned to face the Russlans alone,

This would be a considerable gain.

_1'1’... {




e- the - intérnational effect {(eigs on
let policy) of piving NATO Governments mop
trol. over nuclear weapons in. the NATO area?

14 this be mis-repregented as a_step towards

wider dissemination of auclear weapons?

'A 1. If the extension of control were only in thc adminstrative

sense diacussed in the previous anawer, the international -
repepcuaaion would be minimal. The following anawer, therelfore,
refers jgibontrol over the initiation of the use of nuclear

waapona,wu

2. In tha extreme case the result would be that the use of

gome of the nuclear weapons which would today be decided upon
more—~or-less exclusively by the Americans, would beceme the object

¢f consultatlion by NATO and a common decisilon by fifteen Governm—
ments, all with right of veto. The result would be that the
weapona.wefe less 1likely to be used. It would not be as if the
Amariéans were giving up control to NATO: they would be allowing
fourteen ef their frieﬁds to share 1t. It should not be too
diffiecult te present this change in such a way as to appear

fairly innccucus to our nen-JATO allies and to mosi of the
uncommitted couniries. Nuvertheless, those uncommitted countries
which are distrustful orf U.8. policies and susceptible to Soviet
prepaganda would be ineclined to regard the change os an

irresponsivle sprgading of' nuclear weapons.

3.+ A @ifficult point would undoubtedly be the clement of

confrol which Germany would thereby goin over nﬁclear Weapong.

Thisg woﬁld cause genuine feara in countries such as Poland who

have considered each successive step in German rearpament g a %
fresh betrayal. This would be on argument ogainst entrusting hE
the control of the weepons to a small "inncr circle" within

NATO Bince Germany would almost certainly have to be included and

would appear in hostile eyes to have acquired n degree of
diract control over nuclear wnrhende and weupona.

: The 1ikely effeot on Soviut policy ia hard to estimate. It
is highly improbnble thut the Hussinns would reel obliged to 




in fact if they dld 50 on the snma terms as the Americans would
be doing ‘under the propoaed arrangumunts, it need not give us
much couse for anxiety. :

5e But the Russians ors concerned ot the prospect of o militant,
aggressive Germony, which might one doy embark on Eastern
adveﬁtures and start a war in Byrope., They are also nlways rendy
to exploit the fears of the Poles and the Czechs with the bogey

of a rearmed Germany possessing her own nuclear weapons. The

- 3oviet resction weuld be what Mr., Khrushchev wanted it to be ot

P o . the tlme, Ir he wero seriously seeking o détente with the

: Americans, he would probably let it pass with a more-or-less
taken protest., But if, as with the U2, he wanied = pretext to
meke an upromr, then he would use the changes in NATO to do so.
It would-be the German ospect on which he would fasten. In any
case, it would be deeirsble for the Americans {ond ourselves) to
give the Russirns a frank preview of our intenticns, and an
gxplgnﬂt;oﬁ of the reasons for the chango, some time before any
publig énﬁcuncement. This would be all the more necessary if

we were at the time engaged in serious disarmament negotiations

' or if such negotiations were in prospect.
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I gggsnows REQUIRING MORE DETAILEﬁ STUDY
. l 1,¥17The maximum'apeed of a Russian advance.
2.. The definition of discriminatc nuclesr Tire in various
eircumstances. .
3 An anelysils of the extent to which nuclear weapons could
. ‘be used without unacceptable conseguences.
44 ° The numbers of nuclear weapens reguired in 'Stage A in
~pelation to Soviet intentions and capabilitiea and the
. -- needs of deterrence.
-". . Be Distinetion between requirements of nuclear weapons for
deterrent purposes and for containing the Russlans.
€. The kinds of nuclear weapons required in Stage A,
) Ta Ty what degree would the use of aireraft in Europe be
- inhibited by the need to aveld the rlsk-of all-out war?

8, Varicus forms of political control ocver the inttiation of

the use of nuclear weapons {c.g. the Strauss proposal)
- and how thils control minht be passed'on to military

authorities.

9. The possibllity and consequences ol the discriminate use

of nuelear weapons Tor strategic purposes.
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- - NATO STRATEGY AND NUCLEAR WEAPON3
I MILITARY INPLICATIONS OF TR HOTTERSHEAD REPORT

',,‘::h-\ INTRODUCTION

: ' A-United Kingdom questionnaire on NATO Strategy sand'
:Huclesr Weapons wes pubmitted to the NATQ Council in January,
'1961, and draft answers to the qqutions in it have been

- produced, é“ the Mottershgad Report® We have already . ” ' .
~commented” broadly on the philosophy these draft snswers. °
outline, suhject to further study of thelr military implications.

- AIM

i

. . . . 3 N
2, .To examine, in broad terms, the milltary implicatiohs of
sccepting the principles contained in the draft answers in’
relation to force requirements for NATO ns a whole.

\ .
THR HOTTTRSHEAD RTEPORT

3. We interpret the essence of the Mottershead concept as
follows.

(n) Capebility of nuclear retaliation.

(b) Determination to do so if necessary.

'\'

+ (¢} Cohesion in its alliance.

5. Aa 1ong aa the strategle nuslear forces cr the United Stotea '
-and the Unilted Kingdom remain effective, thers 1s little danger i
of the Soviet Union resorting to all-out war or deliberately i
pursuing aims which would make all-out war probable,

6. “However, in a periecd of nuclear equipoise, the Soviet
Government might assume thet these countries would not risk .
destruction in ell-out war in order to dafeat a minor aggreesiony
For deterrence in Turope, NATO forces must therefore be deployed, :
organized, equipped and controlled in such n way that the Soviet
could never be certaln th=t they would not, by an aggression

unleagsh a major war and, thereby hnve to poy an unacceptnble price.

Te As long a
ties are unlikel
stances--

(a)

(b) BY miacalculation of NATO's determination
conaider that. this: includesn )

thip manife ability {s ‘mointaine
to bresk: out except in. the rollewing circum=

I8 Deterrence is achleved by maintaining in the mind of the e’
enemy the conviction of the West's;- ;
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NATO forces muat be able to denl with both these eventuall-
Conventional opposi{tion should be encugh to identifly an

It may elso suffice to identify end dcfeat a mis- o

celculation in the form of a minor probe. But, 1f it could not,

RATO forces should be able to use nuclear weapons very quickly. -

This use would be sgainst milltary targeis, but dlscriminate

and primarily for the purpose of making the Soviet Government

ties.

S

nucliear weapons in 1ts defence. The conventlonal forces would 4]
8t111 have to be strong enough to resist and delay Soviet -
aggression, supported by nuclear wespons used only in thile way,
tong enough for the Soviet Government, warned of NATO's determine-
tion, to have the opportunity to withdraw before NATO was forced
to resort to the unrestricted use of nuclear weapons.

S As the outcome of all-out war would be determined by
strategie nuclear forces, it is not necessnry for NATO shield
forces to be equipped specifically to continue cperations during
or after the strateglc nuclear exchange.

