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ENCLOSURE _"“I"

CHANGES IN THE FEEE WORLD

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

1, To identify and assess prospective changes in the Free
world likely to affect U.S. st“ategic capabilities through.
the 1964 to 1967 time period.

FACTORS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM

2, The Jolnt Chlefs of Staff have directed the Weapons
Systems Evaluation ‘Group to "recognize changes. . .in the
Free World situation“ as part of a report evaluating "offen-
sive weapons systems “£Hat miy be utilized 1in a strateglec role,
with emphasis on the 1964 to 1967 time frame,’ >
- 3, The relafionshio'between this country and other nations
of Lhe Free World has a direct bearing on the scope of U.S.,
military responsibilities and the means -~ including both
strategles and weapons: ‘systems -- by which they may be ful-
filled, This inseraction stems from two of theynasic assump-
tions that have'guided_ﬁ.s. foreign policy sinoe the start of
the cold war: - o
a. That tne:iong—term security of the United States
depends in 1s:ge measure on the containment_of communist
power, and. . |
b, That the United States needs the active cooperation
of other Free World nations both to balance comnunist
military, economic and industrial power and to deter and/or

defeat communist ﬁilitary aggression.

H/ emorandum for 1he Director, Weapons Systems Evaluation
Group, 9 July 1960._ TOP SECRET. \
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4. The military collaboration of other nations 18 important
to the United States 1n two general areas: for tne projection
of important elements. of 1ts millitary powver into the exposed.
areas on the Bloc periphery (and into the Bloc itselfl in time
-of uar) the United States requires that other nations agree
to deployment of U.S. forces and installations on their terri-
tory. In addition, the scope of the containment task requires
that other free nations make substantial military contributions
of thelr ovn to supplenent; andrwhere practical, to subatitute

' for deployed U.S: forces.

5; The‘degree of'this military collaboration depends on what
is'here referred to as "allied solidarity": the extent to which
other nations share oommon defense objectives with the United
States and incentives to achileve them through a collective
defense effort. The importance of this cohesion is emphasized
by those ;ecent and adverse changes in U.S, strategic.programs --
such as the outcome‘of the IREM deployment pfogram and the with-w
drawal of nuclear strike aircraft from France -- brought about

by political d‘ssenston within the Western alliance.

6. For these reasons, and because it 1s now impossible to
foresee all those U.S. requirements for allled military col-
1aboration that will arise by 1967, it becomes important to
identify those trends and factors likely to influence the
‘solidarity of the alliance in this perlod and, nore pafticularly,
to assess those factors that bear on the willingness of other
free countries to cooperate milltarily with the United States
or at least to maintain a state of neutrélity benevolent to the

-United States.

SCOPE : ‘

7. The emphasis in this study 1s on present trends and

foreseeable changes in the relationship of the United States

_ Enclosure "I"
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to both military allles and uncommitted nations that bear on
the degree of military collaboration the U.5. can expect from
~ other members of the Free World through the mld-1960's.

8. Factors discussed in thisrregard include the attitudes
_' of overseas governments and publics toward U.S. military
f'-strategy and the:reliability of ﬁ.S. military protection,
toward the prcsence of U,S, bases and nuclear strike systems
on overseas territories, towsrd host nation controls over
these bases and weapons, and toward the value of active parti-

cipation in the collective defense effort,

- 9. Military implications of these trends and attitudes,
and their possible effects on U,S, military capabilities, are

discussed.

10, Prospective changes in the military posture of over-
seas free nations, such as the attainment of independent
nuclear.cspability, are discussed primarily in terms of their
effscts on the alliance system. Military implications of
these changes for the United States are recognized but no
detailed predictions o£ national force levels, or of probable
future contributions to the collective defense system, were

made for this Report

11, The discussion section of this Enclosure (Apoendix "AM)
is supplemented by.knree Annexes, Annexes "A" and:fB" are case
studies of current trends in the United Kingdom and Japan that
are likely to affect the future military collaboration of these
nations with the United'states.

12, The UK, was chosen}ror detailed study because of its
military importance tO‘ths.United States and because ‘it is the

Tirst secondary power toxhsre developzd 1ts own independent

: Enclosure "I"
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deterrent. Its experience here 1s suggestive of some of the
problems likely to érise if other ailies acquire strategic -
nuclear capability., Japan, although unique in several respects,
was chosen because of its.importance to malntenance of an on-the-
scene military capabiiity in the western Pacific. The elements
of non-Communist neutralism present in Japan 2lso reflect atti-

fudes in other Asian countries.

13. Annex "C" reviews trends in military technology, and anti-
éipated changes in the composition of the U,S. strategic strike
force, that are likely to affect U.S. overseas base requirements
and the need for the military collaboration of allies in the
middle 1960's.

SUMMARY
14, Tﬁg Unlted States has, and will retain for the foreseesble
future, g vital securlity interest in denylng additional areas
of the Free World to the Communist Bloc.

15, Both for thié purpose and fof the déterrence of attack on
the North American continent itself, the United States reqguires -
the active military coilaboration of 1ts'allies and, at a min-
imum, a disposition on the part of neutral or uncommitted nations
-~ to resist subversion and not to interfere with the collective

defense effort.

16. Allied military contributions to U,S. security take
several forﬁs. They may consist solely of permission for the
U.S. to use bases or to deploy military forces on territory of
strategic importance. They may consist of indigenous forces
" for the defense of territory considered of military value to
the United States, or whose denial to the Communist Bloc is
important for other reasons. A third form of'allied military

Enclosure "I"
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contribution takes the for:a of advance agreenents to talke specific
wartime actions contributing to the effective use of U.S. military

power,

17. In only one area, that of overseas bases for the peacetime
deployment of strategic bombefs, are U.S., reguirements for alliled
nilitary collaboration likely to diminish‘in this period. Re—
gquirements for other types of allled ﬁilitary collaboration,

-and particularly that of centributinglindigenous forces for
local defense, are likely to increase in this period,

18. Not all U.S. military allies, much less all of the non-
Corraunist nations,.have been.willing to Jjoin fully with the
U.S. in the collective defense effort. A number of the NATO
nations are failing to neet their "minimun essentlal® force
fequifements despite an economic capacifty to do so, Two NATO
members, Norway and Dehmark, have refused to permit IREY
leunching'sites on théir territories. France, the administrative
andtgéographicallcenter of the NATO alliance, has declined to
cooberate edequatel§ in several areas of military inmportance.
Outsilde the NATO erea,:the refusal of Japan toiellow nuelear:
weapons on her terrltory bears on the ability of the U.S. %o
defend that country and its own interests in the Far East,
There is, in short, ample evidence that other Free World nations
could-contribute,more effectively to thelr own defense -- and
therefore to thatiof the Unlted States -- should they be willing

to do so. ‘

19, Although many political, economic and psychologicel factors
influence the attitudes of other nations toward the alliance
. with the United States, by far the most important 1s thelr
confidence in U.S. military pratection. Any declipe in that

confidence tends to undermine the cohesion of the alllance,

Enclosure "I"
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despite nonmilitary. influences (such as hope of economic gain
or a general sympathy with U,S. objectives) that work in the
opposite direction, |

20, Allied estimateé of thils protection, and their own will-
ingness to contribute to collective defense, have varied
sign;ficantly in the course of the cold war., Confidence in
the alliance system was highest when there was no slgnificant
threat to the security of the U.S, itself, and when U,S. atomic
superiority seemed adeguate for the protecﬁion of overseas
territory from aggression, In more recent phases of the cold
war the growth of Soviet strateglc power has severely lncreased
the thfeat to the U,S, and brought corresponding strains on the

. . —=a.

alllance system,

21, Thése strains are rooted in a wldespread belief that the
Soviet Union i1s now capable of inflicting the most severe
destruction upon the United States, and that, as a consequence,

- the threat of U.S, strategic intervention is now a less credible
(and therefore less effective) deterrent to communist aggression,
Even in Western Europe, where the U.S, commitment is strongest,
doubts about the reliability of U.S. protection have been an
important factor in the decisions of Britain and France to

develop thelr own nuclear deterrent fcreces,

22, Adding to this strain on the alliance system is a per-
ceptible lncrease in publié fears of war, particularly of involve-
ment in a nucleaf war through presence of ;nuclear strik: systems
on national territory or through rash military actions that
‘might lead to "war by accident.” The extent of these fears,
and thelr effect on the policies of national governments, vary
sharply from country to country. As such fears seem related to
a growing public knowledge of nuclear weapbnsAgffects, however,

the& are likely to lncrease in the years ahead,

Enclosure "i"
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23. From the viewpoint of the United States these fears
and attitudes have hag, and vwill probably continue to have,
- adverse effects on the coheslon of the alliance, There has
been increased gquestioning of military ties with the U,S.,
. - pressure for tighter host nation controls over U,S. bases and
. weapons systems,_and -~ particulerly in Britain -- some senti-_
ment for removal of all nueclear strike systems from national
territory. 1In most instances these pressures are, by them-
selves, insufficlent to cause a militarf ally of the United
States to "go neutral”, much less to voluntarily join the Com-
munist Bloe, but they forecast increasing difficulties for the
U.S, in eliciting allied military collaboration, They may also
ralse doubts about the performance of an allied nation in time
of war, or in a crisie of such proportions that war appeared
to be imminent. Particularly in the area of host nation con-
trols over deployed U, S;fstrike systems, these pressures conflict
wilth increasing u.S. military requirements for the aesurance of

rapid reactﬂ:n from weapons systems,

24, Other influences on the propensity of Free World nations
to collaborate militarily with the United States 1nclude their
officlal estimates of the Sino-Soviet threat to their security,

~ the contemporary public 1mage of U,S, economic and military
power relative to that of the Soviet Blioc, the value assignhed
uniquely nationalfotaectives (such as the retention of a
colonial possession) and the future economic relationship of

the United States to reglonal trade bloes,

25, Among the foreseeable'changes in the Free World that
are also of relevance to U S. military capabilities are a
further reduction in the colonial empires of our European allies

and the consequent control of certain strategically important

L , o Enclosure "I"
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areas by gqvernments both.less'able,and less willing to

resist Communist préssure. Another change that ls likely

to increase both U,S, military responsibllities and the dif-
ficulties of fulfilling them is the possibility that several

of the agthoritarian governments now militarily allied to the
U.S., will be replaced in this time period by regimes more
responsive to publlce opinion, While this by no means implles
that popular regimes are more likely to side with the Communist
_ﬁloc, 1t is doubtful if the Unlited States wlll be able to couﬁt

on recelving as much support in these countries as it does today.

26, Appreclable increases in the military strength of some
Free World nations can be expected by 1967, particularly in
the nuclear weapons fleld, On balance, however, these additions
do not now promise to be of sufficlent magnitude to relieve the
U.S. of 1ts basic responsibility to deter all-out attack on the
‘Free World, or to alter radically the military status of these
nations relative to the United States or to the Communist Bloc,
This applies particularly to the spread of independent deterrent
forces, The military effectiveness of these forces must be '
heavily qualified, and their political effects are likely to
bring additional strains on the alliance system,

27. Trends favorable to military collaboration with the U.S.
that can be expected to endurelthrough this time period include
‘a widespread recognition that Sino-Soviet aggression is the
principal tﬂreat to the security of Free World nations, and that
the United States is the locus of counte?vailiﬁg power, This
recognition, coupled to sympathy with the values upheld by the
United States, establishes a fundamental tie between Free World
nations .and the U,S. but is not, by itself, sufficient to
assure those military agfeements which the U.S, may wish %o

obtain,

Enclosure "I
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CONTLUSIONS

28, In view of the present and prospective strains on the
alliance system, énd the intenslty of the pressures llkely to
be place@ on allied governments in a war crisis sitgation,
United States strategic capablilitlies -- including offenslve
weapons éystems_and their assoc;ated command, control and come
manications sysﬁems -- should be made as independent as possible

from the control of other nations,

~ 29. Only those U,38, strategic weapons not dependent on the
use of overseas territory or facilities should be relied upon
for coverage of targets that pose a military threat to the con-
tinental United States. These targets include Sino-Soviet
strategic weapon bases and associated command, control and
warning systems, ﬁhile some overlap here may be politically
desiraﬁle,‘allied nucléar strike systems should not be assigned
sole responsibility for such targets. \

‘30; 4 policy of combined control over U.S. strike systems
depldyed on'overseas.territory should be adopted if host natlion
anxieties on this point become so severe a# to J?opardize other
aspects of military and political collaboration, -

31, In view of declihing-allied confidence 1n'U;S. strategic
protection, it will become increasingly importané'fCr the
solidarity of the Western Alliance that the U.S. increase the
effectiveness of 1t8 own anc¢ allisd defenses against iimdted

aszression.
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APPENDIX "A" TO ENCLO%URn "I

POSSISLE CHANGES OF MILITARY SIGRIFICANCE IN THE FREE WORLD

THE ROLE OF OVERSEAS FREE COUNTRIES IN U,.S, NATIONAL STRATEGY

1. Changes in the character and intensity of the Sino~-Soviet
threat clearly have'far—reachiné effects on the military position
and policy of the United States and of other countries:of the
Free World. The existence of this threat is, of course, the
primary reason for almost all U.S. military and alliance pollcies,

2, Changes within the Free World also affect the militery
‘position and military requirements of the United States, This
relationship stems from the manner in which the Sino-Soviet
threat imninges on U, S 1nterests and from the ways in which

- - 5

, the United States has been compelled to counter this threat,
' '\

3. U.S. forelgn and'military policy in the cold war rests
todey on two basic assumptions:

4 First, that U, S. securlty interests encompass more than
the deterrence of attack on the North American continent., In
addition, the United States has a vital military 1nterest in
denying the territory.end resources of other Free World coun-

tries to the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

5. Second, that in order to fulfill this dual defense task,
the U,S, needs both the active collaboration of its allies
abroad and the willingness of many uncommitted overseas nations
to resist Commmunist dominatlon or, at a minimum, not to obstruct
the defense efforts of the Western alliance, '

6. There 1s clear evidence that, in the conduct of the cold
var, the United States has not been concerned solely with the

protection of 1ts honelend. Its rearmament and efforts ©o

Appendix "A" to
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_ create a system of military alliances got underway well
before a direct thréat to the North American continent came
into existence, At least until the late 1940'5, the Sino- _
Soviet Bloc possessed no significant strildng power with which
to hit North American targets. Now that this threat has come
to exist, protection agalnst 1t «- which in practice means
deterrence through the threat of retaliatidn -- holds top
priority in Amerilcan military policy. But, rather than
detracting from interest in the protection of overseas coun-
tfies,_this top priority objective has, in the present situa-
tion, enhanced American Ilnterest in those countries overseas

that contribute militarily to deterrence of a direct attack

on North America,

7. There are several reasons why it should be vital that

_Sino-Soviet,expansion at the expense of overseas free coun-
tries should be prevented., Even 1f U.S, security interests
were not involved, the United States 1s lnterested in the
preservatipn of the independence of the non-Communist natlions
and is committed to the principle that world order and 1aw'
rest on collective reéistance to military-aggression..How-
eber, because the cold war dictates that security considerations
must necessarily prevail in the formulation of U,S, policles
and because the overseas countries have more confidence in
the reliability of American military support when it 1s
grounded in U.S. security interests, this report will concen-
trate on those prospective caanges in thie Free World that

bear directly on those security interests.

8. The United States has both a negative and a positive

interest in denying overseas territories to the Sino-Soviet

%‘ : Appendix "A" %o
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Eloe. Negatively, the purpose of what has been called the con-
tainment policy 1s to prevent such further Sino-Soviet expansion
as would>upset the world balance of power. I this expansion
were to take piace; there would be danger that one country after
another'would fall under Sino-Soviet domination, until in the end
the United States would find itself isolated in a sea of Comiunist
.continents. -Tnis does not mean that every inch of presently free
territory i1s necessarily essential to a reasonable balance of
'military and economic power, If a coﬁntry such as Laos fell
under Communist control, measures might be taken to compensate
for the loss It does mean, however,_that the long-run security
and survival of a free America might be indirectly threatened by
the Communist tekefover:_throggh military or non-military means,
of those overseas‘territories that have strategic significance by

reason of their geograpnical location or resources.

9. Positively, the ﬁnerican interest in denying overseas
countries to Sino-Soviet control lles in the military benefits
accruing fron the active collaboration of many of these countries
with the U, S and tae benevolent neutrality of others. These .
benefits facilitate the U.S5. task of protectin° both the overseas
countries themselves and the North American continent American
realization of this need for military collaboration to promote
U.S. security interests 1s responsible for the radical postwar
break with the traditional Amerlcan isolationist policies and

‘the adoption instead of peacetime alliances with overseas natlons.

- THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF OVERSEAS COUNTRIES

10. The participation of overseas countries 1in the task of
countering the Sino-~ SoViet threat 1s most important when it takes
the form of direct nilltarv participatlion in a collective defense

effort The United»Stetes has sought to assure itself of such

- Appendix "A" to
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<ilitary cooperation through alliances and mutuel assistance

and defense‘treaties; whereby allied countries promise contribu-
tions to the collective defense in return for U.S. ceommitments

to assist in thelr military protection. Moreooep, these aliianoe
treaties are supplemented by other agreements which granc to the
U.S. certain specific military rights, such as permission to

estzblish bases on allied soil.

- 11, Allied military contributlions can teke severzl forms.
They may consist solely of permission for the United States to

place militery forces or installations on overseas territory

of strategic importance. In some cases,'such ao tho prov}s}oo Cmfﬁ-ﬂ({
of SAC airbases by Morocco and Spain,j S , - ="'0£”,,
fzij o -' - .fﬂt ':li_ :;:ﬂ:@?ﬂ. o | Subgféﬁfial

" e et ——— -Jv-"" -

economic assistanoe “or military aid is often a necessary quid pro

quo for such arrangements.

12, A second major form of -allied m*liua“v contribution lies
in the meintenance of indigenous forces for th° defense of .
territory considered of strategic importance to the Unlted States.
In the case of Western Zurope, these gllleu forces far exceed

those which the United States is able to ma_nu in there.

13. Allied and even neotral nations may zlso agree, in advance
of military contingencies, to teve specific wartime actions that
oontribute to the effective use of U.S. power. Tnese may include
sue!; things as advance permission to ovérfly national territory,
permission to use airfilelds not normalily cccupied by military
forces, to protect U,S. military installations Irom sabotage o
direct gttéck, or to conduct miiitary operations that faclilitate
the use of U.S. strategic weapons systems. Jhether these actions
are in fact taken in emergency or wartime situations will depend
on circumstances and pressures at the time.
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ions overseas nave been willing to Jjoin.
defense effort that requires such posltive
putions. Among U.S. military zllies, the

as NATO members nas failed to meet thelr

ree requl”emenus Gespite a2 more or 1less @,{

Sty to do so. Tvwo NATO memoers, Norway

wsed to accept| ,nuclear weapons&

)hcooperate ful;v in the coordination of
rense ‘forces or to permit nuclear weapons

arritory under U.S. controi. In this last
itical policies, viithin the ailiance, have

of military cepabilify.

==
in EBurope and Asile and the'ﬁajority of the

fcan states have preferred to forego the

1itary support rather than to take sides in
e. This does not mean tnat the attitudes |

;ncommittéd nations are irrelevant to that

T neutrality has necessar;ly_adverse effects

*ense effort.

snet neutrality is in fact achievable for

; deny themselves and their resources to the
3e neatﬂals able and v;*llng to maintaln

nake *t more difficult for the Communist Z.oc
»1me of peace, znd may present themselves

1 allies in time of war. This 1s particularly

sopean neuirals, Sweden and Sw1tz¢rland, who

& toward the West and whose territbrv is
attack in tne course. of a general war.

also make effectlve indirect conuribut*ons
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to 17.S. military objzsctives through the United Nations and

" other international organizations. -Sweden, for example, provided
n hospital ship during the Korean War and has contributed ground
forces to the U.N. Middle East and Congo opera ations. This is

not to say, howevér, that the refusal to coopera%e actively with
the Westlin advance éf hostilities does not make more difficult

the tasks of contzinment.

17. It should be added that? if Sino-Soviet expansion is to
be blocked, both allies and neutrals must make contributions in
fiélds other than the military. Since this expansion could take
place bﬁ means of infiltration or subversion or by voluntary
shifts by free countries into the Soviet Dbloc, allied and
neutral resistance to such forms of "indirect aggression” has

come to be a prerequisite of successful U.S., security policy.

18. In.view of the contributions, military and non-military,
.that overseas countries can make or refuse, and in view of the
impact of theilr decisions on American security, 1t is important
to identify the forces that shape these decisions and partlcularly
any forces that tend to affect them in ways detrimental to U.S.

security interests and tae collectlve defense effort.

19. The military contributions that the United States can
expect from its.allies depends partly on their ability, but
primarily on their willingness, to zllow use of their territory
by U.S. forqes and to maintain effective military forces of
their own. Their degree of cooperation in this regard is, of
course, influenced by many non-milita:w'}actoré an& is subject
to change for political and economic reasons. In the case of
equivocal or neut“al countries, perhaps the most that can be
expected in the near future 1s a disposition.not to interfere
with the collective defense effort and to maintain sufficient

military power to assure at least Internal stabllity.
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20. No attempt will be made here to detail prospectlve changes
in the ability of individual Free ¥World nations to arm themselves,
or te forecast levels df allied military forces for the period in
gquestion. Such an effort would involve predictions of the
~ ‘economic cepac;ty and military technology of these nations, of
{ the capacity and willingness of the U.S, to aid them, and of

their ability tb utilize and absorb specialized assistance.

21. Changes in the military’posture of allied nations, par-
ticularly those changes involving nuclear weapons, may, however,
have important effects on the policles pursued by thelr govern-
ments and therefore on the form and cohesion of tae Western
allianee. The implications of the independent nuclear deterrent
forces are discussed iaser inathis regard. It 1s also possible
that'improved allied eapabilities may relieve the Unlted States
of some of the responsibilities for their defense and thus
increase the military and economic resources that the U.S, can
devote to other tasks.' In other instances such as those of
Denmark, Norway and Japen} the acceptance of tactical nuclear
weapons could bring a substantial addition to the military
capabilities of the alliance, but are less likely?to be of sucn
magnitude as to shift fhe‘overall balance of power between the
Free and Communist Vorlds or to relieve the United States of its

present respons;billtv to deter all-out attack on the Free orld.

22. The emphasis‘nere will be on the willingness of overseas
countries to support -- or at least not to interfere with --
“such military programs as the United States deems necessary for
Free World security. In the case of U.S. military =2llies, their
willingness to contribute to the collective defense effort will

depend on what is here referred to as allied solidar;ty. the

extent to which allled nations share common defense aims with
the U,8. and are willlne to achieve them through the collective
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defense effort, This solidarity mey rise or fall under the
impact of the factofs £0 be discussed in the followling sections
of this paper. In tae case of the neutrzl countries, their
willingness to make indirect contributions to fhe Western
defense effort will depend largely on the extent to which they
ldentify their owvn security interests with those of the Western
alliance. Thelr disposition to sympathize'and cooperate with

U.S. security programs, where it 1s possible for them to do so,

ﬁill be here referred to as their attitpdes of benevolence

towards the West.

23. Although the following sectlons will stress those forces
that tend to undermine allied solidarity and neutral benevolence,
it should not be forgotten that other forces may well be at
work tegding toward more favorable conditions of collaboration.
Neverthéiess, the adverse factors are here emphasized because

'those responsible for the planning and execution of U.S. military
policy must be aware of any developments that might modify the
current attitudes of the overseas free countries toward military
collaboration with the U.S. It would be calamitous if the
effectiveness of U.8. strateglc systems were to depend on timely
and specific actions by allied nations that, in a2 period of

immediate crisis, might not be forthcoming.

FPORCES AFFECTING ALLIED SOLIDARITY AND NEUTRAL BENEVOLENCE

24, Alliances are pacts of mutual military assistance. They
can be expecfed,to eﬁdure only as long as such asslstance 1is
mutually fdrthcoming. The crucial factor affecting the cohesion
of the Western alllance has been the allies! confidence in the
ability and willingnesé of the United States to afford them
effective protectioh'against aggression. Any decline iﬁ thav
confidence will thereforé tend to underm;ne solidarity and

possibly to destroy it altogether, even though other and less
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tangible influences -- such &s sympathy toward the U,S. or hope
of economic benefits -- should be worlzing in the opposite direc-
tion. No country can'beerelied upon to make those military
sacrifices that expose it to the unparalleled risks of modern
war, unlees in return it anticipates a net. gain in its own

: security from its collaboration. It cannot be szid with similar
certainty thaﬁ an 21ly's expectations of increasing his security
through alliance ties are sufficient in themselves to guarantee
ﬁis continued support of the alliance. ' In some instances, rather
than submit to what certain allies would view as humilizting
‘subservience to the U.S. or American cdisregard for their vital
interests, these countries have made it appear that they might

forego the advaptages‘of the alllance.

T e o -
25. Qne behavior of neutrals is not solely determined by their
sympatn& with tne cause of the Dbloc tcward which they lean,
Confidence in their mllctary security 2180 plags an important
role. .Neutrals will not choose to display any signs of partisan
béneVolence'if taey feel they would not, in turn, be protected
egainst anﬁ retaliation'that their actions-might‘provoke. Regard-
less of their sympatny toward the Western alliance, the actlvities
of certain neutral countries are limlted b7 restrict;ons beyond

their control: Finland and Austrila are examples,§

26. Although ailied'eolidarity depends to a 1afge extent on
what expectationslcf imerican protection eixist at a given time,
1t would be a mistake to assume that levels of future solidarity
can be predicted and objectively measured by the actuzl abllity
and willingness of tné United States to assist its ellies in
deterrence and defense.c Expectations rest on estimates of this

'protectlon and on Judgments affected by many psychologlcal and

polltical factors.. Pcople who, for whatever reason, distrust or
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dislike the United States are likely to arrive at low estimates.
.. Moreover, the value]they attach to U.S. protection 1s in com- l
petition with other values, Some countries, or groups within

a country, would prefer to forego protection against the Sino-
Soviet block than to-lose an element of national soéereignty in
the alliance relationship. Others have put a higher value on
uniquely national goalé, like the retentiop of colonial posses-
sions, than on the protection afforded Ey full cooperation with
the Western allliance, The Sinc-Soviet threat itself will tend
tq be downgraded by those who are more‘concerned; for example,
with the dangers of nuclear war than with their own national

independence,

27. Many of the neutral nations, particularly those in Asisa
or Africa, show greater sensitivity to factors other than
military protection, The fact that these nations remain uncom-
“mitted 1s evidence in itself that their chief concerns lie else-
where, although their own forces for defense, and even for the
maintenance of internal security, are in many cases particularly
deficient. Here, all the forces that make for antagonism against
the West, agalnst the present or former colonial powers, againét
"economic imperialism,” against the whife man -- particularly if
heﬂis known to discriminate against colored people =~ militaﬁe
againat alignment with the West and have led in several instanceé
to an attitude of benevolence toward the Soviet bloe and
corresponding opportunities for the extension of Soviet power

and influenée..

. L3 . v .
28. In many of the underdeveloped countriles, problems of

eccnomic progress and even the maintenance of internal stanility
are sufficlently pressing to preoccupy the national leadership.

Such a focus on intérnal problems has absorbed their energies and
resources and provides a strong incentive to avold involvement in

the cold war.
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20. Other nations may enter into formal defense arrangament
1 rrangamencs

With the United States, but the degree of thelr cooperation 1s
restricted'in practice by pressures of nationalism, isolationism,
and a desire to play Eost againat West for econoinic beneflt.

. Several o{ the Latin American countries might be placed in this
cetegory.‘/ Such attitudes are conducive o the expansion of .
Sino-Soviet ecenomic and political influence. They are less
lilcely to lead to the absorption of these nations by the bloc
er to effective military collaboration zgainst the United States,
although the "destabilizing" of the areas involved and the

possible loss of U.S. facilitles and bases in these areas may

create troublesome military problems.

30. It shou1d°be remembered that the scope and intensity of
2llied cooperat*on and neutral benevolence can vary greabtly with
time and cin cumstances, and that these variations can gignifi-

antly affec+ U.s. miliuary capabilit*es ﬂn allied nation may

be willing in principle to accept the deolovment of U.S, forces
ahd installat*ons'on its territory. But such a concession may
be of 1little value for tne United States unless ehat ally feels

so strongly the need for cooperation that he 1s Willing also to
accept a specific weapons system, such as nuclear-armed IRBM's
that may make iu a tar et for Soviet attack. Similarly, a
neutral country ma; close its eyes to U.S. or alliea overflignts
over its territoff, or, alternatively, it may not only protest
against such £117nts but even threaten to enlist Soviet aid if
they continue. Aa undeslying sympathy with or commitment to tne
Western alliance 1s trerefore no guarantee of military cooperation
by the country concernzd, "and changes in the attitudes of overseas

countries may have fur “eaching tmplications for future American

military plan3s.