10. The core of the concept, so fer ss the military implications

ere concerned, is to rely on deterrence; and withln that to

pttempt to exclude the possibility of an acceident or miscalcule-
tion leading to all-out wor by using tactical nuclear weapons
diseriminately to impose a pause.

= St

E——

EFFECT ON WATO STRATEGY

14, Although the NATC Strateglc Concept% is capnble of wide
interpretation, in order to implement the Hottershead Concept

it would be necesaary to modify existing NATO strategy to the

extent thati- : |

all-out strategic nuclear exchenge, to maintain
territorial integrity and sustain operations until
the will end ability of the enemy to
war 1s destroyed, is sbandoned. :

f(a} The immediate response to nggrcssioﬂ will no longer
be instant resort to all-out war. : b
(b} Provision would have to be made for a NATO responss : : 'f
to scnles of aggression larger than that of a local Dot 4
. hostile action without initieting all-out nuclear ! p%
. war, but including the aiscriminste use of tactical ) 5
. nuclear weapons if necesssry. . . i HEN
{c¢) fThe concept of a shield force which ig sble, after an 2k :
1
H
i

pursue gilobal’ .

BASIS TOR ASSESSING NATO FORCE REQUIREMENTS .-

Requirements rop Deterrence

ontext of the general detle
snd; for that matter’ in' th
and- not: alternative to: thei:
hig contaxt we: see no substltut

12, We consider: thatiin the. ¢
the sllied forcesl in Burope:-
Atlentic - are; complementar
atrategic nucl

n this
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“ ' integrity and the inevitable use of sirategic nuclear forces

:; argument faliaclous in so far as it would be an encouragement to-

. effect on the Russians and it follows that these forees should N

SECRET

for forces equipped, trained end deployed nsg though to fight from
the cutset with tactical nuclear weapons, We reject that these
forces should be so small as to constitute only e screen,. the
breaking of which will lead to s rapid lese of territorial .. .

ss the only méeans for reply., Wu aleo reject* the Ythreshoid" .|
argurent propounded by Mr., Acheson for increasing: the slze of :/ -
conventionnl forces to the level regquired to hold an attack by 20
. Spviet divieions for a peried of 2 or 3 weeks; we consider.this,

- conventional edventures esnd would wesken the impreselon oft the -
" Western will tb use nuclear weapons, The size and composition
of NATO forcee must be finally rescived by judgement of their :i. @

possess & reasonable balance of conventional and nuclenr weapons.

L S Th S
13, Assuming that these premises for the primary role andll.ji. .
therefore Tor the bnsic structure of the NATO forces are: cOrréct, . .1 .-
we examine below what, if any, changes might be necessary in the | &«
size and shape Of the forces in order to exclude all-out war by :
scecident or misealculation,

Reguirements for Forcing a Pruse

N
14, The Tirst requirument is to identifly the nature of the
ineident. Por this, survelllance, prompt contact and opposition
by conventional forces are esscntianl,

15. The elze of the ineident couid vary within wide limlts, 1147
The nceident is no longer o danger when ldentified as sunh. . In :
the event of mimeamlculation, its scale may excwsed the eapabllity

“of our available conventional forces to delay for the perlod !
required to impose sn effective psuse. In thie cose & corcept -
.puch as SACHUR now holds -~ of rulyinsg on the tactical use of
nuclear weapons for military purposve 1s required. This carries high
risks of escalation, though these in turn would commensurately
increase the overall deterrent. Whatever the size of our B,
conventional forces the Rusaeiens could mutch them, and might well , i
do s0 if they doubted our will to resiet. We should therefore rely '{

on cur forcca deployed in the shield-deterrent role to deal with ;
"misealculation alpo, nccepting that the scale of aggression which )
thess forces can hold for the perlod of the pause reguired by thé i
Mottershead concept would be 1limited. P

46. The military criterion sor forcing an effective pause in
terms of the Mottershead Concept must therefore be determined by
the time that must elapse botween the military apprecistion

that conventionsl forces alone cannot halt the enemy, and
verifieation of the cnemy's intention after the exploslon of .
the first nuclenr s€apon. : Co C o L

17, 'Until this time has béen dutermined, no calculatlon of.ivu..w«-
the duration of conventlonil operations (and therefore of f'orce-.
requircmcnts) can be made. | e make aptions below for thie
time foctor and on’ these srsgumptions v amin plicatio
on force levelss :

Time Factof'

18; The element
follows:~ -5



R b
, KAREEN |H|l|l
COPYRIGHT. = NOT TO I£ REPRODUCED PHO?DGRAPHICM.LT WiTHOUT PERMI SSI 0K .

UK_EYES ONLY

The procesa of indentification may be as short as & few
minutes but would not extend to more than a few hours.

Depending on.the scale of atteck indentified, the
Commander primarily concerned would need yet .

further tipge to assess whether or for how long he
could hold the attsck by conventional means alone.

T A request by the Commonder to use nuelear weapons
diseriminately and his cholce of targets would be
reviewed@ by SACEUR and, if agreed, forwarded to
governmentas for political authority. Thia process
might well be completed very quickly. .

The time tsken to obtmin North Atlantic Gouncil and,
threugh them, government sgreement would bo conditioned,
among other things,by the nced fori-~

{(4) " consultation.

{11)+Assurance of the safety of thelr nuclear forces.

{14} Political estimates of the effect of nuclear
explosions on tho targets proposed hy SACEUR,
followed by & selection of those to be engaged
in the first nucloar strike.

(r) Once obtained, the muthority could be conveyed and
the wenopons fired within obout an hour,.

{g) Onco the weapons are fired, the reaction of the enemy
must be obitained and intcrpreted in terme of his
Tfurther intentions.

19, The process from (a) to (d) above could, we estimnte, be
completed within 24 hours, this time voerying inversely with the

size of the attnck, A preolpe cetimate should be obtained from
BACEUR. The factors In (e} and {g) obove are, however, imponderable
at present.. We discuss them below, -

20. The time required for theprocess of Western politiesl i
degislicn cannot, for military rensons, be left imponderadble. . |
The time element muet be finite becouss:i~

{a) The Commander's appreclation in requiring the use of
tectienl nuclear weapons will set a time after which
these weapons will cease to be militarily effectivé..

(p) wWithout it, one element of the ealoulstion to determine
the size of the conventionel forces required to-oppose
the 1n1tial aggresuion will he sdbsent. .