.J/ En ererpic o nrnZil's cautious neutralist approach to the
Cuban prohlod Auring the gummer of 1960, in contrast o past

Brazillan ocllortt to mirnhall support Lfor U.S, policles at
_‘1nte“-nmfllflﬂ paatings It 418 3a2id that President Kubitschek
sees this ned AEEIO ack an a way to pry U.S. suppert for his
- plan for Latife » "i““n coonomic development, Operation Pan-
“‘America, wulnn it regardy ay essential to Latin Amerlcan
segurity. Sk, Noo 155, 10 August 1660, SECRET.
: w“{ﬁﬁﬁﬁa; .
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U.3, PROTECTION OF IT3 ALLIES,AND ALLIED CONTRIEBUTIONS
TO COLLLCTLVE DEPENSE, 1948-1600

31. among the faétors affecting allled solidarity, none is
more influential than allied expéctations concerning the
effectiveness of American military capabilities. for deterrence
and defense against Sino-Soviet aggression, on the one hand,
and concerning the military contributioné demandgd of them
for collective defenge on the other. 1In ﬂoth respects there

.has been a series of ciaanges siuee the start of the colc war,
and there are likely to be others between the present and the

.1964-67 period. It stands to reason that there is least
strain on allied solidarity when allied confidence in U.S.
protection -- particularly in the effectivéness of U.S. stra-
tegic deterrent -- 1s ,high,_ and when there are few demands on the
allies either for the deployment of American forces or'for the
streng%hening of their own local defense capabilities. 1In the
following discussion, the period between 1948 and 1960 will be
divided into four phases; a fifth phase, starting in 1960 and
continuing_to 1964, will be discussed in the next section.
These phases are not chosen arbitrarily, but coincide with a
ﬁarticular set of circumstances pertaining to assumptions and
expectations of U.S. protection of the overseas countries and
of allied military contributions to the collective defense
effort. |

Phase No. 1: 1948-1950

32. During the Opéning.period of the cold war, from 1948 to
the outbreak Sf the Korean War in 1950, the Soviet military
- threat was assumed to be directed primarily against Europe
and, to a lesser extent, against the Middle Bast. Red China
was still too weak to be regarded as a serlous military threat.
The North American continent was not in danéer of a direct attack
because the Soviet Union did not possesé the means of atriking

North American targets with nuclear weapons.
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33, Under these clrcumstances, the primary military problem

for the West was the protection of Western and Scouthern Europe
against Sovilet aggression. Protection was sought along the
1ines of the experience gathered in World Wars I and II. Local
forces in Europe, later called the NATO "Shield", were to bear
the chief burden of deterrence and defense, while the United :
States would supply supporting sea and’air.power, the latter
rendered more effective by the then small stock of U.S. atomic
bombs. The United States was also to serve as the military-

arsenzl for the alllance.

34, One might have expected'that NATO'!'s requirements for
substantial Europeanground forces on the World Var II pattern
would have placed-serious strains on the relations of the
European NATO members with the United States, which was by all
odds the richest and'most powerful member of tie coalition. It
did not do so, however, both because so many people in Western
Europe, outside of government and military circles, 4did not take
the Soviet military threat seriously and because.the American

commitment to Help defend Europe was interpreted as an Amerlcan
guarantee of Europe‘s ‘security. The American atomic monopoly
and the weakness of a war-exhausted Sovief Union supported these
views. Western Europe S sense of securlty was further enhanced
by the presence of American occupatlion forces in. West Germany,
even prior to their commitment to the NATO Shield at the time of
the U.S, decision.to participate in the defense of Europe. As

a result, little effort was made before 1650 to put Western

Europe on the road %to rearmament.

Phase No. 2: 1950 to 1953 54

" 35, The attack by Connunist North Korea on the Republic of
Korea brought about a sudden change in outlook, at least

temporarily, although it did not change the basic strategic
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concept of NATO for the proteétion of Western Europe. The Korean
. attack was interpreﬁed as convincing evidence that the Soviet

Unior, as well as Red China, was prepared to resort to military

force for territorial expahsion. Preceding the war in Korea,

moreover, the Soviet explosion of its first atomic device in

1949 foreshadowed a direct and serious threat to the North

American continent and provided another cause for the change

in outlook. Hereafter, the United States would be faced with

a. dual military task: assistinglthe overseas countries to

detgr or defeat Sino-Soviet aggression against them, and

deterring a direct Soviet attack on North America itself.

36. In view of these developments in the threat, three changes
in the outlook of the U.S. and its allles occurred that were of
significance for the aliiance system.l

N

37. Firét, both the West European and American goverpments
were now convinced of the necessity of a very considerable- -
rearmament effort to provide Europe wlth adequate Shield forces, -
allied and American. In accordance with the experience of World
Wars I and iI, it was to be the purpose of these forces to halt
a Soviet drive to the West as far forward as conditions would
permit. Accordingly, in 1950 it was proposed that West Germany
should be invited and assisted to rearm, while at the Lisbon
Conference df 1952, the NATO Councll approved a Shileld forij goal
of 96 divisions as the ultimate objective for its members.

38. Second, since Communist aggression had become possible,
if not probable, in Asia, it was now deemgd necessary that the

- U.,8, should seek an alignment with the Aslan nations along the
periphery of the Sino-Soviet Bloc that would assure them of

American milltary support.

1/ Beczuse ol the faiiure of E.D.C., final approval of the 12-
division West CGerman contribution was delayed until early
1955. Moreover, out of the 96-division Lisbon goal, only
about 40 were expected to be combat-ready in peacetinme.
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39, Third, while the appcrent requirements fer U.S. support
of local defenses were greatly increased with the extension of
the American defense perimeter along almost the length of the
Iron and Bamboo Curtains, the United States was simultaneously
faced with the task of building adequate strateglc power to
oeter direct‘ettack on North America ltself.

40, The decision to create a powerful NATO Shield placed
heavy pressures on a Western European public that was still
_reluctant to consent to major military sacrifices. The planned
rearmament of West Germany further strained reiations-between
the U.S. and its NATO allles who still regarded Germany with
suspicion, and, moreover, 1t aroused grave misgivings in
Germany itself. As:a-result, hardly had the Korean shock been
absorbed when thelLisbon goals proved unattainable. German

rearmament was not to get off the ground for several more years.

41, The reaction of ‘the Asian free nations to the Communist
threaﬁ was characterized by two extreme positions. On the one
hand, the governmenﬁs of South Korea and the Repudblic of China
favored a buildup of their own national forces;{coupled with .
maximum American deployment in the Far East. On the other hand,
the uncommitted Aslan states, and Japan as well . were unwilling
to substantlally increase their own forces and showed the first

signs of opposit;on to the overseas deployment of U.S. forces.

bo, Already duning thils period, however, the buildup of the
American_strategic force (the Strategic Alr Command) was paving
the way for another change in the strategic pilcture that was
greatly to relieve tensions between the U,S. and 1ts overseas

allles as long as its effects were felt.
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Phuse No. 3: 1953-54 to 1956-57
43, 1953 saw the beginning of a shift in U.S. strategy that

came to be known as the "New Look".

4k, With the development of its strateglc nuclear powver,
the United States had attained a position of apparent military
supremacy over the USSR. It was assumed, ?herefore, that
the American threat of "massive retaliation" would suffice to
deter Sino-Soviet aggression both against the United States
itself and against its overseas allles, with the exception
.pérhapg of marginal attacks or brushfire wars. On this assump~
tion, the U.S. offensive or strategic force could bear the

brunt of the dual task incumbent upon U.S. military power.

Lt - L = e
45, In Europe, wher;rthere was fear that any military

conflict could lead to general war, there was now great if

not complete confidence in the American "Grand Deterrent',

Whatever incentive that had previously existed for the bulld-
up of local European forces was thus undermined, and in fact
a downward spiral then began in the levels of non-strategic
forces maintained both by the United States and its allies..
The Eu;Opean NATO nations concluded that they needed only

to contribute enough forces to prove their activé collabora-
tion with the ﬁhited States in the defense of Europe. This,
in turn, would induce the U.S. to maintain forces on the
Continent in sufficient numbers to trigger U.S. strategic
intervention in the event of a Soviet attack confined to the

European area. . 4

L6, It would be an exaggération to say, however, that the
NATO governments -- in contrast to the public in NATO
countries -~ had 1osﬁ all interest in the Shield, But, in

view of the public's reluctance to make the necessary sacrifices,
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these govermments failed to attain the force levels, established
at Lisbon, that were requirzd for an adequate NATO Shield.
They theréfore agreed with the United Sfates at the 1954 MNATO
Councll meeting that factical nuclear weapons vere a necessary
gubstitute for the missing conventional firepower. Since this
decision implied NATO's willingness to initiate the use of
ﬁuclear weapons'on European soii in response to a Soviet con-
vaationai attack, the European publict!s acceptance of the
decision with little or no distress is strong evidence of the
general confidence placed in the efficacy of the U.S. Grand
Deterrent, as well as evidence of a public downgrading of the

gravity of the Soviet military threat to Europe.

L7, Moreover, Europeans found it difficult to understand
why large Shield forﬁés would be required or what function they
would gérve in a war in which, 1t was'assumed, strateglc forces
would both be used and:would dominate. In this conftext, a
strdhg NATO Shield was.ho longer.thought 1hdispensable to
prevent a Soviet drive to the West. Thus, much of the pressure
on Eurcre to make greater sacrifiges for its own protection was
removed, since, és it appeared, SAC had raised élprotective
umbrella over both the U.S. and its European all;es. With this
American guarantee of Europe's security, the strategy of the
New Look was admirably sulted to enhance the solidarity of the
NATO alliance. |

48, Tespite thié:promising outlook, there was already clear
evidence, unnoticed by the rublic, that the strategy of the
New Look would encoﬁnter ;ncreasing difficulties. 1In the very
year in which the;stra#egy was announced, the Soviefs exploded
‘their first thermonﬂgléﬁr device and increased their efforts to

achieve lohg—range stratégic delivery capabilities.
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Phnse No. 4: 1957 to 1960

49, Thislperiod bégan with a shock to official and public
opinion thfoughout the Free Vorld that was to undermine con-
fidence in the reliabllity of U.S. strategic protection, In
the summer of 1957, the Soviet Union claimed td have tested an
intercontinental ballistlic missile; in the fall, the launching
of the Soviet earth satellilte demonstrated in a most spectacular

way the level of Soviet achievements in missilry.

50. From this time on, with the addition of long-range missiles
_tb the_Soviet inventory, the threat against the North Amerlcan
continént assumed new and more serious dimenslons, thus multiplyling
the risks that the U.S. would have to assume in deciding to inter-
vene with its_strateglc force in response to Soviet aggression
overseas. Masasilve retaliation, in the form of a future U.S. first
strikekagainst Soviet targets of perhaps uncertain locatlon, would
risk increasing levels of destruction to the United Sftates in
return. No matter how much determination the United States hence-
forth expfgssed in its threats of massive retallatlion, the
credibility of its strategic intervention on behalf of its overseas
allies, and therefore the effectiveness of the deterrent were |

bound to diminish.

51, One of fhe consequences of the appearance of the Soviet
"ecounterdeterrent” was that the means with which the Unlted States
could protect 1ts homeland and defend the overseas territories were
no longer identical. Fof the first of these tasks, the U.S. now
needed enough secure second-strike powe® to infliet uvnacceptable
damage on the Soviet Union after absorbing a Soviet strike on its
strategic force, Such retaliatory power was regarded as the best
insurénce'against a Soviet temptation to eliminate U.S. strateglc
power by a surprilse attack.
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52. For the protection of the overseas countries, however, now

much more strategic power would be needed than even a secure

‘ second-strike capabllity could provide. Nothing short of a .
first-strike or counterforce capability could serve as a reliable

_ deterrent to spch overseas aggression as would leave the U,S.
sprategic force intact and with,the option to intervene. A
strategic force ﬁapable only of a strike at urban targets in the
Soviet Union -- possibly the.oniy strategy that a second-strike
force could qmploy -- would fail to pro?ide a credible deterrent
against Sino-Soviet aggression overseas, because its very employ-
ment would invite the destruction of substantial areas of the

United States. -

53. Even in those dllied countriles wnere there had been few
misgivipgs about thé reliabllity of U.S. strategic protection
prior to l956~1957, attehtion now graduvally turned to this problem.
The alliances which weré'based on the expectation of this pro-
tectién_came under strain, although out af a common interest
to:preserQe the deterreht value of the American strategic

threat, official,utteranées remained necessabily guarded.

54. One effect of the'qhange, however,.was‘immediately obviaus.
The British committed théﬁselves firmly to the achievement of an
independent strategic nﬁclear force. The French followed suit,
and Interest in aﬁa;ndepéndent nuclear deterrent capabllity
spread even to couﬁfries wlith more limlted resources. It
remained an open queétion, however, whether the possession of
-such a capability was regarded primarily as a means of strength-
ening a nation’'s authority and freedom of action within the
alllance, as a useful_sﬁﬁplement to the American deterrent, or
as a suBstifute for.iﬁ;.sﬁould the U.S. threat lose 1its
credibility.' “
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55. A further effgét of the change was a growing incerest,
“at least among somelmilitary and strategic analysts in alliéd
countries, in non-strategic forces for deterrence of limited
forms of Sino-Soviet zaggression or for defense égainst such
attacks, should they occur. The possibility thaé the
Communists might be increasingly tempted to initiate limited
wars, even in Europe, could no longer be disregarded, once
doubts had been raised about American strateglc intervention

in such conflilcts.

55. One novel feature of this phase, from 1957 to 1960,
seemed Lo impress the allies very little.and to disturd taem,
if at all, only because it appeared to lead the United States
towards an excesslve ppeoccupation with the dangers of a
direct attack on North America. This feature was one taat nas
come to Be xnown as the "missile gap”. One would have expected
Zthe allied countries to become alarmed at the prospect, widely
discussed in American circles, that growing Soviet ICBM capa-
biiities ﬁould expose the American bomber force to a devastating
surprise attack. Should such an attack occur and be successful,
the overseas free countries would be extremely vulnerable to
Sino-Soviet takeover. The fact that this considegation aroused
less initial concern in the allied countries than in the United
States was due, in large measure, to their less apprehensive

views of Soviet military intentions.