21, It will nct be posaible for the politienl decislon to cover
detalls of the targets beceusc of the changing btattle situation.
Wé consider that if there 1s to be & timely political decision,
guide-lines muet have been proviously ngreed suthorising a certgin
soale of discriminate nuclear rosponse, bascd upon numbcrs or
FERDONE, yield ayotom of dclivery and aroa of us0. B

22,. If we assume. that. th peried’ required for the process of Govern
mentel decision defined in paragraph 18( o) sbove could net be less.
than 2l hours:this’would’entall providing conventional forces
capable of opposin “aggresslon for 48 hours or so

23, When
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decision if the aggression continued. If it does not, no problem
- erises, If it does, short of the initietion of global war by the
Puesiens {and we esssumc that wo will continue to maintain & S
.sufficient margin in our strategic nuclenr strike cepebility to -
aliow um-to accept a reduced efficicney indefinitely) the time we
-epn efford Lo wait for a different Russian reaction is determined
by the latitude which we are prepsred to sllow them., This will
" very over  the NATO front end with the extcent of enemy mir action.
¥hilet Russian reactions are being aesessed it may be necessary to
tontinue with the discriminate use of nuclear weapons in whioh case

o

‘seem, however, that the polnt &t which a decision to resort .toa
vstrateglc /nmuclear résponse would be made would have to be establiahed
,in advance, This ocould be in terms of geography, tima or accaptable :
[damage. > s . . S
The Control Sxptem 3; ' ’ : '

24, Our assessment of ‘the time factor hes sssumed & physical control
end command system of unquestionable speed and reliability, This is
the vital prereguieite to eny refinement of NATO Strategy to

avold massive retaliestlon from the outset.

APPLICATION TO IAND AND ATR FORCES

25. As stoated before 1t 1s necessary for NATO shield forces in
Burope to be composed and deployed io lend convietion to the zeneral
deterrent polioy. They would at the same timo have to dbe ready for
operations on the much ammller ecele dipcussed for conveniionsl
operntions. This is a dilemma in that they weuld have to be able

to £ight conventionally from b nucleor posture,

Lend Forces

26. To glve effect to this concept land forceu would have to be
ready to meet elther conventional or nucleer attack and to switch
betwoen conventional end nuclebr eoperntions while under sattack.

This would give rise to problems of deployment Turther forward and
of equipment; the shape and character of the forcgs might well have
to be changed in the way we have alreasdy discussed . Since terrain
is a prima factor, o full anolysls can only be made by SACEUR for
FATO forces generally and by the C-in-G for BAOR.

7. Though ‘the present locations of the variocus components of the,u
NFATO forces ere dictated largely by udministrative considerations, -
ite plenned tacticol deploymont 1o besed on Tighting & nuclear
tattle.r As part of the deterrent this must be maintained. Howaver,
the process now in train to make them more mobile would need to be
sccelaerated and they would require more conventional fire support.
SACEUR's detalled estimates of the forces he would require under
these conditions to resist and delay conventionmlly for L8 hours
~or so would not, in our opinion, differ grently from those on -
‘which he should now b_ able to, count., . R .

AMr Forces

28. The first prodlem
used conventlonally a
air support.  In the
forces, particularl
into BOmething much:

“their authorisstion would be based on similar puide lines, : It wculd Ve
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:beyond al1icd territory to obtain this information and, in the
 face of enemy oir Jdelences over their oim turritorleca, to fight
for it. 1T theinggression was anocompunicd by pir suppord, .
allied air Torcus wonld de required to right conventionally in . !
gupport of 1and opurations for approsimately L& hours Or 80. Thie
. S S
(a) How 1s nucloor resdinecs to be maintained during . .
. this. period? s
4 1o oo C ) PR i B
I'_(b) Ave.there cnough nireraft to achicve this and b%qvida R
sufficient conventional eir support?- . . nuoel s Lo

{e) How'dolwé preserve the essential nuelenr delivery’
! forces in the face of conventional alr attock?

29. At present the role of NATO nir forces 1ls to provide &
maclenr copebility in the contoxt of deterrence. The ‘
reconnalagsance, righter and righter-bomber aireraft of these
forces could undertnke the conventional task vut would nced
suitable training and weapons to make them cffective in this
role.. The extent to which other types wore required or could
be maepted would need to be the subjoct of study by SICEUR v

Nuclear Weapens for the 8hicld Forces ' - , .147

0, The requiremcnt for nuclenr weepons ror the shield forces .
will ronge from migsiles to replece-a preportion of SACEUR's
vulnerable manncd piperaft to weapons capable of diseriminate

wse on the battlefield. Wo conmider that the iype of missile |
reguired moy have to be determincd nt lesst ns much by ih* need

for quick rosponee, neeuracy nd Mexibility os by yicld or

renge consideration. The chuice of weapon gystem must depend

on ihe tnsk and no weopofl sysium should be arbitrarily excluded '
at this stage. The numbor's ond types of vwoopons actunlly

reguired must be the subjeot of detniled study which %11l take

into nceount the problem of dcterrence ond the operational needs
jndicatcd aobove.

Logistie Support N
£

34, The logistic backing reguired to support this eoncbpt for

the shicld forces could be much lower thon the present 90 days
required by NATO although 1t would hove to be enleculated on 0
aifrerent basls. gome reduction in the gize of the repair
organization and in certain types of jnfrastruciure should also

be possible. Wc see the neoed, however, for unitis and formations’
to be more uelr—contained_1ogist1cnlly than at present and fob." -
improved mebility ond flexzibiliity in theé supply_system;gthe.
sasis of which musi toke into necount a limite econvcntional:
batile. HES 3 i :

et Lo the
ciild- howeve
ios

weopons an
battle
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© IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ALLIARCE

23, The imnlicntions outlined obove hove been aseessed on a
purely militory basis. We telieve, howcver, that this complex
problem cannot be solved solely on these grounds and must have .
regard for the merale of NATQ forees, the confidance of our
alliee:- in both military and politlcanl fields - and the

. continued bellcef of the Russians in our recolution. These

!, faotoro suggest thnt, nlthowgh it 15 militorlly correct to rate
the land battle in Buropo during and nfter the strategle nuclear
exchange as of secondsry importance, it might be peychologically
wrong to make no additionsl military provision for it or to say
that we should not attemnt to defend the territory of our zllieas .
te tho bost of our Joint abilities, cven after a strotegle .
exchange. To do lecs than this might well appear to show a K :
lack of detormination, which could only weanken the deterrent,

the most Importont factor in NATO stratogy.

CORCLUSTONS

2l WG conclude that the Mottersheed concept ia essentially

compatible with SACEUR's present strotegic guidance. Subject

to its praeticablility being cstablished Ly further study in

NATO, 1t offera a good prospect of allewing us a atage inter- L
mediete buiween conventional reeistonce ond full military use of | §47
nuclear weapons, which will demonstrate our determination in P
nuclear terma without greatly increasing the rlsk of cacalation.

It should not alter the need for NATO force reguirements to be :
determined primerily by the shicld-Zuterrent role, The mezle of !
agpression that the forces coule hold for.the perioed of the ”
pauss required by the concupt wouls be limited.)