57. Much stronger réactions appeared against another new
feature of the military situation -- theprogram initiated in
1957 in which the European NATO members were asked to acept
IREM launching sites on their territorlies. These weapons vere

to serve as a tempeorary response to the Soviep ICEM threat
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until such time as the Unived States would possess similar
long-range missile capabilities. Because these IREM's were
thought to supplement the Grand Deterrent in protecting the
European countries as well as the U.S. itself, the-ﬁhited‘
States eipected that their deployment 1in Europe would be
ravorably recelved by the NATO powers. £, in fact, the
response to this of fer was much less enthusiastic fhan had
been hoped. Largely because of fears of the Russian reaction,
'only three eountries -~ the U.K., Itaiy, and Turkey -- accepted
the siting of IRBM!s in their territories.

58. By the end of the period, moreover, it was evident that
U.S. strategic power was becomlng less dependent on the use of
overseas bases’as lenger range missiles and aircraft entered
U.s. ipventories.. This trend had equivocal effects on allied
solidarityL On the oqe hand, 1t strengthened the alllance by
red@cing U.s. requirements for those installations that host
couﬁtries regarded as eertain targefs of any Soviet counter-
force strike. On‘the.ofher hand, it aroused fears that the
United States might lose interest in denylng the overseas
territories to the Sino-Soviet bloc and might eventually return
to its former isolationlst policies. Such doubte.about U.s.
intentions underminediallied confidence in the elliance, however
unfounded these-doubtsimight have been. For, aszﬁentioned
earlier, the original U.S. motivation for adopting a collective
defense policy waeznot the need for the overseas‘deployment of
U.S. strateglc forces to deter a direct strike at the United
States, but rather the desire to forestall the indirect threat
to American security from'the gradual extension of Sino-Soviet
.control over the Euraeien continent and adjoining insular
territeries. Theseeeriﬁy of the overseas free countries was,

and remains, a primery objective of American policy for this
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reason; if it falls, the United States would be isolated and

exposed to dangers of milifary inferiorlty.

58. Another change that made itself felt du:ing this fouﬁth
phase had distinctly adverse implications for the allies and
thus for the cohesion of the alliance. The 1increased vul-
nerability of the U.S. strategle force to a Soviet strike
meant that top priority in American defenée efforts would_have
to go to the maintenance of secure retaliatory strength. . fhis
‘called for the rapid development of a missile force to supplement
much of the present bomber fleet, and it was apparent that
1ncreaéing efforts would be required to protect the retaliatory
force by hardening, dispersal, mobllity, and more adequate
warning of attack. These efforts to enhance the U.S. second-
strike capability had.little bearing on the credibllity or
efficaéy of the threat of U.S. strateglc intervention agéinst
Sino-Soviet aggression overseas, since such 1nterventioﬁ would
require substantial first-gstrike counterforce power. If there
were few signs during this phase that aliied solidarity had
been shakeﬁ by this particular development, it was because only
a small group of experts abroad had come to appreciate, prior
to 1960, the difference between first-strike and second-strike
capabilities. - |

DECLININC CREDIBILITY OF U.S. STRATEGIC INTERVENTION: ITS
EFFECTS ON ALLIED SOLIDARITY, 1960-64

60. From the preceding discussion which has traced the
evolution of American strategic capabilities and allied expec-
tations of U.S. protection from 1948 t051960, it may be possible
to ektrapolate certain trends that are likely to affect the
alliance during the 1960-64 period. From these, the trends
that will predominate at the start of the subsequent 1964-67
phase may perhaps be predicted.
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6l. It must be stressed, however, that in this secivion only

one factor -- the most important of those ‘affecting allied
solidarity -- is being considered; namely, the character of
allied expectations cbncerning American strateglc protection in
view of developments in the balance of military power. OCther
influences which may either feinforce or counteract the effecta
of this single factor on the aliiance will be discussed later,
as will the effects of all of these factors on the attitudes

of the neutral or uncommitted nations. With regard to the
neutrals, 1t=is enough to point out here that a decline in U.S,
capabilities to offer protection to overseas territories will
have less of an impact on the policies of these countries, which
ha#e demonstrated their greater concern for the expected advan-

tages of "goinglit,albﬁe" than for American protection.

62. I;'order to make even tentative'predictions about trends
in allied expecfatioqsiof-American protection during 19060. 1564,
several assumptions aré'necessary. For thé purposes of this
diécuséidn it 1s therefofe assumed that: |

a. The United States strategic deterrent will continue
to hold 1ts predominant position among the means oy which
the U.3. can and willtqffer protection to its allies,

b. No technolégical breakthroughs, now foreseen, will
afford the U.S; strategic force immunity from éttack or will
80 enhance U.S.astratégic counterforce power that the credi-
bility of Amefidah strateglic intervention in défense of over-
seas territories will be unquestioned.

¢. The United States will not become involved 1in a general

nuclear war during this perloed.

.  63. If these assumptidns prove realistic, it would seem

inevitable that allied confidence in the deterrent effect of

' SEG’ P | Appendix "A"
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the U.S. threat of strategic intervention on limited aggression
overseas will decline vet further and that such a decline will
erode the'major foundation on which allied solidarity has

heretofore been based.

64, Even if the dengers of a<crippllng Soviet first strike
against SAC were to disappear by 1964, the anticipated growth
in size and security of the Sovief{ strategic force may, by then,
push the strategic balance Eloser to the point of stalemate,
in the sense that opposing strateglc forces may tend to
neutralize each other. This dces not mean that, under such
conditions, the U.S. Grand Deterrent would no longer provide
the overseas allies with any degree of protection. The Soviet
Union and Red Chipalcould never be certain that the United
Stateswwould not fulfill its threat qf strategie intervention,
despite the risk of sqif-destructive consequences, rather than

abaﬁdon its allies,

. 65, Although such Communist uncertainties about American
1ntehtions'may continuefto deter major overseas aggressions,
1t is doubtful whether éllied confidence in U.S; strategic
1ptervention willAreméin‘sufficiently strong in{ail cases to
pfovide a firm basis-fof faith in the Western ali?ance and
thus to elicit all the-ailied contributions to tbé_collective
defense effort fhgt thé United States might desire. Alfeady
in 1960, there aréfindications that the dangers of the allies!'
position, resulting from the declining credidbility of the
Amerdican ﬁuclear de;errent, are being recognized both in the

United States and abrdadp

66.'0ne'manifestaﬁibnfof this concern over the dangers pre-
sented by the chaﬁgihg stfategic picture waé the decisions of
two major U.S. alliesﬂtO'éevelop strategic deterrents of their
- Appendix "A" to
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own; additional countries are giv1ng conoidﬂration to devel-
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67 The : llua:z impov* of these 1ndependenu aeterrents is
gualified by the tine necessary to achieve them, by their
necessarily restricted ccpability, and by the proxlmity of
the relevant allied nationsrto the Soviet Bloc. At least in
their inttial states, theee forces are taking the form of
"minimum" deterrents_for retaliation agzainst Soviet cities in
case of war. Snouxd they be used in an independ t role, they

would bring the almost certain destruction of the user nation,
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location of mobile weapons and make possible a wide range of

Soviet esp*onage and sabotage fechniques. Dispersal of these
rorces outslde the European continent may avold some of these
dirficul les at the cost ol added cormand, control and communica-
tions problems., The territory available to even the major colonial

powers for this purpose, however, is shrinidng rapidly.

70. A mlilitarily important side effect of these independent
deterrents 1s that both the justification and the expense of
such forcesileads to a reduction in other areas of national _' .
mllitary power. This has been the British experience and it
may well be the codrse of development in France once settlement

of the Algerian auestion removes a primary incentive for

";JThe result may be an inefﬂicient

dlstribution of mllitary effort within the alliance and more
serious "shortfalls" in the NATO Shield

/ 71, National deterrent forces, based on indigenous nuclear
} . capabllity, are uherefore unlikely to alter the ba51c East-
West distribution.of pover in this time period, or to relieve
the United Statesibf any substantial responsibilities in
deterrence of all-out attack on the Free World. The additional
credibility that these forces m2y have as a deterrent to
plecemeal Soviet aggression s balanced by their probable vul-
nerablility and the ract uhau their actual uze 1ould‘be selfl-
destructive., These problems are likely to exist whether these
independens'deterrents arelcontrolled on a national basis or

by regional bloes.
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72. The political'effecﬁs of these independent deterrent
forces are_likely to generate conflicting strains on the uﬁity
of the Western alliance. The decision to create such a force
itself reveals disgsatisfactions with the alliahce systen,
particularly in the desire of the nation invelved for a greater
political volce in alliance matters and for greater military
protection than the alliance now affords iﬁ.;/ To the extent
that national strateglc deterrents provide the possessor '
nations with a greater sense of securlty -- whether Jjustified
by the facts or not -~ these nations may become less sensitive
to the declining reliability of the U.S. Grand Deterrent. In
this sense, national deterrents mzy remove a serious cause of
political tension within the alliance. However, to the extent
that these countries feel more secure, theywill tend to place-
less vélue on their alliance with thé United States and may,

~as a consequence, drift towards independent policies not

necessarily consistent with U.S. desires and interests.

73. There are still other contradictory political effects
that may arise from the development of independent strategic-.
deterrents. If the countries desiring them are forced into
expensive development programs by American reluctance to aid
in their acquisitlon of the necessary weapons systems or by
Americgn legislation prohibiting the sharing of nuclear secrets,

anti-American attitudes may result which will adversely affect

I/ The role of exclusively national goals in the Britlsh decision
to create an independent nuclear force is discussed in Annex
"A" 6 this Appendix.

In the case of France, an lndependent nuclea" force has been
specifically justifled on grounds that her aims differ in some
areas from those of her allies. French Premier Michael Debre,
discussing the French nuclear program before the National
Asgembly last July stated that modern states are categorized
by "those that have the bomb and the rocket and others. Only
the former will have the right to spealt since the others will
be merely satellites. On the other hand, our allies do not
always share our ldeas, particularly recard115 Africa. Our
possiblilities of acting, and cf simply being understcod, will
depend ¢n many elements but among them will be a mcdern
defense.” IBIS, Middle East ond West Zurope, 25 July

1960, . R1, FOR OFFICIAL USE CILY.
: Erclosure “I"
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thelir relations with the United States. On the other hand,

if the United States becomes convinced of the inevitability --
perhaps also of the desirability -- of strategic deterrents

in allied hénds, whether as a supplement to or substitute for
the U.S. strategic deterrent, American assistance programs
might contribute to a heightenea sense of allied solidarity. _
Conceivably, too, resistance to the deployment of U.S. bases |
for strategic operations on allied territory would be lessened
if some of the Amerlcan 1ns€allations overseas proved useful
to allied strateglic forces.

OTHER INFLUENCES ON ALLIED SOLIDARITY AND NEUTRAL
BENEVOLENCE, 1S60-04

74, So far the discussion has been limlted to changes in the
relations between the7U.S. and 1ts allies that result frem a
deterioration of allied confidence in the American Grand
Deterrent. But the thf?at of U.S. strateglc intervention has
not been the only form of American military support that has
made;the_alliance valuab;e to the overseas countries. 1In Asla,
there has been a éontinuing need for the presence of American
tactical fsrces_to:copeIW1th limited aggreSéion.i ¥hile NATO
strategy has assumed U.S. strateglc intervéntionﬁin any military
conflict above the'lefel'of border incidents, tﬁelpresence of
U.S. tactical forces iﬁ Europe has been regarded‘ﬁy the other
NATO membefs a8 a major contribution to Eurcpe's security and
has helped to cement the NATO Alliance. The extent to which
the U.S. will be supporting allied loczl defenseé with tactical
forces of its own by 1964 will therefore be of considerable
consequence -- perhaps of decisive consequence in some
1ndividual cases -- for the state of allied solidarity in this
period; The inpact of thls factor cannot now be predicted,
however, ag it is not xnown what level tnis form of U.S.
military support for 1?5 allies will reach in the years ahead.
. Appehéix "A" to
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75. A third form of American military contribution is the
economic and militafy assistance made avallable to taose over-
seas countrles willling to_improve their defenses agalnst Sino-
Soviet aggreséion. In the cases of the economically weaker
nations of Asia, this U.S., contributlon plays aﬁ important role
in determining attitudes toward the alliance. Several of the
NATO members could not support even thelr present level of

military effort were it not for.substantial U.S. assistance.

‘76. This aid may be of such value to individual recipient
‘nations that 1t may preserve into the 1°34-1967 perdod the alle-
giance of nations that might otherwise move away from alignment
with.the western Bloc. Not only external security, but also
internal stability and the-continuation of existing regimes may

‘ depend:on U.S. assistance programs. . Caution should be exercised,
howeveg; in U.S. reliance on the continued effect of this aid 1in

' preserving the orientation of these nations toward the West or
their contributions to the U.S., military effort. Where economic
aid 1is mosﬁ‘important to bolstering the internal political posi-
tioh of existing governments, these regiﬁes frequently lack
widespread public support. Several authoritarian governments
of this nature in Europe and Asla are likely to be supplanted
by the close of the pericd in questién.< Thelir sﬁccessors may
st1l1l find foreign economic and military aid essential, but
their disposition to seek it elsewhere (and to forego alliance
commitments in the process) may easlly be greater. The revolu-
tion in Iraq, and the consequent withdrawal of that nation from
the Baghdad Pact, occurred dezpilte the ;rograﬁs cf Britiéh aid
to that natlcn; the case of Egypt 1s another example 1in this
regard. While it 1s encouraging that the recent regime changes

in Turkey and South Korea have not so far shaken the alleglance

it ‘ Appendix "A" to
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of these countr;es to the Western allilance, and particularly
to the United States, both of these countries have been sub-
Jected to recent Communlst aggression. The outlock 1s less
encouraging for those countries, such as Libya, whb may view
the Communist threat with less'apprehension and whose military
contributlons to the alliancg are viewed almost exclusively in

terms of economic advantage.

77. Despite these limitations in the ability of U.S. economlc
‘ald to solidify the alliance, the need for a relatively high
level of military assistance to allied nations is likely to
continue through the mid-1966's. Even in the unlikely event
that all of the NATO nations were to undertake what the U.S, '
might conside£ to bé their full snare of the collective defense
éffort; the ability‘of NATO to meet present defense objectives
would still depend cq U.S. provision of a substantial amount of
modern weapons to man§'members, and conventional arms to some
pf thé member nations as well.g/

78. Despite some recént advances in this area; such as the
European prograﬁé to produce advanced_U.S;-designed fighter '
aircraft and missiles, the question of U.S. military assist-
ance is likely to piace strains on the alliancéfsystem in the
periocd immediately‘ahéad. Most of the NATO memﬁérs are facing
obsoléscense préblemé in wide areas of their miiitary,equip-
ments and may anﬁicipate U.S. aid in solving thém. The U.S.,
for its own part, has expressed a desire to concentrate its

military aid on those modern weapons which 1t is best sﬁited

1/ In 1960, pPrime Minister Kubaar requested an additional $4
-~ million, over the '$6 million in aid that Libya has recelved
in the past five years, for a renewal of the U.S. base rights
agreement. USAF, SIRAB, No. 123, 2l June 1460, SECRET/NOFORN.
g/ A conclusion reacned in the 1559 report of the United States
1asion to NATO. ' See The Blue Book, Report on the 1959 Annual
Review and the NATO Defense outloow, Jznuary 1§60, TOP SECRET.
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to supply.. Changes‘in thé economic position of the United
States, including é‘gold outflow and balance of payments '
deficit, are beginning to affect the ability of this country
to sustain high leVels of economic and military assistancef
Future programs to stabilize areas of Africa and South America
may impose competlng demands on U.S. economlc resources.
Certainly the willingness of the United states to assist 1iis
NATO partners will depend to some extent on the trade practices
‘of the evolving European economic blocs and the degree to |
which the morc prosperous NATO members match their economic

progreés with increased military effort.