35. Any attcmpt to add conventional strength to NATO specifically
to increass ithe period of possible convoniional operations ‘
introduces dissdvantages in the rolo, couipment and costs of i
i
l
{

land and particularly air forccs, would reduce the credibllity
of" the deterrent and would ndd nothing to tho bencfits offcred
by the Mottershead Concopt. §

36, We finslly conclude that, subjcet to those qualifientions,
the Mottershcad Concept is worth pursuing within NATOC. It
should be mnde perfuctly clear that it 1s not incompatible with
.BACEUR's baele strategie guldance and, wa bcliuve, should fall
within his present force luvcla.
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.feel that they are being fobbed off with something less
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THE NUCLEAR

‘Su?;?ffa“Mat you sald last night I understand that the
S%EH&%iﬂﬁ—lS that the French should enjoy much the same
position over the nuclear as we have today. They woulq
have independent control of their weapons subject only:ﬁo

a general obllgatlon to consult us before using them. aaé;_

1n addition they would have access to Anglo-U.S. "know how"
and Anglo-U,S. targetting plans. All this is really
independence plus, not independence minus, Buh}if‘the:
Presidept sticks to the brief, the inevitably slightly.i;

hypocritical talk about trusteeship, contribution to tﬁ@ :

Western deterrent, etc., may make the suspicious French -

than an independent deterrent. S e

2. One way 0f100rrecting this possible false impression
would be to bring the French C.A.S. over here to visit
Bomber Commanﬁ and, without revealing any Anglo—Americaq
secrets, give him a_cleaf idea of the nature of our
relations with the Americans in the nuclear field. We
could make it piain that we were volunteering this
information in case it @ould be of use to de Gaulle in

his discusgsions with the President. : i

S If you thought there was anything in this idea, I
could easily arrange for the invitation to be made on

the Service net. Alternatively, if you wanted to give

. (rall a v et qP'/‘—/éf
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DRAPT TRIEGRAM FROM PCREIGN OFFICE T0 WASHINGTON

0P SECRET . SRS

8th May, 1961, 7 ‘ - i
. i i

i
Flease rass Pollowing personsl message from Nerman ﬁrook .
to Bundy, Begins, ‘

We have received from Caccla en account of the talk which R

yc;u had with iﬂm on 4th May. We are most grateful for this inaicAtion ;
of the way in which the Preaident“s thinking is éevelopi.ng. The
Pripe Mintater has olways reslised that the suggestion which he put -
Torwaxd sbout the French nuclear would present special dit‘f‘_icﬁl‘t';ies,
particularly in comnection with Congress, and he has never ﬁride_rfﬁted '
these, Bui, a"s against the difficulties which you mentioned in your
tallk with Cacola, there are other considerations which ought- to be
carefully welighed, L
2, We fuily recognise that France is not yet a nuclear: Power, “

But the suggestion which we put forward was not made for the ‘purpqse'
of inoreasing the muclesr strength of the West; no French help is _
needed for that, Iis cbject was to diferﬁ France from developing
an inﬁei:enﬂent national nuclear capacity. From lthat point of view
the important thing is to get France to declare now that, when she has
‘developea nuclear weapons, she will commit them to the Western elliance

to be held on trust for the free world as a whole, In other words the

chbjective is to persuade FPrance to forego her ambition to cre.é.te an
" independent nationsl nuclear capacity. We atiach great importance - o

to this, becmuse we can see no other way of preventing the emergence
.of further nuclear Powers, And from thar point of view it see;us
easential {o us that Prance should make such a public declaration naw,

before she has developed & nuclear capacity. For, if we walt until - |

she has done so, it may be too late to prevent or divert others from

“1-
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following the course on which France is now embavked,

3o We are also concerned of course zbout the contimance‘ of an

inaépenaentrl“rémh prograpme of miclear tests, This is not. only -

. ¥ L
prejudicing the chances of a teais agreement: it will also increasingly

coplicate our efforts to win the sympathy and understanding of‘ neut:cal

and uncomitted cowrbmes, especially those in .Afric:a..
Ly We too are arxious sbout the Germans; but, for the mmn‘t{::;_' B
at any rate, they are in a different poéition. They are not at

present inclined to follow an independent line. They need Allied

support over Berlin, and they are in any event bound by the W.E.U,
Treaty, If we could find means of diverting the French from 5
pursuing their muclear embitions, we could lock to them to nse the ir

influence in restraining the Germans, On the other hand, if we

leave the French to go on alone and they find it too aifficult or
éxp;ansive s as you fear, may they not turn to tﬁe Germans for hélp,?

© T think it was Dean Acheson who said, during the Washington Taiks, )
that thé ultimate practical danger was an independent Franco-Ge;rmanr_ :
mclear capacity. _ ’

Ha These are the reasons why we think it wrgent to find »

means of diverting the French now, before their nuclear capacity has
© developed much further. If you came {o the conclusion that the

partioular mgans which we have suggested is impracticable, we hope

you will counsider whethex there are other methods of achieving the

same Cbjective. Erds,
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| QUOTE

May 8, 1961

Dear Mr, Prime Minister:

1 am most grateful for your thoughtful and helpful letter
of April 28 and the m_emorandum attached thereto.

1 may shorily send you my thoughts on the several issues
which these papers raise, There is one question, however, which
I would like to clarify naw, :

[P UTIS . ST S LRSI

 After careful review of the problem, I have come to the
conclusion that it would be undesirable to assist France's efforis
to create a nuclear weapons capability. I am most anxious that
no erroneocus impregsions get abroad regarding future U. S, policy
in this respect, lest they create unwarranted French expectations
and gerious divisions in NATO!

If we were to help France 'acquire a nuclear weapons
capability, this could not fail to have a major effect on German
attitudes : »

The fact that the (Germans are not now tempted to join or
imitate the French program is due, in no small part,to U, S,
opposition to nth country programs and to the unceriain prospectsg .
of the French {or any other) program in the absence of U. 8. aid,
If we were now to provide aid fo France, and thus signify a major _
reversgal in our apposition to nth country programs, the likellhood {
that the Germans would eventually wish to acquire a nuclear weapons i
capability would be sigmificantly increased. : s f '

Any: such German intent would, of course, shake NATO to ,
its foundations~-not to mention the other serious dangers atiendant '
on proliferation of nuclear weapons capabilities, The damaging '
effect of stirring up German inferest in acquiring a nuclear weapons ?
capability would not, I believe, be offsel by a French agreement to
consult about use of French nuclear forces or to commit these *
forces to NATO, in return for our aid,

. |
/1 believe - i :
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I believe, therefore, that we should try to respond td
some of the concerns underlying the French program, instead &
of helping that program. This may tend to reduce the pressures .
behind the French program, at least in the long ruan. I will
strengthen, rather than weaken, the Chancellor in resisting any
pregsures in Germany 1o create a nuclear weapons capability.
And it will enhance, rather than undermine, the coliesion of the
alliance as a whole. .

An effort to respond to underlying French concerns mlght ‘
involve such steps as:

1. Guaranteeing that the U.S. will continue to maintain |
an effective nuclear capability in NATC Europe for the life of the
treaty.

2. Sharing information about the extent of that capability,

i.e,, the number and the power of the weapons ‘which comprise .

it, in greater degree with our allies, particularly the French.