Fear of Nucleapr War

79, ‘Other military factors, related only indirectly to the

" protection afforded allied nations by U.S. strategic power,
are 1ikély to affect the coheslon of the alliance in this
period., One such factor of mounting importance is a growing
public awareness of the devastation likely to be inflicted on
any participant in a general nuclear war. This has 1increased
popular fears of military conflict in any form and created
particular aversion to the use of nuclear weapons. Where there
is a tfaditionally voeal and articulate pacifist minority, and
where public opinlon is influential in the shaping of foreign
and defense policy, there are indications that sectors of the
population might be willing to pay an &tremely high price to
avoid involvement in war.’l For these people the military pro-
tection afforded by the presence of nuc}ear syrikg forces on
thelr territory may not only lose its attractiveness but‘may be

actively opposed as making involvement of their nation in war

1/ A November 1550 Galiup survey in Great Britain found that,
given a cholce between 1; involvement in a war in which nuclear
weapons were used, and 2) coming to terms with the Soviet
Union at any price, those surveyed chcse the iatter altema-
tive by a 2 to 1 margin. OSee USIA/ORI, "West European
sttitudes in the Wale of the Lebanon and Quemoy Crises,

WE-56, January 1959, CONFIDENRTIAL.

% fppendix "A" to

' Enclosure "I
,4§¥Z§5; - B3 - WSEG Report lio. 50



SEERET

—"‘H—-——

more likely. While this irnfluence l1s strengthened Ey any |
belief that the eflfectiveness of such military protection has
declined, 1t is likely to increase regardless of the actual
military situztion. A growth in neutralist sentiment abroad,
and in gorresponding pressures on allied governments, is an

anticipatad by-product of wider public knowledgé/of nuclear .

weapons and the probable naturé of muclear war. At the least,
one may expect increasing pressure on allied govermments fto¢
mininize the chance ¢of general nuclear war by making greater
efforts to felieve East-West tensions.. This pressure may be
reflected in a willingness of these goverrments to mzake
appreciable concessinns to thé Soviet Unlon, particularly
where thelr own naticnal intereéts are not directly involved,
or to accept substanfiél risks in order to achleve disarmament
agfeements,gy Other likely effects are an increased allied
interest in limiting the area and intensity of local conflicts
and even in narrowing the range:of alliance i:bsrests consiiered

wprth the risk of general war to protect.

80. In the face of thése pressures, allied govérnments are
likely to seek gréater influence and contfol ovér'U.S. foreign
and military policies; and over the uses made of American bases
on their territdry,'iﬂ order to promote a éauti@us or hnon-
provocative" Western approach to the Communiss Bloc. These
controis, or eveﬁfthe effort to achieve them, can have adverse
military effects ffom the viewpoint of the Unitéd States. As

one exampleq/‘ o -

-+

1/ See NIr 100-54, "Probable cliects of Increzsing Nuclear
Capabilities upon the Policies of U.5. Allies,” 26 April 1954,
SECRET. ' o ‘ .

g/ Public pressures for disarmament, and even unilateral nuclear

~ "disarmament, have increased substantizlly in the United
Kingdom in recernt years. The nature anc significance of this

trend is 4iscussed in Annex A" to this Anpendix.
Sranreee ‘. ' ' i
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81. These apprehsnsions; and a growing public fear of nuclear
war, could be aggraﬁated should the U.S., without prior con-
sultation with its allies, initiate the use of nuclear weapons
in a limited war. They could have particulariy;xdverse effscts
on the actions of allied goyernments should the Soviets
precipltate & crisis of such proportions that a general war

appeared inescapable.

-Fear of Involvement through Presence of U.S. Bases

82. A related source of friction between the United States
and some of 1ts allies has stemmed from the presence of U.S.
strateglic air bases on their territory; While the governments
involved have recognized the need for these bases, they have
been subjected to increasing public criticism on grounds that
they would necessarily involve the host nation in a nuclear

war, 1if hostilities should break out.

83. These fears have been exploited with increasing boldness
by the Soviet Union. In the aftermath of the U-2 incident, the
Soviets exténded their threats of nuclear attack even to alr-
bases from which unarmed reconnaissance flights are made in |
peacetime, While threats of attack on U.S. overseas bases have
been a conslstent feature of Soviet propaganda for many years,
they may be taken with greater seriousness in the future. Such
threats are already a factor in the refusal of Denmark and
Norway to permit “fqreign“ military forces on their territory
in peacetime. There are indications that similar apprehensions
exist, or are thought by national governmments to exist, in
other nations where the U.S. might wish to place nuclear weapons.
In this year's negotistions for rights to Wheelus Field in
Iibya, Prime Minister Kubaar requested that .a Joint cormunique

on the talks state that storage of atomic weapons, or the

: Abpendix "A" to
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stationing of "espionage" aircraft, had been precluded.
Following the So#iet U-2 ﬁhreats, the Greek governmment issued
a communiaue stating that there were no U.S. bases in Greece
and emphasizing that each U.S. miiitary overflight or use of
Greek airports required indlvidual clearance from the Creek
g_overnment.1 On the following day the govermment af Saudl .
Arabla reassured 1ts people that Dhahran Airfield was not a
U.S. military base, that the U.S, was granted "purely technical
facilitles” at the airfield, and that ao govermment had been
_granted permission to use Saudl Arablian territory or airspace
for "military action” against any other stateﬁg/
84. Despite generally optimistic attitudes concerning the
actual“1ike11h66d;6f165ﬁmuﬁf%t—aggressicn, public apprehen-
.siobs about the "lightning rod" aspect of U.S. bases appear
to be spfeading_in some'countries. Many factors account for
thié;paradoﬁ, but perhabs the most prominent 1s a widening
public awareness of the destruction possible in a nuclear war,
In several of those countries where there has been relatively
1ittle public concern onéthis issue ---'Ital&, thelPhilippinesA
and Spain are examples --- there is also likely to be rela-
tively 1imited public knowaedge of nueclear weapon effects and
the nature of nuclear war, In countries with authoritarian
governments, such as Spain, the possibility existslfhat public
apprehensions havafnot found a means of expressian against

officlally sanctioned policy.

85. The importanceiof thls factor, and the chances of in-

creasingly adverse reactions to the presence of U.S. .bases

I/ FSIS, DAILY FEPORT, Suly 19, 1960, 0U0.
2/ FBIS, DAILY REPORT,. July 20, 1560, ovo.
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of France, = and particularly 1in the cases of the United
Kingdom and Canada, there appears to be apprehension that
the weapons or installations involved might be used in such
& way as to lead the host nation into war without its con-
sent, This concermn ié, ¢l course, explolted by Soviet prop-
aganda. It 15 further aggravated by the fact that ﬁost

nations might not bé able to exercise the prerogatives of

. national sovereignty over forces on their territory, should

they wish to do so, in a crisis situztion, The Uv.s., for
its own part, cobviously cannof agree to host nation veto
powers over éuch weapons as are consldered essential to its

own security.

91. This conflict of interest 1s an element in the refusal
of France and Japan to permit nucleazr-armed U,S, forces to
be deployed on theirlterritories under essentially unilateral

controliin peacetime,
o o —

1/ French rresident Charles DeGaulle, speaking cn the need

for national control of French armed forces, stated recently:

"France considers that if atomic weapons are to be stock-
piled on 1ts territory these arms must be in its hands, in
view of their nature and the consequences which their use
could have, Obtviously, France cannot allcw its destiny,
its very 1life, to be 2t the discreticn of others." FRIS,
Daily Report, Middle East & West Europe, 6 Sept 1960, p.
Rl3o OUO. . ’ . ’ ' -
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LEffects on Neutral Attltudes

92, The effect of theee apprehensions on the attitude of
the neutral or uncommittedlnations 1s moderated by the fact
that, as a‘matter of definition, these countries do not per-
mit the deployment of U.S, strike forces on their territory.
The question ef U,S. strategic protection is also of less
relevance to the position taken by neutral nations -- as un-
committed states they have foregone a direct claim on U.S.
protection, This does not mean, however, that they would
have no lnterest in U,S, military assistance, should they be
attacked, or:that they would not regard the Western alliance
,wlth gneater benevolence Lf thelr expectations of effective
millitary support in a c¢risis were high, The Soviets have
attempted to undermine any such expectations by drawing the
neutral natione°1n;o:§heir_gyn-campaigns against U.8, (or
" Ul.S. -donated) nuclear strike systems overseas and, by doing
S0, have made the attitudes of these nations relevant to the
military capabilities of the Western alliance. Lhrushchev's
recent eriticisms of Austria, for not protesting ltalian ac~
ceptance of U.S. IREM's, 15 a case in point. Similarly, an
important factor in the fefusal of the Scandinavlan NATO
countries to accent nuclear weapons is fear of de1et reprisal'
agalnst another nentrai,iFinland, whosge position?ls of impor-
tance to their own seeurity,l/ |

93. Those nations which have chosen neutrality 1argely to
avold entanglement in war are naturally sensitive to the pos-
sible dangers of nuclear weapons and to acts which they may
. regard as unnecessarily provocative of the Soviet 2loc. This

attitude 1s reflected in the priority given to disarmament by,

1/ Tne Nuclear Weapons Issue in Scandinavia, Current Weekly
gntelligence Summary, 26 May 1960, Part III, pp. 8-10,
ECRET, -
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for' example, India, and is indicative of thz reaction which
the United States might expect from these nations if 1t should

initiate the use of nuclear weapons in a limited war.

Future Trends in Aporehensions

Q4. The preceding paragraphs have discussed égveral sourcés
of friction within the Western Alliance that stem, by and large,
from public and offilcial feafs of nuclear weapons and involve-
ment in nuclear war. With the growth of nﬁclear capabilities
on both sides of the Iroen Curtaln, it appears likely that these
fears will increase in Scope and intensity, though the rate of
increase will vary conslderably from region to region and from
country to country. This general trend, however, will not
necessarlly mean that there will be a significant growth of
apprehension in those nations, such as West Germany, which are
particularly exposed to Communist aggreaslon and which are well
aware that thelr security rests, in lérge part, on Western
nuclear capabilities, Moreover, 1t is possible that the develop-
| ﬁent of national nuclear capabilities by some countries might
result in more favorable attitudes toward'these weapons within
those countries., fThis appears to be the case in France, although
frends in British attitﬁdes would suggest the opposite conclusion.
At present, in most Middle Eagtern, Asian and South American
coﬁntries there appear to be gradually rising apprehensions con-
cerning'the "nuclear menace" which in some instances will con-
tinue to have directly adverse effects upon the military capa-

billtles of the alliance,

85. Before leaving this subiect, howeveg, it shouyd be said
that there are two military trends which will reduce the impact
-of these fears on the military capabilities of the United States

' Appendix "A" to
: Enclosure "I"
~SECRET-- - 51 = -WSEG Report No. 50



= g7

itself. One of these is the declining importance of overseas
aie bases to U.S, stra%egic power that should accoﬁpeny the
'phase-out of the B-47 medium bomber force in the mid-19501s,
Secondly,'the problem of host nation controls should be eased
somewhat as ellied nations acquire their own nuclear weapons
systems and, to at least some extent, graduzlly replace those
U.S. tactical nuclear aircraft and migsile systems now deployed
in Europe. Such 2 shift in responsibility should ease the con-
trol problem, at the possible cost of U.S. doubts that the
missions assigned to these allied forces would actuzlly be

performed in wartime.

ther Influences on Allied Attitudes

96. 0f the variety of additional considerations affecting
tne willingness of overseas nations to cooperate militarily
—_—

. with the United States, the following are among the most
important

97} Firsﬁ, the estimetes that other nations make of the
natufe and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threaﬁ'to their security
clearly influence their attitudes toward both ‘the United States
and their elliance commitments.l/- In the.past,:one ‘'of the major
difficulties that the U.S. has faced in eliciting'nalitary
support has been the ﬁeﬁdency of many over seas nations to show
less anxlety on the subject of Soviet military intentions than
has prevailed in- this country. Although there have been
occasions in the oest when crisis situations, pfecipitated by
the Soviets, have increased both allied military efforts and

- their willingness to cooperate with the United States, it does

not necessarily follow that future ¢rises, In the context of

1/ Tor a cevalled arsa-by-area analysis for recent trends in
this respect, see USIA/ORA, Free World Views of the U S -

Qo

.U.S5.5,2. Power salance, R-54-00, 29 August 1900, SECRET. |
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for example, India, and is indicative of tha reaction whic!
the United States might expect from these nations if it should

inlitiate the use of nuclear weapons in a limited war.

- Future Trends in Aporehensions

o4. The preceding paragraphs have discussed several gources

. of friction within the Western Alliance that stemn, by and large,
from public and offlcial feafe of nuclear weapons and involve-"

.'ment in nuclear‘war. With the growth of nﬁclear capabilities
on both sides of the Iren Curtain, it appears likely that these
fears will increase in scope and intensity, though the rate of
increase wili vary considerably from region to region and from
country to country. Thils general trend, however, will not
necessarily mean that there will be a significant growth of
apprehension in those_nations, such as West Germany, which are
particularly exposed to Communist aggression and which are well
aware tnat thelr security rests, 1n large part, on Western
nucieer capebilities.' Moreover, it is oossible that the develop-
ment of national nucleef‘capabilities by some countries might
result In more favorable attitudes toward.these weepons within
those oountries. This appears to be the case in France, although
trends in British attitndes would snggest the opposite conclusion.
At present, in most Middle Eastern, Asian and South American
countries there appear. to be gradually rising apprehensions con-
cerning the "nuclear menace" which in some instances will con-
tinue to have directl; adverse effects upon the military capa-

bilitles of thea alliance.,

85. Before leaving this subiect, however, it should be said
that there are two military trends wnich will reduce the impact
of these fears on the military capabilities of the United States
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itself. One of these 1s the declining importance of overseas

air bases to U.S. strategic power that should accompany the
phase-out of the BQ#T me&ium‘bomber force in the mid-1960fs;
Secondly, the probiem of. host nation controls should be eased
somewhat as allied nations acquire their own nuclear weapons
systems and, to at least some extent, gradually replace those
U.S. tactical nuclear aircraft and missile systems now deployed
in Europe. Such a shift in responsibility should ease the con-
trol problem, at the possible cost of U.S. doubts that the
missions assigned to these allied forces would actuzally be

performed in wartime.

ther Influences on Allied Attitudes

6. Of the variety of additlional considerations affecting
the willingness of oversezs nations to cooperate militarily
——

. with the United States, the following are among the most
important.