3. Giving our allies an opportunity to share in the control
of this capability, to the degree consistent with its military
effectivenesd. The French might be invited to take the lead with

our allies in devising specific proposals to this end. Such proposals '

might eventually lead to North Atlantic Council agreement, both
on gnidelines concerning use of these weapons and on a political
method for concerting about that use in an emergency.

4, Committing more U.5. and U, X, nuclear forces in
NATC Europe to NATO command, We have in mind committing a
number of U.S. Polaris submarines to NATO. 1 hope that, as we
do, you will be able to give serious consideration to committing
U, K. sirategic nuclear forces in the U. K. 1o NATQO. I welcome
the indication in your memorandum that you increasingly view the
British nuclear capability as being designed to make a coniribution
to the Western deterrent as a whole,

0. Giving the French more explicit and high-level

. assurances, such as we have given you, concerning the U, 8.

intent to consult, if time permits, about use of nuclear weapons
anywhere in the worid, -

! 6. Perhaps

TOP SECRET
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6. Perhaps most important of all: Intimate political
consultation with the French, consiatent with the rights and
- interesta of our other allies, in order to make clear our desive
to secure French participation in the formulation of global
policy. As you know, one of the arguments sometimes given for

the French nuclear program is that only thus can France secure:

a voice in framing worldwide pOllCleS.

I realize that these measures will noi dissuade General
DeGaulle from pressing his nuclear program, but I am hopeful
that they will diminish, at least in the post-DeGaulle period,
the vigor with which France prosecutes that program. In the
meantime, measures such as these will permit us to develop a

usgeful, close, and constructive parinership with France in other

vital respects and they will offer the hest chance of maintaining
NATO coheslon over the long ferm,

1 may send you further thoughts on the other useful and

interesting proposals in your lefter. Again, let me tell you how -

grateful I am for your wise counsel,
Sincerely yours,

John ¥. Kennedy

UNQUOTE

TOP SECRET
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Dear Mr., Prime Minlrtarg

1 am most grataful for your thoughtful and helpful letter ef
A\yrﬂ 28 and the memorandum aitached therm
Imay mhortly send you my thoughts en the saveral lasuss which

these papers ralve. Thore is ene guestion, hewevaer, which I ..
would like ta clarify now, ' N

After caraful raview of the prahlm. 1 have comae to the conclua lon
that It would be undesirable to asslst France's afforts to create

e muclear wespons capability, Iam most anxious that no srro-
neous impresaions get abroad regarding future U.&. policy in

this zespact, lest they create uawarrantsd French expectations
and serious divisiens Ia NATO,

,K,we ware to help France acquire a muclear weapons capabliity,
thiz could not {all te have a major sffect #a German attitudes,

£§
The fact that the Germans are st now tempted to joln or imitate §
the Freoch program s due, in mo emall part, to U.S. epposition |
¢o Nth country programs and {o the uncertaln prospects of the

French {or any ather) program in the absence of U.&, ald. X

we wars now o provide ald to France, and thus signify & major
reverssl In our sppouition to Nth country programs, the likelihood

that the Germans would sventually wish to acquire a nuclear

weapons capablliity weuld be significantly increased. \

Any such German intent weuld, of ceurse, shake NATO to its
foundations - net to mention the ether sarious dangers atiendant

on preoliferation of muelesar woapons gapabllities. The damaging

effect of stirring up Germasn Interest {n acequiring a nuclear

weapons ¢apabliity would mot, 1 baelleve, be ofinst by a Freach
agreement to consult about use of French nuclear forces or to .
commlit these {oreoes to NATO, (n rveturn for ourgld t
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1 believe, therefore, that we should try to raepond w somae of the
cencerus underlyiny the French program, icotead of holping that
program. This may tend v xeduse tae prassurse heohind the French
program, at lsast (a the long run. &t will strengthen, rather than
weaken, the Chancelior in reslsting any pressures {n Germany teo
sroeate a muclaar weapons eapabllity. And it will enhance. rather than
\mdarmlne. the eohoslon of thy Alllanca as a whels.

An effort ta respond to underlying ?rmh conserns might iuvolve
such steps asi v
. gaR
i. . Gusranteelng that the U. 5. will eontinus t0 maintaln
an offective muclear gapabllity in RATO Eureps for the Life of
ths Treaty.

2. Sharlag Informatien about the extent of that sapabliity,
i.e., the number and the power &f the wespons which ssmpriae
it, in greater degres with gur allisa, particularly the Fraench,

3. Glving sur aliles an epportunity to share in the centrel
of this gapabllity, te the degres gonsistent with {te military
effectivensss. The Fremch might bs invited te take the lead with
our allies ln devising specific propesals to this end. Such
proposals might eventually lead te North Atlantle Councll agree-
mment both en guldelines concernlng use ef these weapens and on
B pollticnl method for somcerilng about that use ie an smergency.

4, Commltting more U.8. and U, K. nucloar forces Il NATO
Europe to NATO zommand. We have ln mind gommitting a number
of U, 5. Polaris submarines to NATO. I hope that, as we do, you
will be able to glve serious eonsideration to commlitiing U, K,
strategic muclear forces In the U, K. to NATO. [ welcome the
indicatlon {n your memorandum that you tncrsazsingly view the
Britiah nuclear capabliity as belng designed to make a sontributlon
to the Western deterrent as a whalae,

§. ;CHlving the French more explicit and high-leval
assurances, suzh a3 we have given you, cengerning the U. 5.
intent to aomsult, {f time permliis, about use of auclesr weapons
mywhown tn the world.

TOP SECRET
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6. Perhaps most important of alli Intlmate political
conaultation with the French, eoneistent with the rights end

* interests ¢f sur sther aliles, in srder o make glear eur deslre

to secure French participation la the fermulation of global
polley. As gou know, sns of the arguments semetimes given
for the French nuclear preogram s that enly thus esn France
securs & volce in framlng worldwide poligiss,

I realise that these measures will not dissuade General de Gaulle
from pressing bls muclear program. But I am hopeful that they

“will diminlsh, at lsast ln the poot-de Gaulle psried, the vigor

with which France prosecutes that program, in the meantimae,

measurea such ne thess will permlit vs to develop & weeful,
close, and censtiructive partnership with France in ether vital
respects, and they will effer the best chance of rmalntalning

NATO cobeslon ovar the long term.

I may send you {further thoughte ©n the other mseful and
Interesting proposals in your letter. Agaln, let me tell you
bow grateful I am for your wilse counsal.