97. Filrst, the estimates that other nations make of the
nature and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threeﬁ'to their security
clearly inf;uence thelr attitudes toward boph“the United States
and their zlliance commitments.;/ In thespest; one ‘of the major
difficulties that the U.S. has faced in elieciting military
support has been the tendency of many overseas nations to show
less anxiety on the subject of Sovieﬁ militery iotentions than
has'prevailed in this country. Although there have been
occasions In the past when crisis situatlons, precipitated by
the Soviets, have increased both allied militaery efforts and
their willlingneéss to_cooperate with theFUniteo Stetes, it'does

not necessarily follow that future crises, in the context of

i

L/ ror a detalled arez-by-area analysis for recent trends in \
this respect, see USIA/ORA, Free World Views of the U.S. =]
U,S.5.R. Power “elance, R-54-E0, 2§ August 1900. SECRET.
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expanding Soviet and Chinese economic and military power,

will enhance allied solidarity. Somewhere along the line of
rising anxleties, a point may lie beyond which some of the
allies will not dare to continue their collaboration with

the U.S., for fear of proVoking hoatile action by the Com~
munist 3.cc. Any decline in their expectation of effective

o U.S, military support 1ncreases‘the chances of such a negativc

| attitude toward the alliance,

98. Moreover, in the minds of overseas publics, the rela-
tive standing of the Sino-Soviet bloc and the Communist sys-
tem, compared with the standing of the United States and its
institutions, bears heavily on_their attitudes, wholly apart
from the military ccnsiderations 1nvolted. To the extent that
the Soviet blocwbecomcs attractive as a model for economic
development, or as the ﬁwave of the future", active military
coiiabofaticn with the United States would become more diffi-
cult for foreign governments to support, It is likely, there-
fore, that the attituded of many non-Communist countries will
depend in part on the outcome of the ideological, economic and
political aspects cf the;cold war, In this_area the Soviets,
by the alternate use of "beace propaganda" and nuclear threats,
can play on the conflicting elements that militate against
collaboration with the Western alliance,

99, It is obvicus, moreover, that any cause of fniction
between overseas fféc countries and the United States will
tend to place straint on allied solidarity and neutral benev-
olence. The alliance 1s most directly affected when these
-disputes concern militapy matters, such as disagreements on
strategy, weapons systems, or distribution of the military
burden, In-this arca,_considerations of national prestige
and'feelings-of what mny 5c‘thought to be a huniliat;ng
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dependency on the United States may complicate the process

of decision making, It is difficult to predict, even with
regard to individual countriés, whether the trend here is-
toward greater or lesser friction within the alliance., It ia
possible that the sense of independence which some allles may
derive from their ihcreased military power will facilitate
the making of military agreements, It is perhaps more likely
that this independence will lead these natlons to become more
demanding or more stubbornly insistent in promoting national,

_ as opposed to alliance, programs,

‘100, It is less obvious that interallied disputes over economic
and political matters place obstacles in the path of military
collaboration, While one might expect that disagreements over
tariffs, financial assistance or colonial policy would not
sefiously affect the values placed on the collective defense
efforﬁ, such disputes tend to strenéthen the hands ofthose in
allied countries who are, perhaps for other reasons, uﬂsympa-
thetlic or even hostile to military alignment with the United
States. |

101, Some of the gravest problems facing American alliance -
policy have arisen from the fact that some of our major allies
have belonged to the category of colqn;al powers., Sympathizing
with the movemgnts for the termination of colonial rule, but
still wanting to preserve the solidarity of the alliance,
the United States has tended to antagonize both parties to
the colonial conflict, The colonlal power involfed may, as
in the recent case of Belgium, threateﬁ?to re@uce.its co;lec-
tive defense efforts in retallation for what it considers .

U.S. failure to support it,
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102. However, as the process of emancipation proceeds and more .
of the colonial powers ;ome to resign themselves to the liquid-
ation of their emplres, this source of conflict between the
United States and its allies should diminish in the 1664 to 1967
period. The benefits of this trend, in improving allied soli-
darity, will, however, be offset by the fact that sérategically
important areas of the Mediterrénean, Asia and Africa will have
' shifted from the control of U.S. allies to governments which
are less able to resist Sino-Soviet preﬁsures and which in many
cases are likely to adopt a heutralistlposition in order to avoid

involvement in the great power struggle.

103. Another source of 1ntera;lied frictioﬁ, often connected
with the colonial 1ésue, are the restrictions placed on some
aliied military cont?ibutions ty their preoccupation with in-
terests which tﬁey.reéafd as vital, but which have only in-
diréct feleyanca to the primary issues of the cold war. Dis-
putes such as those béﬁﬁeen the Netherlands and Indonesia,
Pakistan and India, ISrgel and the Arab States, France and the
Algerian rebels, have diverted allied resources and military
pdwer:from the coliective defense effort, The poslitions taken
by the United States in these disputes has driven, and may again
drive, one or both parties into opposition to the‘U.S. and
lead to sﬁbsequent'redﬁcfions in, or withdrawals of, military
contributions to the alliance, In this aves, ithié_difficult
to foresee whetheb American forelgn policy will bé-more successSe
ful than in the paé% in mediating such conflicts or in gaining
the sympathy of 1t§:allies by the manner in which it approaches

. the lispute or contributes to its solution.

THE PRESENT STATE OF THE ALLIANCE AND PROSPECTS FOR 1964 TO 1967
104, By 19€0, conditiohsﬂin the world had developed in a way
ﬁhat ha§ permitted thé_Uﬁited States to count on significant

L8
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military efforts and cooperation by a large number or a;lies,
including the most pow@rful countries whose territory adjoins
the Soviet 3loc, on vafying degrees of benevolence from many
neutrai nationé, on facilities to deploy important elements
of 1ts strateglc force overseas, and on considerable allied
contributions to thé defense of territory consideréd of stra-
tegic importance to the United States. If it were not for
symptoms of possible future deterioration of this situation,
and for the inadequacy of the NATO Shield and other local
‘defense forces, the present state of the col;ective defense

- system could, in view of the circumstances, be regarded as a

" considerable achievement.

105. There has, in fazct, been widespread recognition through-
out the Free .World that Communist aggression constitutes the
principal threat to the security of independent nations and
that the ﬁhited States is the locus of countervailing power.

Even in countries like France and Itély, where strong Communist
parties have existed and where many changes of government have
occurred since World War 1II, military ties with the U.S, have
been consistently supported. Moreover, where European public
opinion has been able to express itself freely, large majorities
have supported the alliance policles of their governments. The
alliance has retained an underlying coheéidn in the face of both
rising-Bloc military power and increasingly violent Soviet threats
against individual countries. In some instances, as in the
aftermath of the U-2 incident, Soviet excesses in attempting

to exploilt an issue to divide the Western nations have served

to pull them more closely together. In th; far Eést,‘Red Cﬁinese
brutality toward the Tibgtané and aggressive moves against the

Indian border caused India to reassess the gravity of the
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Communist threzt and the securify provided by her own neutrality.

AN
Y

Even among the new and uncormitted nations of Africa, the tend-
ency 1s to look first to the U.S. for economic assistance, 1f
net for military.protect;on. It should be added, however, that
preservation of the ailiance has not prevented the loss of much
territory and appreciable human and material resources once
availablé to the coilective defense system -- where Eurcpean .
. colenies have'géined independenue they have adopted a neutralist
position toward the East—Weqt struggle. Had it not been for the
tide of colonial emzncipation, most offAfrica as well as Indla,
Burns, Ceylou, Indonesia, Vietnam, Laos.and Cambodla would todey

be parts of allied territory.

106, As far as the noncomaitied countries are concermed, none
has so far 961untarily opted to Join the Sino-Soviet Bloc. None
except Yugoslavia haé a patently Communist government. Houever,
by 1960 the number of countries that ¢laim to be pursuing a
policy of neutrality, and that lean more or less strongly towards
the-Communist Bloc, has grown considerably’to_inc;ude, apart
from Yugoslavia, the Uhi#ed Arzb Republic asiwell as Irag in
the Middle Eést{ Indonesia and pussibly Laos"in Sbutheast Asia,
Guinea and possibi& other countries in Arrica, and-Cuba in the

Wegtern Hemisphere'itsélf,

107. Looking towards thglﬁeriod of 1564-1967, fhuse responsible
for U,S. militarjupolicﬁ have reason to be concefned with two
types of trends réiating to chénges in the Free World:

a. First, witﬁ any adverse trends in allied'solidarity

and neutrzl benevolence that affect allied contributicns and

. T L -

1/ Even orficial spokesmen! - .acknowledged '
privately in 1959 that, in the final analysis, “it was American !
military power that would determine tie fresdom or demise of
vulnerable countries of Southeast Asi a Tacea wathh the pouenuial

of Communist aggression USIA, Free "Jorld Views, on. clt.
P 19) S:CR&T L . s i R R

. Appendix "A" to

- - . Enclosure "I"
swnﬁ - 57 - . - WSEG Report No. 50

- SEuh



neutral noninteriference wlith .3. miillew»y policy and programs,
b. Second, ﬁith future U.S. needs for the auviye military

collaboration of overseas allles, Such collaboration iﬁbﬁ.aps

the provision of bases and facilities for U,S. forces and the

maintenance of effective indigenous forces,

108. In this second area, it now appears that.ch&?ges in the
U.S. strategle strike force durlng the mid=-1960ts should reduce
dependence on overseas bases for support‘for the strateglc
mission. B-U47 medium bombers; the only strateglc alrcreft now
deployed outside the Western Hemisphere, will deciine steadily
.in number through the 1960~1965 period and are expected to phase
out of inventory in 1965 to 1967. No plans known to the authors
of this report call for the deployment of U.S. heavy bombers,
ICBM's or U.S.—manngd land-based strateglc nissiles outside of

the Western Hemisphere.

109, -This trend toward a declining reliance on overseas bases
must be somewhat qualified, Depending on thelr actual wartime
missions, it may remain militarily desirable to retain "reflex"
medium bomber foreces on the present SAC bases in Britain and
Spain, Even with the phase out of the medium bomber forée;
these bases c¢ould rémain useful for staging operations or dis~

.persal of the theater air forces, and, possibly, for poststrike
recdvery_of other aircraft. The importance of the present '
Canadian SAC bases to strateglc ailr operations cannot be evalu-
ated on the basis of the information available. These facllitles
have, however, been strengthened as the number of overseas SAC
bases has declined, They could play &an important peacetime
role in support of air alert operations, should the Canadians
relax present overflight restrictions, An important element

of the 1964-1967 strategic force, the POLARIS FEM missile
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submarine, 1is somewha?ﬂof an exceptlon to this trend. It is

a strategic offensive system scheduled for overseas deployment
in increasing numbers through the 1960's, Deployment of the
FEM submarines within range of their targets 1s not dependént
on overseeas tender baseé, but the availability of such baseé
would increase the percentage of the force that caﬁ be main-
tained 1n patrol areas. As thé force grows in size, and misﬁ
sile range extensions add to the feasible deployment areas, |
local logistic support will diminish in Importance. These
technological advances will also reduce the Ilmportance of allied
_cooperation'in the communications and navigational areas of the |

FBM systen.

110. In contrast to this general trénd in the strateglc mis-
sion field, ovgrseaslU.S. bases will pemain important in a ,
number of other areés.i These include the collection of intel-
ligendé, provision of both strategic and tactical attack warn-
ing, control of the Biéc submarine thfeat, logistic support
of U.S. tactical foréés'and the rapid transport of these forces
to troubled areas, Rather than being reduced by technological
innoVations, these overseas base requirements may 1lncrease as '
additional areas of thétworld present military éifficulties td
the United States, The'present extensive and pérﬁially suc-
cessful Bloec campalgns to increase their influeﬁd§ in and to
destabllize sections of Africa and Latin Americé;;ndicate the
scope of potentia; military p;oblems in these areas. Even 1if
the responsibiliﬁﬁffor maintaining stabllity in these areas
should be formally accepted by regional organizations or by the
U.Z., 1t is evident that the United States will still bear ther
brunt of the milltary and economlc burdens involved,

' 111. Other trends préviqusly mentioned in this paper indicate,
however, that increasingly greater allied contributions to
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the alliance will be required. As the U.S. strategic threat
loses deterrent value against limited aggression on overseas
allies, the vital U.,S. intereét in denying control over these
countries to the Siﬁo—Soviet Bloc will call for greater allied
contributions in the area of localized deterrence and defense
and for greater flexibility in the rights granted to the United
States to deploy 1ts forces in these overseas areas, The
changing international economic position of the U.S., the
increasing military problems faced by the U.S. in its own de-
fense, and the possibility of extensive economic ald programs.
to the underdeveloped nations are all likely to restrict the
aésistance the United States can give its technologically ad-
vanced allies in supporting their local defense forces. This
pcs s1bility emphasizes the importance of inereasing the allied

collective defense contributions.

112. The chances for succesasful local defense are particularly
vulnerable to adverse shifts in allied solidarity and neutral
'benevolence. Effective U.S. support for the defense of a par-
ticular country may require not only the use of its territory,
but the granting of rights by other nations for overflight,
staging areas, and even bases from which combat operations aré
conducted. Defenge by.locél forces may'therefore call for
solidarity among allied countrles themselves, as well as for
sclidarity With-the United States. The French reluctance to
provide logistic facilities needed for West German forces, and
British cpposition to the arming of West German forces with

nuclear weapons, are cases in this regard.