Bincersly yours,

The Right Homorable -

Harold Macmllian

Prime Minister
London, England .
Py mres
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5. There is one further point I ought to make aboﬁt.yOur"
letter. It is paragraph 4, page 2. 1 confess I am Véry,
doubtfdl about "committing" nuclear forces "o NNFO_command“.
The strategic nucleér.deterrent, whether British or Américaﬁ,
is really held in trust not merely for the NATO area but for

the world as a whole. It may have to be used anywhere;

o~ ey

1n81de or outside the NATO area. of course a fleet which ig .-

@iﬂﬂ”fa
mobile is rather different. apply to tactical

forces., We both of us I think have tactical bombers under

: w4

SACEUR. A‘Phere are valid ob‘gctions to SACEUR having a
strategic nuclear force of ;ﬁg own, and L thinkthat is ong of .
the reasons you did not continue your predecessor's proPOéélsi

for the missiles under SACEUR. In any case it is a very big

question which we must think further about, so I hope you
will not useg this point in your discussions in Paris. I
do not think omitting it would weaken your chance of
persuading de Gaulle to be more co—oneratlve generally. Nbr
do I think that the idea of handing over all or part of ths
expensive Brench force to NATO would atbract him at all.

6. Failing direct assistance to help Trance Lo achieve a
nuclear weanons capabllity, wy own judgmént is that the only
hope of persuading de Gaulle to forego his awbition for
complete independence in this field must be by giving him a
formula about consultation and control which would satisfy
his sense of honour and in which he could join. I have not
given up hope that something on these lines might be devised.
7. I am sorry to burden you with this further 1et§er,.but
I believe it is only right to let you know my thoughts about

this most important aspect of our problei. Naturally if
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' .0.8. (61) 521 ) MEETTNG HELD ON
T TURGDAY, 30015 MAY, 1967

5, " BERLIN CONTINGENCY PLANNING

-,':;_(Prc.vious Refersnce: G0, 8. (A1) 21st Mel—,tingJ_ Ma.nute. 1)

THE COMMITTF} ‘had helfore the,m a minwte By the Secretary T :

“ecirculating a draft memorandum propared by the Foreign. Office, ]

. covering all aspects. of Berlin Contingency planning.. A Turther '
minute? by the Sceretary and a note by the Chief of the: Impcm‘.tal
‘Guncral Staif£ wors relovant to thg 11' diz—:-cu .sicm. : X ‘

Al

Ao Mcmomndum bv Lhc FOI‘LiLH Dl‘fic

LORD. MOUN'l‘BATTFN sald that the papcr by the Poréim: Off‘ic:c,
Ho e whennred onc the instructions: of ﬁ‘.ﬁinistws& in prbparation

e e e da f Al
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¢.0.8,{61)38TH MEETING HFLD ON
TUESDAY, 2OTH JUNE, 1964 -

1,  BERLIN CONTINGENGY PLANNING | _ |
" (Previdus Referengés C.0.8.{61)3Lth Meeting, Minute 9) ‘

"LORD MOUNTBATTEN, welcominz Sir Frank Roberts and
S8ir Christopher Steel to the meeting, said that the most urgent
‘problem before the Committee at present was that of Berlin ,
fontingency Planning. He invited Sir Frank Roberts to give his
‘latest assessment of Soviet aims and intentions over Berlin. He
"hoped that subsequently both Ambassadors would remain when the
. Committee went on to discuss- the future of Berlin Contingency
Planning. : . ‘ ‘ o

" A, Sovie£ Aiﬁs‘and Inténtions Over Bcrlin

: SIR FRANK ROBERTS said that he belleved the West should be
pulded by the basic assumplion that Khrushchev had meant exactly
whnt he had said at his recent meeting with President Kennedy and
subsequently; 1.c¢. he would toke action with 2 view to resolving - -
the Berlin problem from his point of view before the end of 19641,
milet he hod offered to negotlate over Berlin, there was reason -
to believe that he no longer expected or even wanted such ’
“hegotiations. It scemed probable therefore that at the Communist
‘Party Congress in October, 1961, if not before, he would announce
.the summoning of a peace confercnce to which both parte of Germany
“and 5ll ‘the nations who hnd fought against Germany in the last '
.war would be invited, If the Federnl Republic of Germany and the
West generally declined to attend this conference, the Russians.
Land ‘their satellites would procecd to Bign a separate pence treaty
“with Bast Germany alone, Once this treaty was concluded, the
,Russians ‘would make it plain that thereafter the West must deal
_with the Bast Germans over access to Berlin; it was probable
owever that the Russians would urge the East Germans not to go .
ut -of their way to make difficulties, at least at the outset. . -

T
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shenev to take this line. First, he hnd initiated the
sent Rerlin crisiszs in November 19566, and was being eriticised
home because as yet he had made no progress,  Secondly, tho
0% of refugees from 41st Germany was having seriouu conscguences,
“fhirdly, the Russians wore probnbly genuinely concurned about the
. «policy which might be followed by future governments of the '
o Pederal German Republic; it was probadl: that their primary aim
18 not s much to get Western troops out of Berlin ns to put us
“in a position where our prcscnce in Berlin could do the Rusoians
‘1ess dumage.

" As for.the situqtlon within the USSR and tho state of public
rmﬂing there, Russia was cortainly becoming steadily stronger -
~otonomically, apart from difficulties over agriculture, ~nd.the
rymmger generation espec1111y were consclous of this and of their
“great achievements in science and tcchneology. The rosultant
confidence, combined with reduced fear of the USY, -could be
~dangerous. ‘Recent events in Cubn, which had shown that the US:

~#ere not prepared to tnke strong nection even on their own: doorstcp,
whereas the USSR in similar eircumstances would certainly have
“done .80, had made 2 profound.impression. Thesc Tactors had: . o
‘probably led Khrushchev to belicve thqt he counld purauc hlS ﬂims' . gL
‘ﬁvor Berlin without risk of war, _ :

‘ - BIR CHRIuTOPHLR STEEL snid th&t the official Gbrmﬂn nttltude
,tothc gquestion of Berlin and on Germrn reunificotion wns frozen
‘becanse of the élections which were dué in September, 1961, He
elieved that in the past few years German opinion zenerslly had .
-necepted that there wns 1%tle hope of achicving the reunification
“of Gormany on acccptable turms, unluss there wag n m%gor shift of the |
“balance of force in the world.

The Germans ccrtqinly belioved that if Berlin was lost to the
est, morale not only in Westurn Germany but in the Lrcec world at
“large would suffer a severc blow, Thoy would not regnrd the "
“signature of a peacc treaty between the Communiot bloc and Bast o
‘Bermany as constituting the loss of Berlin, snd indeed in that

‘evaﬂ;thay would,oxpect nceess for civilian traffie to continue -

very much as ot pregent. However they would expeoct their Alliecs

to react strongly to unilateral action by the Russians over Berlin,
speeially if military traffic was obstructed;. but since they 3\,'

| Hore olfieially excluded from Berlin bontingency Planning they
could if they wishbd adopt an ostrichulike attitude,