£ . ' .
113. It was mentioned earlier, in relation to several of the

factors that have affected allied sclidarity and ncutral benevo-

lence in the past, that their development during the next decade

cannot be reliably pfedicted. However, since the emphasis in
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preceding sections has been on those trends foreshadowing diffi-
culties for the collective defense system, it should again be
mentioned that countervailing influences exlst. Experience has
shown that allie& countriés tend to rally to the support of the
United Stétes when relations between East and West become critical,
particularly ﬁhen a Soviet-precipitated crisis threatens their
area of ﬁhe world. The creation of NATO itself followed hard on
evidence of such threats to Western Europe; its fofce goals were

increased, if not met, under the 1nfluence.or.89yiet aggression

-
.

in Korea. SEATO was a similar response. If one assﬁmés:"there-
fore, that 1ts growing military and ecénomic power will lead the
.Sino-Soviet Bloc to take a more aggressive approach in this period,
the pull toward allied unity may incrgase.l~ Even such confirmed h
neutrals as India have shown signs of alignment with the West, s
evidenco.of Commurlat agegressive intentions toward them has
- become pnmistakable.z It was mentionca sarlier. howsver, that
thé rise of Sino-Soviet: power, accompanied by more aggressive
use of nuclear threatéﬂénd blackmall, may intimidate some of

the free countries and increase their reluctance to cooperate

militarily with the United States.

114. The outcome for individual nations will depend largely on
their estimates of the alternatives open to‘them: The alternative
of surfendering to the-Bloc, or even of joining it voluntarily,
would seem to'presuppése Communist subversion oh'ﬁhe level of an
internal coup. Whilé America's allles in Europe Qéﬁld seem to be
relatively immune'ﬁp subvérsion on this scale, some neutral and
even allied nations in Asia might choose the road of affiliation
with the Bloc unless given firm confidence in U.S. military pro-

tection or otherwise'prevented from taking this course of action.

1/ Public opinion polls in the U.K. and France have shown a marked
increase in attitudes favoring NATQO participation during a
reriod of sharpenéd‘East-west tension -- as in late May 1960 --
-as compared with periods of apparent detente. See USIA/ORO,
Post-Surmit Trends in British and French Oninlon of the U.S.
and USSR, WZ-D4, June 190, p. 15.
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115. Another alternative, neutrality, may become a more serious
possibi1ity for many nations than it has been so far in the post-
war periodf The rise in Sino~Soviet power, a decline in tpe '
deterrent value ofithe U.S. strategic force, and the development
of independent deterrent forces will all tend to st;engthen the
ranks of those who would wish to remain 1ndepeh¢ent:0f the East-
West conflict. Because the shift to neutrality of any country
presently contributing to the collective defense system is likely
to make more difficult the defense of its heighbors, such a

trangition 1s likely to produce a chain reaction.

116. No matter how strong is the inclination in allied and
neutral countries to resist Communist 3 oc expansion in this
perlod, it seems unlikely that it wlll be possible fully to
counteract those erosive forces discussed earlier in this paper.
This 1s particularly true of the problems following from the
decline in allied confidence in U.S. ‘strategic protection. The
allies ﬁill realize 1n time that every approach toward strategle
‘nuclear stalemate raises the level of military action that the
Soviets can dare undertake without risking the triggering of U.S.
huclear intervention. While in the areas of Asia that border on'
Red China, such intervention i1s considered unlikely anyway, a '
decline in solidarity may result from the rise in Red Chinese
military power.

117. It would be possible, theoretically at least, to offset
the adverse effects of nuclear stalemate on the strategic level
by a duildup of loecal forces for deterrence and defense with a
view to éreaéing‘a baiance‘of milltary power -- and thus a stale-
mate -- on the noustratesic level of military confronsation.
However, unless the United States is willing to continue to.

- carry a considerable part of the burden of such a huilidup of

P
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limited war forces, the increages in allied military efforts and

expenditures might play into neutralist hands and arouse opposi-
tion to the alliance policy from many quarters. There is also
scmething of a vieious circle here: in order to bhe able to
support o#erseas local defense efforts, the United States must
be permitted to deploy tactical forces on or close to Eurasia;
but if ailied‘solidarity declines, this permission might become

~ harder to obtain and, in turﬁ, render more difficuit the mainte-
| nance of the ﬁ.S. military support on whicﬁ allied solidarity
rests., In any case, whatever the trend, the dangers surrounding
the Free World nations are so great, even under present condi-
tions, that U.S. military policy and programs should be tailored
with a view to maxdmizing the cohesion of the alliance and the

military cooperation of its member nations.

REMEDIAL MEASURES

118. wplle many political, economic énd ldeological factors
will affect both the future cohesion of the alliance and the
attitudes of.the uncommitted nations toward 1t, it 1s American
militéry posture -- inciuding the judicieﬁs choice of military
stfatégies and weapon syétems -~ that will continue to be a

primary 1nfluence,

ll9. Theoretically, the_United States might see& ﬁetter to
protect its overseas alliés‘by attaining a clearlj;decisive
counterforce capability3against the Soviet strategic‘arm. In
practice, it now éppearé difficult enough to achieve and main-
tain a secure retaiiatory force. It could also be sald that an
openly declared U.S. effort to achieve first-striké power could
- be self-defeating in terms of its effects on the alliance system.
Should such efforts lead to an intensification of the arms race,

its initlation by the ﬁnited States might be regarded in some
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allied countries as a dangerous step toward war and, for this
reason, encourage the flight into neutrality that it was

. designed to prevent.

120. In this context, allied confidence in.U.S. military pro-
tectlon -- the backbone of the alliance system‘-r can be main-
tained only if doubts about the effectiveness of the Grand
Deterrent are compensated for by expectations concerning other
forms of U.S. military support. One form this support might
take would be American technical assistance and active coopera-
tion in the development of independent deterrent forces abroad.
Several welghty arguments can be raised against such action. It
can be held that such independent nuclear strateglc forces will
be of little military value and may subject the United States
to serious new dangers. The Soviet Union might respond to
such'a move by providing Red China, and possibly some of the
European satellites, with similar weaﬁons under nominal local
control. (There are, however, strong incentives for the Soviets
not to act in this manner, and this has not been their regponse

to-the development of nuclear forces by England and France.)

121. Other risks of such assistance are those attendant on any
spread of nuclear weapons -- increased danger of a nuclear
accldent, accidental war, or the less likely possibility of
catalytic war. It 1s also argued that the development of such
independent deterrent forces diverts allied attention and
resources from the maintenance of conventional arms that may
be a more useful contribution to the collective defense. U.S.
technical and financial assistance can reduce the need for such
& diversion, but may not outweigh nationalist pressures for the
' development of 1ndependent misgile and w2apon industries or

offset the popular concept that strateglc nuclear power can be
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an cffective substitute for conventional ground and alr forces,
thore 18 also & fear that these weapons may fall invo thoe hands
of* lrresponsible governments, should some now unforegeen

oluange occur in ﬁhe nations to which we supply them, or should

they in turn sell or loan these weapons to third parties,

l2z2, Cbviously, the lower the military effectiveness of these

| indevendent strategic forces, the less they can compensate for-
the dangers of abuse, Even sc,‘the risks involved in supporting
the efforts of allied nations to achieve them may be a price
worth paying, if thelr establishment should prove psychologically
indispensable for the preservation of solidarity with the most
resourceful of tne overseas free countries, If they believe'
they need such forces, a bellef that maj recede on further
thongnt, they are likely to proceed with their development,
whether or not assisted'by the Unlted States, The result would
be to create most of the dangers feared from such a prolifera-
tion of nuclear forces, . with none but negative effects on the
alliance itself and 1itt1e opportunity for the U,S. to influence

the use made, or not nade, of these systems.

123, It is unlikely that the spread of independent strategic
deterrents will create such divisive strains as to destroy the |
alliance system itself,: The experdence of the United States
and the United Kingdom'argues otherwise., In the case of smaller
and less powerful nations, the probable limitations on the size
and nature of their_deterrent forces are even less likely to

make them militarily independent of the alliance,

124, The second principal form by which U.S. military protection

of allied ccuntries can be enhanced is through increased support
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for local defensive forces. Whether American effortg”directed
at an increase in such support would have a2 beneficial effect

on the solidarity éf the alllance depends on the faith thgt‘the
allies in gquesticn have in local defense as a form of pretection
against Communist aggression. As things stan¢ today, such ﬁ-*
fzaith seems fo be firm in South Korez and on Talwan A INEY

In Eurcpe there

1ls presently no such strong faith.

© 125, All NATO members, including the United States, are cormitted

fo the view that, apart from border incidents, no Soviet military

‘attack -on the NATO area can be effectively deterred or defeated

except by the threat or use of American strategic intervention.
It is possible that by the 1964 to 1967 period, the present almost

exclusive reliancé on“the Gfénd Deterrent could, without danger

to the alliance, be shifted to a gréater degree of confidence in

collecti#e'local defense. The force reqqirements of any such
strategy of local defense in Europe cannot be;discussed here,
Undoubtedly, such a change would require sub;tantial advances

in tactics, tactical weaponry, and perhaps'iﬁé.estabiishmept

and equipment of advanced U.S. staging zreas sufficient in Scope
to compensate for Soviet numerical superiority in fhose forces

available and militarily useful for an advance into Europe.

125. Other elements of U.S. rilitary polic& can also influence
the cohesion of the allilance. One of these concerns the question
of host nation controls over those U,S. nuclear weapons deployed
overaeas. The risks involved in grantigg contyol‘over nuclear.
veapons, and particuiarly of granting others a right of veto
over thgir use, are unmistakable. However, their effects in

practice may be somewhat exaggerated. Nations on whose territory
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these weapons are stockpiled are likely to have access to

then
in an emergency, whatever 1s'laid'down in an agreement. They

are likely to feel justified in doing so if the survival o their J

nation is believed

Fa

T0 be at stalce.

ime dgreenments

‘that enhance solidarity,

some miiitary risks,

will be

Q67 period, 28 a result of
the anticipated reductions 1in U.s. strategic-strike forces deployed

On overseas bases, However, shouig the United Stateg seek to

§ "provocative than
that of strategic weapons, and in fact will require similar

however, to proceeg on the_

assumption that incregses in mllitary Protection wi1y cancel
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out any tendency towards increased: apprehensions. Such hope
would not be warranted with respect to those neucral countries
that believed themselves tc be in no need of outside military
protection. Here, everything will depend on the extent to which
- the overseas people can be made to understacd that the projection
of American mllitary power onto, or close to, the Eurasian
N continent, far from being provocative, is indispensable for the
5._protection of Eurasian free nations and that it is the consequence
of a geographical situation in which a finé of weak countries,
far removed from North America, is expoeed to the risks of
aggression from the Sino-Soviet Bloc. Even so, U,S. military
pclicymakers should be aware of the high degree of sensitivity,
especially in neutral countries, to anything that may draw
Sino-Soviet fire in their direction, as, for instance, over-
flights by military a;rcraft or military vessels in their
coastal waters. If, in the face of growing Sino-Soviet power,
and blackmail threats, the sensitivity‘of the non-Communist
countrlies of Asie and_Africa should 1ncrease in coming years,
one of the gravest difficulties facing the U.S., in developing
a military policy for‘the'prctection of the overseas free
countries, will be 1ts dihinishing ffeedom of movement and
deployment in areas of such strategzic significance as North
Afrlca, the M*ddle East Southeast Asla and the par East.

128. If military policy ceﬁnot be expected to codﬁteract
entirely the adverse trend now apparent in allied sollaarity and
neuvtral benevolence, it may be able to protect the United States,
as well as U.S. vital interests overseas, against the worst
effests of this trend. ' As for the security of the United States
which rests on'strategic nuclear deterrence, the solucicn lies

in maldng the U.S, strategic force as independent of overseas

>
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deployment -- particularly of deployment in countries of ques-

tionable solidarity -~ as technological conditions permit. There
i1s no way of avoiding entirelj the allled fears andrerosive.' |
effects on~confidenée in U.S. support that will result from

the lessening of U.S. dependence on overseas bazes for its own
security. Apprehensions will be expressed that this independence
will generate lsolationist inclinations in the United States.

On the other hand, increased U.S. support for allied local defense
and possibly for independent or regional allied strategig deter-
?ents should go far in convincing the overseas countries of the
undiminished U,S. interest in their security and freedom. More-
ovér, continued American determination to protect them, if
necessary, through the threat of strategic nuclear retaliation
will not only continue to give them a considerable measure of
protection, dbut should;hglp;keep much allied solidarity alive.
"After a;l, no achievable degree of strategic nuclear stalemate

is likeiy ever to remove the risks that the threat of U.S.
-8trategic intervention poses to Communist planners contemplating

major agzgression against the overseas free countries.
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~ =" . ._ ... BRITISH ATTITUDES TOYARD COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

THE PRCBLEM

1, To explore those prospective developments in British foreign
and defense policies that would adversely afféc? the essential
solidity of the Anglo-Amerilcan alliance zand consequently might
impair U.S. access to U.K. facilities for the basing or support

of American strategic offensive systems.

SCOPE

© 2, This discussion explores the predominant currents in British

opinion, past and present, toward the U.K.'s foreign policy ob-
Jectives and defense requirements, Particular attention is given
to thoseuypendq in attitudes that might portend significant
chahges in British collective defense policies and Anglo-American
militafy collaboration. General trénds in public opinlon are

~ discussed insofar as they suggest what might be the primary issues
of debate in these fields in the foreseeable future. Because
public attitudes will both influence and be determined by the
stands taken by the two major parties, conceivable_developments'
in Conservative and Labor security pollicies are examined in detail.
In this respect, the future of the British independent nuclear
deferrent is considered of particular importance, since its
abandonment might result in significant shifts in British attitudes
toward nuclear weapons and toward U.S. strategle nuclear systems

deployed on or supported from British installatlons.

INTRODUCTION . \

3. Traditionally, British foreign and defense policles have
been directed toward two main areas of concern: (1) the

preservation of a balance of power among the European states as an
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essential condition of the security of the British Isles, and (2)
the securlty of Britishubolitical and economic interests in Asia,
Africa, and other_overseas territories. In recent years, two
developmen@s have affected the pursult of these traditional ob-
~Jectives. The balance of power struggle, formerly focused on the
Eurcopean Continent, stretched outwards to embrace most of Eurasia
“and North America, and, as a result of two wars and the rise of
-. two other superpowers, Britain's relative power position in the
world dramatically declined. Thus, a third interest emerged to
become a keystone of British policy -=- the Anglo-American alliance.
Only by enlisting American assistance céuld the U.K. hope to pre-
sérve the security of 1ts own home islands and of 1ts overseas

interests and dependencies.