THE COMMIPTUL

(1) Took note -

N

. Procedﬁféﬁﬁbr'ﬁutﬁre Planning

' LORD MOUNTBATTEN recalled.that the Commitles, whilst fully | .
endorslng the.concept of a probe to cstablish Soviet intentions, \
‘had always taken the view that land operations on a large scale %
were militarily, uneound and, morcover, could net zucceed in their ';
bijett unless it was made clear that they were buacked by the S
i
[

hreat of nuclear striking power and that the West was in.all
sgpects prepared to goe to war., They had, howevcr, been rostruincd
Ministers from making ‘their views known in full to . _
enéral- Norstnd lest he should gain the impr0551on that we were - ,g=1
ragging our feet: moreover, in view of the structure of this _
ontingency: planninp thore had been no redquirement to. exprasu:?»va*
Hited XKingdom militnry ViuWB diruct to the Unltcd States. Jomnt
hiefs of Staf : e
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npgeoney Planning could no longer be delqyed, The Ministor
. sefence hnd acecepted that this was so, and was prepored to
“ue the matter up with his colleagues, The Committse should
serefore now consider the lings on whiceh they should recommond
tN'Mlni;tbr to provcgd. The Committec would have scen the
lﬂEFram“* in which 8ir Bvelyn Shuekburgh htd reported on his
tecent talks with thn St=te Department it Y ashinzton, and he
{L?@.Mountbattcn) invited him to mike w stﬂtcmpnt on these
b i{S- .

S SIR BVELYN SHUCKBURGH (Foreizn Ofrice) said that onc of his

i min objoctives in his YWashington t1lks had been to bring zhout ‘ 1
exchange of viewo between the United Ringdom and United Statos : i
hlefs of Staff. He had told Mr. Kohler frankly that we regarded | - - |
e military plana produced by Live Oak.as unsound and counter—-
productive., ‘The Pentagon's view was that Live 0ak wns the proper
forum in which to thrash out 2ny difference of-view. which cexisied

o these military plans. He had suceceded in showing Mr. Kohler ©
that plans produced by Live Oak wore p?bpﬂrbd At the instance of
feneral Norstad himself and that cuch plans did not represent the
fgreed position of the tripnrtite military zuthorities nor. of the
fovernmenis, . The Amerieans arzucd that thoere nmust be 1 series of
litary plans between n prelimincry probe and all-out war which
thould provide for anurber of mensurés involving n progreossive . |
degree of Toreo, thoteby compelling the Russinns to take o series
of deeisions, eﬁch moru da nyurou than the last. : T

In discus ion the foll?mlng p}lnts ucro-m&dc'—

(a) Mr. Khruschev had stated thnt there would be

- no blockads of cur troops in Berlit, hut that

we should have to arfante ouwr aceess to them:
through the Dast Gemmn authorltics; 4if,

-~ however, difficultion were placed in our way,
‘and ‘we thon used forece, we must expect to be
met by forece. Those was much to ho sqid in
‘these circumatances for the garrison airlift
pilany which would compel the Jommunists to
Ctake the first warlike actlon i they wished
to dnterfere, and the Amerieans socmed now

to accept thin. : : .

Tho Eﬂst Germins wore unlikcly, for ﬁolltic11
- reasons, to interfuorc with essential civil.
“traffie betweon West Ferminy and Berlin, and
the need for the civil nailrlif't was unlikely .
to arises  They might, howcver, by curafuli
selected and progressivoly nondlicd measure

of. ¢ontrol, attompt to orieniate Yest Berlln 8
econony nwny Trom tho West -nd towards tqe
'Soviub bhloc, - , .

_Therb “Wds renson to belicve that Genoral Norstﬂd B
own views on moeasures to restore ground ncces ‘ - : :
wore in some ways vory close to those of the A
Gommittbc 83y on the other hoand, he was currently Sy
thinking in terms of 2 corps opuration Tlong'the
autobahn, n concept which, in the Committoe'sn |
view, Wwas oven more unsound. than thé dlvialonql
- pperntion, Thore was no evvidence to show to
Cwhat degrec General florstsd was nuidbd bv
:instructlons from thb Puntlgon.
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'(d)”'Thc Amuricqn% were strongly in fﬂvour of '
© full German participation in Berlin - R A
Contingency Planning. The Committes also . ¢
were now of the same opinion aince the R
- Beeurity objections no longer had the same
<. force. - There was reason. to bolicvc thwt '
".th& French would 2180 ag er.

. (e) 'The conflict of views bLthUD thc United
.. “Kingdom and the United States on these o
. . matters could only be resolved at a high:
"o rlewel, preferably by discussions bctween
" asreprescentative of the Conml ttee and.
equivalent reprusentatives of the Unitbd L
. States, Prance and Germany; . General. Norstnd
. should also participates. The Live.Oak-forum ;%
r.;would not be suitable since its- level wag- .o
‘t00.1ow, but SZAPE might be a-suitable venue
“since talks held there would not necagsarily
rdisclo o their ﬂuhstqncc. : '

I must be rccognised thﬂt miliﬁﬂry plqns -
“ were but a partof  the problem and must not.... -
- hegonsidered in isolations . ‘However; since .
- the Americans hnd said that. thoy werc.not ... -
. ready Cor~wider discussions there was.a oo 0 o
- case. for maklagxa stqrt on the military sidc.."

‘iThe\maln difficuldy: over: the proposod militnry

talksy . apart from the, venue, wnas the question:.

“of ihow';they were to be arranged and who should

~take the initintive. If Ministers approved -

o that: they ‘should: ‘take place, and that the -

" united ¥inzdom should take the lead, i1t would

. ha best Tor the Poreipgn Office to make the

© v inditial approﬂch to the othﬁr countribs-~¢-
f,conCLrncd._ . ; _

o Apart from the pOSulblL militqry mcxsuros',u
.which had 8o far been proposed by -Live Ouk, .
Mri- Acheson, ftoer consultinb General Norstad,
had. produced a :1ist of a completely new. class .
of. militqry medsures, These would be- intended
to act as a deterrent to uu111tcr11 Ruasian . .
action over Bérlin, and to convince the Russians..
oft Wastern dotermination to-goito war if necossqry,
rather than to restore the &ituation afier 1coess
10, Berlin had been sbstrucfed.. These new meqsures,
which wero nt present in the Torm of a list . of .. .
possibilities rather than of a plan, would- hdve
ore;:ichance .of achicving their object if. the’
ans came to know oft them Shrotgh th01r

uncsments by thb stt. The pPDpDSLd
APy, tqlks should cover this new class. of

ing thc proupucts of”dﬁtﬂr ing the
g Trom unilateral: 1ction, it should
ornéein mind that thc ‘new Bbrlinrcrials



understood that Bbflln Continzency Planning
on 1ts prosent lincs was unlikely to earry
conviction with Mr., Khruschev, and that
only an obvious state of readiness. for full-
seale war-on the part of the West was likely
to make any improssion, Whilst the President
‘had probably not yot seitled his poliey, it
secemed unlikely that he would accept the full
list of measures proposed by Mr. Acheson, but
rather would scek a less drastic programme
whilst retq1ning the same obJectlve. R

A wide field of non-milltnry_munsures had been
considered at officinl level on o tripariitie.
basis, BSome of thesc me~sureg colld have a .
highly damaging effecct on the Boviet blo
although their cffcct should_nct”be‘over;“ :
ggtimated.,” The ultimate aim should be to -
produce a comprechensive and concerted plan.
for submission to the Governmerits concorned,
covering the whole field of military, political U
and cconomic mensures which could be taken, - [
“fhe preparation of this plan could best be s
:undertaken by the Ambassadorial Group in.
< Viashington, The effect of the prosrassive
: --implem(ntqtion of thig concerted plan should
Lo be such A8 to leave the Russians in no doubt
‘ of Western determination to gn to war over - R
Berlin if ncctssary.. This comprechensive plan S T
must bo thought right through to its probable -’ Lo
consequences and td the likely renctions of the' e
" other side and of world opinion. =~ . . . Co L

It chanced that later in this meeting the
Committce were to consider, amongst other
subjects, planning for militnry intervention
in Laos the stationing of 1 semi-permanont
garrison in Zanzibar; oand the pessible neod
to reinforce Northern Rhodesin, All thesc
contingencics would involve the dispersal of -

- United Kingdom forcus in a way which, if we
were 1o adopt the Achason concept of deterrent .

- measures, ran counter to thc diprSItlonS which we

rshould then make. e

{

Summing up, LORD MOUN'IRA D said that their subm1551on to
the Minister of DefTence should include an historienl reviaw of -
““the "development of Borlin Contingency Planning, and should. : -
emphasisc the views which the Committee had consistently put “
“forward, They should say that they hnd discussed the mattor
with the Ambassadors in Moscow and in Bonn, and with Sir Evelyn :
‘Shuckburgh, and had heard 2 report of the private views of .
‘General Norstad.,  Thoy should then inform the Minister of their
gpinion- that high—lCVbl military talks with the Amcricnns, the - .
" French,  the Germnns and General Norstad should be hold wt an L
early -date, and should recommend that the United Kingdom should
S4ake the . lnitiative in this matter, having in mind that this was
ra'Tirst step- towards the productlon o’ 1 COmDPLh&nSiVG politicql,
feconomio.znd milltwry plan, '

-5 -
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T P .

Warmly thanked Sir Frank Roberts and
S8ir Christophcr Steel Tor ntt ndlng
their meeting.

Agrced with the remarks of the Chief of the
Defence Stafl in his summing up.

-Instructed the Secretary to prepare a draft
memorandum bto the Minister of Dofence .
accordingly, taking nccount of the points
made in discussion, and to clirculate it %o
them and to the Forelgn Office f0r approVa1.

Tovk note that the Chief of the Defence Staff
would subsequently forward the mcmornndum to
the Minister of Dcfcncc ' '

Took note thot Sir ChPI&tOPhQP Steecl would
brief the Commander-in-Chiuef, British Army
of the Rhine, and the Comminder-in-Chiecf,
Roynl Air Forece, Germany, on thce lines of
their discussion,

or.W- 10
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{
- Cacontiies ?
{ /20N ejiofdﬁe RN B
. Now that Evelyn has gone on leave znd that sccording
to what he was told by Kohler the Americans will not be ready
for s further round of tripartite discussions about Berlin
until the end of July, I suppose that nothing very much will
be happening in the immediste future in the way of inter- ,
governmental prepearstion. However we sghall have to go on seeing
Laloy and can hardly avoid talking to him from time to time
about the various sspects of the Berlin problem which have.
been under discusgsion in Washington. Therefore at the risk of
unneceggarily sdding to your labours in the TForeign Office
T would like if I mey to put some questions te you upon which’
it would be useful io have your guidance. ‘

Z2a Pirsgt of all there {5 this very point about the pro-
gramme of preparaiions. Kohler tells Evelyn that the Adminis-
tration are unlikely to reach 8 clear posltion before the end
of July. According to Acheson's Assistant, Owesm(see Thomson's
Cc‘io!g’{@{letter of June 20), Acheson is expectied to have finished hig
repert early in July snd it is expected to address itself not
only to contingency planning but also te teetics and fto a
Western negotiating position. Would we be right in supposing
that what we are pow doing is simply walting for Achesgon's
report to be finished anpd for a consequent summoning by the
Americans of 8 further mesiting to consider the new pogitions.
\{ adopted by the Administration as a consequence of the report,
gnd that apart from continuing to ¢lear our own minds at home

deﬂﬁ* we are not for the present engaging in any other international
Q&*kud confabulationa? Or is the Live Oak group at work snd if so
r“m“' _~ 1is 1t on any new basis? I guppose that we hope that the
W*w%¢ N0 T pdministration will be gquicker in meking up their minds thsan
X@“ _ Xohler led Bvelyn to expect that they would be but that anyway

there 18 nothing thet we can do to accelerste theirﬁﬁhought
procesgses. What are we to say, to the Prench if anything about

(‘ : _wdb jthis guestion of the programwe of work? Are we just to deplore
No - the slowness of the Awericans or is there suy aspect of the
L wadling work that you would like us to pursue bilaterally with them
qwgﬁ;\ /// in order to £111 in time while the Americans sre thinking?
&jtl f. ? . 3. The second topic on which we would like some guidance

is what has now come to be known asg “prepsrabory military
megsures”. Apparently Acheson cutlined what he had in mind
in the way of preperatory military measures te the Sscretary
of State. Their conversation on this point is recorded in a
telegram which was not repeated to us. I sssume that the
measures contemplated By Achegon include such steps as the
flying of American reinforcements te Burope, civil defence
megsures and go forth. They seem to be rather more than the
"quiet precsutionary and preparatory measures" contemplated
in the original contingency planning document, many of which
have, I think, slready been put into forece; but rather less
than the “more elaborate militarymeasures" which were intended

i
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to "compel the Soviets to face the unmistskeasble imminence of @

general wer", In fact I imegine that you have got away from the
old contingency planning texts on this point and that Acheson A
(quite rightly) is not peying much atiention to what hie predecessors
worked out. I have no doubt that the Newaweek atory, though denied

~— by the White House, is based on e genuine leak. ¥Xohler geems ‘

to have accepted as & sort of obligation on the pert of the Adminis-—
tration that they would not undertake any preparatory measures even
on 8 national bssis without giving us the chance to comment first.
Iie is also quoted as saying thet they ought to be put in trsin with- -

out, waiting for the Acheson report. My first guestion therefore

is whether the Americans have in fact mlready, with or without our
agreement, begun to take any of the steps which even the newapspers
agsume to have been under discussion. If not deo you suppose that
they will telikely to went to do so smoon? ‘The idea of not waiting
for Acheson's report is slightly sbsurd if the report is expected
“early in July"; sand in any casse the measures are in 2 sense a
part of contingency plananing snd would or should be the reflection
of a particular policy end attitude itowards the crisis. And yst if
the famous report 18 to deal with precisely these metiers of.
policy and attitude it seems untidy, to put it no worse than that,
that the military measures should be taken before its contents are
known and aceepted. ‘ ' :

L. More importaent for us than any of these guestions is to
know what you wish us to say to the Frenc