4. Alsc in the posﬁwar period, a shift took place in the geo-
grépﬁigél 6r1e££éfibnfglerfézsﬁ'policy: the U.K. began to regard
the'éecarity of Western Europe as 1ts area of primary concern, al-
though 1ts interest in the overseas areas remalned high, particu-
1ariy_in the maintenanbé.and development of the Commonwezalth. A
. number of factors were responsible: the dissclution of large
seétoré of its coldnial holdings, the replacement of its overseas
military commitments and économic interésts:in ma?y areas by
American commitments aqd dollars, and, particulariy; the immedlate
postwar spéctre ofASovieﬁkexpansion toward the Weﬁt; With the
Continent undef the dcmination of the Soviet Uhidn;;the East-West
balance of power wquld be shattered and the securify of the U.K,
would be most gr&véiy threaﬁened. With this assessment,'the U.sS.
concurred at the timé of tﬁe Marshall Plan and the creation of
'NATO and still concurs today. Thus, British and American securlty
interests are deeply intertwined, although both the geographical
situation of the U.S. and iﬁs position as leader of tﬁe Free World

give_it'greater and_w;dérfinterests and rea:opsibilities'than its

British ally.
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5. The close ties at practically every level of contact
between the United Kingdom and the United States constitute
without question one of the more significant relationships
on the internationél scene today. The pattern of relatlons
between them has generally been marked by a high degree of
identity 1n thought and action which, in times of crisis, has
tended to evoke an impressive congrulty of purpose and policy.
Ties of language, similar political and lggal institutions, a
tradition of colleboration against common enemies, and close

'contacts on the personal and cultuﬁal levels have all gerved to
reinforce this sense of community between the two countries,
For the United States, the alliance with the United Kingdom
is of fundamental importance An view-of -tho -U.K.'s cantributions
to the power of the TFree World: its industrial and financial
resources, its strategic position off the Eurcpean continent,
its territories and outposts in other parts of the world, its
militaéy forces for collective deterrence and defense, and its

. provision of extensive facilities on its home islands and else-
vhere for the deployment and support of U,S. military forces.
All of tﬁese considerations, 1in addition to the U.K.'s respected
status as a world power -- a status often greater than is
measurable by the physical attributes of power -~ have given
the U.K.-a privileged position in the American alliance network,

6. The essence of the Anglo-American alliance 1s in the basic

unity of the two countries on their major objectives.l/ Never-

theless, the U.8. and U.X. have sometimes differed deeply on

1/ On the level of public opinion, successive polls of British
attitudes have indicated a high leve: of felt mutuality of
interests with the United States, with only minor variaticons
over the years. The latest poll, taken in February 1960,
shows a slight gain over the average of previous years: out
of 1221 respondents, 25% felt that the basic interests of the
U.K., were very much in agreement with those of the U.S.; 55%
fairly well in agreement; 9% rather different; 2% very
different; and 10% no opinion (a net favorable response --
favorable answers less the unfavorable answers -- of 63).
USIA/ORA, YWest Furopean Climate of Cninion on the Eve of the
Paris Summit Conierence, wWr-og2, April 1GTO, p. 26, CCNFIDENTIAL

Annex "A" to
Appendix "A" to

_ clogure M1t
TOR-SECRET" - Th - ik Report No, 50
SO ET




Y m e e

lonshcm:T/
/

the methods and approach appropriate to the pursult of their
commoen goéls. On several occasions, their different interests
in variocus geographlcal areés have led to a near rupture of
relations between them or to policies undertaken unilaterally

" without the other's support. The relative rapldity with which
Anglo-Américan relations have recovered from such occasions

. :suggests that the forces which iﬁpel Iondon and Washington

. together are substantlally stronger than those that divide theﬁ.

7. Nonetheless, there are indications that some very real
differences in outloock could develop between them over certailn
of the issueé confronting the Western alliance, and it is
ﬁossiblé that different politico-military approaches to these
problems, in combinétion with existing'sources of friction,
could 1ead again to a deterloration in Anglo~American relations.
In this study, for_ﬁuf;oses_:} analysis, emphasis will therefore
be placed on those British attitudes, official and non-official,
that suggest divisivequrces in the 2lliance rather than on those
attitudes that sustain the large areas of agreement between the
U.S. and U.K. This concentration on the adverse trends should
not lead the reader to underestimate the strgngth'and'compass

of the many forces that enhance the solidarity of;the Anglo-
American alliance. '

e . = L

U.K. CONTRIBUTIONS TO WﬁSmERN COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

8. The United’ States regarﬁs the continued security of the
U.K. “rom Soviet attack or dorinaticn ac o priority objective
. of U.3. policy, but not only benause ¥ tre hlstorleal and cul-
tural bonds between them or becuucs of expected Brit;sh diplomatic
suppert for American international aspirations, Two other con-

glderatlions are also'paraﬁount. First, it 1s of primary importance
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to the long-~term security of the United States that the Communist
Toc. be denied the territory and resources of the Brifish Isles
and cf'Eritisn:qverseas deﬁendencies. Secondly, the U.X. can
make positite, irmediate and continuing contributions to U.S.

'.military security in two important ways: {a) by supplementing

| U.S. military capabilities with its own military power, and (b)

‘ by .permitting U.S. access to bases and other facilities on its
territories. These two types of contributions will be briefly
considered here, while the following sections of this paper will
be concerned with pollitical forces that‘might jeopardize these
contributions to the alliance and to U.S., military security.

Active U.K. Military Contributions

8. The British military establishment though gradually de=-
clining in overall strength during the past few years and subject
to deficiencies in several areas, will pemain an lmportant factor

in the world military ba_ance in the 1960-1967 period.

o - e S _ e e e

[

t_:_;__;_ ' C L, B ;izjghe.military 1m-
portance of the Army 1eigreater than its size'aleee would suggest

both beczause of its oversecs 4deployments and becaﬁee of the sub~

stantizl numter oftbese feeilities avallable to the U.K. from

: 2/
Gibraltar in the West to Singepore in the East, Whille these

ent ¢ntef11gence'week y“bummary, OC¢ No. 3331/
,7—l960 IT, ». 12. SECR#T _ 7
3/ > : R - v O
o L ‘: : .

-~

: | EESD* e plans fer relinguishing con-
trol over present overseas Britich territories, the U.X. hopes
£0 maintain substantial oversezs basing rights, See Current
-Intelli*ence Weeklwy Strﬁarv, OCI No. L&&Q/ . 8 Septemper
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overseas forces contribute to the limited wér capabiliéies

of the Western alliancg, their levels are not now sufficient

to meet the U.K.'s military commitmentsLJ"

4
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1 Sairn, ko P oy Py

a
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“/&he Army has borne

the brunt of the 1957 decision to reduce the levels of the

'Brit_uh armed forces and to create smaller znd more mobile

&

f'wnuclear-armed forces of long-term and highly trained regulars:

\ Although

reductionsuin the BACR have not been as. great as E;Eginally

contemplated, 1ts planned qualitative improvements -- for

example, the provision of CORPORAL and HONEST JOHN méasile - -

wnits -~ are not expected_toncompensaﬁe-for 1ts'present guanti-

tative deficiencies by NATO standards.

At present, it falls

short of MC 7O requirements in both combat and service support

T8 and the modernization of conventional equipmenu. 4~—-/;"
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U.S. Access to British Bases

13. From thé American viewpoint, a most important British

-
-

military oontribution to the alliance is the availability of”

the British Isles as a majoi base zarea for offensive and

defensive operations and for the logistic suppo*t of U.S. forces

deployed in Western Europe. For the U.S. Air Force,

the U.K.

provides facilities for strategie and tactical. alr operaticns,

air refueling, reccnnzissance, logistic support‘and storage,

communications, and the programmed BMEWS and MIDAS warning

systems.

"

For the U;S. Army, Southampton and Liverpool are

gt

:’ﬂ;

supports of Bremerhaven POE{ R U

R
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of the Conservative government are not substantial and are
centered méinly on the -issue wﬁether priority should be
acuorded to collective defense efforts or to policies promoting
a relaxation of tensions., But the current official llne of
thellabor'Party on foreign and defense policies may suffer
modifications under rising pressures in party clreles for
1mmediaté unilateral nuclear disarmament, greater control over
or the removai of American strategic hases, and a cutback of -
defense expendifures. Such proposals could lead in turn to
proposals for Britain'as withdrawal from NATC and neutrality
in the cold Wwar, if the present leadership of the Labor Party

were ousted.

Pogsible Areas of Conflict on Anzlo-American ObJectives

36. Despite a substangial degree of concurrence at present be;
tween the ‘two British partias on the goals of British foreign policy,
'it-is apparent that the_Conservatives' approach is c¢loser to that
of the United States. .Nevertheless, while the U.S. supports the
fouflmajoriobjectiveS'éf British foreign policy suggested above,l/
there is st;ll.scope for slgnificant Anglo-American differences
over the approaches best:suited to their achievement. If differences
should beccme acute and acerbate relations bétween‘the U.S. and
the U.K., the climate of British opinion on‘the 6.K.'s military
contributions to the Afléhtic alliance could be adversely #ffected.
The possibilﬁﬁés‘of suéh differences will therefore be summarily

examined in the following pages.

Containment of §ino-Soviet Expansion

37. Although contalmment of Communism within its present borders
" remains a primary goal of British policy, most British anaiysts

differ with their Ameriqan'éounterparts with regard to the nature

17 Contairment, Teiasiatlion of Temsions, U.K. securit
prestige. . B » S Y, and U.K.
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and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threat. The Labor Party in particu-
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lar and the Conservatives, to a lesser extent, hold that there has
been a fundamental and significant change in the Soviets! cold‘war
strategy. - The dangers of Communist expansion, they belleve, are |
now primarily political, economic and psycholegical, rather than

military: as the recent Sino-Soviet ideologlcal dispute suggests,
Khrushchev would be reluctant to Jeopardlze his country's economlc
progress and internatibnal political gains by aggressive military

adventures that might unleash a general war.

38. American observers, on the other hand, have shown a greéter
concern for the potential dangers of rising Soviet military capa-
bilities, particularly in the missile field, and are deeply sus-
picious of Khrushchev's occaslonally professed gdesires for peaceful
coexlistence and nonmilitary competition with the West. Such poll-
cies of detente are regarded as essentially tactical shifts in the
30viet{Union's basic strategy of territorial aggrandizement. At
the least, American leaders are unwilling to bank on the sincerity
of Khrushchev's peaceful gestures to the extent of relaxing U.S.

efforts to strengthen the West's collective defense posture,

39, The gap between British and American estimates of the
threat has narrowed since the 1960 Summit breakup and Khrushchev's |
missile threats and interference 1n Cuba and 1in the Congo. But if
it widens again under a new Soviet peace offensive, it could have |
serious consequences for Anglo-American collectlve defense
planningg/ and could lead to differences over the cholce of
specific policies in a number of other fields.

o | | e
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Relxation ol Tensions

40, Recognition of Britain's diminished power has encourzged
general acceptanoe of the'proposition that the major role in con-
taining the Soviet Bloc must be played by the United States., This
bellef, coupied with an acute awareness of the U, K.'s inability to
protect itselr if war is not avoided, has led the British govern-

. ment to place an increasingly heavy emphasis on another and ccon-

current policy objective: the reduction of East-‘est tensions

while improving the intermational conditions favorable to peaceful—-

ooexistence.t The prevaliling British estimate of Soviet inten-
_tions -- that the Soviets would prefer nommilitary forms of
competition with the West -~ leads to the same conclusion: that
serious efforts musﬁ be made to cash in, whenever possible, on
any apparent Soviet desireezfo regolve outstanding issues. To

. this end, the Macmillan government, with the support of the Labor

opposition, has taken the lead in the Western camp- to promote such

East-West negotiations_at all levels, including the Summit, as
might cushion %he sefefity of the cold war and reduce the likell-
hood of accldental or intenticnal war. With few illusions that
such‘negotietions could lead to a general settlement, the official
approach has been to wofk toward gg_ggé_adjustments on speciflc
issues -- trade, Europeen disengagement, disarmaoent, a nuclear
.test ban, open conflict situations like Indochina or potential
danger spots like Berlin ;- whenever opportunitiee_ror gsettlement
appeared to open.uo.l/. |

41. In contrast;zthe American govermment has more often viewed

with skepticism the value and potentialities of East-West negoti-

ations than its Britlsh colleagues, especlally negotiations in

y Lam Ww _--‘| . _ -
A
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public conferences or Sumnit meetings vwhere fallure cculd == and,
in May 1960, did -~ result in a sharpening of cold war tensions.
In the American view, exlsting diﬁlomatic channels remain’'a suf-
filcient, and often a preferable and more effective, instrument

for achieving satisfactdry settlements. The American approach 1s
therefore somewhat at variance with the generai British view that
more serious and more positive efforts should be made to provide
the Soviets wilth opportunities to negotiate.l It should be
added, however, that many Conservatives remain privately skeptical
* of the wisdom of these efforts; Macmlllan's attempts to bridge
the East-West gap have been, in part,'a response to general public
veariness with the cold war and to the Labor Party'!s threat to

monopolize the "peace" issue. This was particularly the case

prior to the 1959 electlon.

Maintenance of Britain's Security

42. In pursult of this objective, Britain has placed primary
reliance on its collective defense arrangements, particularly
NATO and the American alliance, and secondary reliance on the de;
velopment of its own military forces. BEBritish attitudes on defense -
policy will be the subject of the next section; here it 1s suf-
ficient to point out that while the U.S. Subscribes to the objec=
tives of current British defense policy -~ deterrence of war on
all levels, particularly strategic nﬁciear war, énd defense
against attacks that do occur -- the U.S. and U.K. may differ on
the aﬁplication of that general policy in specific clrcumstances.

1/ In oritish public opinion Polls since 1956 on the relative
standing of the U,S. and USSR, in the seriousness of thelr
efforts to achieve disarmament, for sxXample, the nigh opinlcen
of the U.S. dropped to virtually a standoff with the USSR in
February 1960, Nevertheless, the U.S. still led the Soviet
Union by a consilderable margin in FPritish public estimates of
the sincerity of its interest in disarmament. Later polls
mey indicate an incresse in U,S. standing, in view of the
Soviet withdrawal from the Geneva dlsarmament conference,
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43, Differing geograpnlcal interests will be a particulariy
rotent factor of diverging assessmenta of defense priorities.
The postwar contract ion of Britaint's overseas interests and
commitments, both in its leased bases and colonial possesslons,
has progressively nérrowed the scope of areas in which the U.S.
and U.K. share heavy security responsibilities. Since the war
the Labor Party ahd, more lately, the Conservatives have beqn
willing to admit that Britain's stakes in the Far East, Southeast
Asia and now the Middle Egst are declining. One may predict that
the U.K., with its limited military resources, will be Increas-
- ingly relﬁctant to take such grave risks in defense of overseas
areas as the U.Sf may feel Justified, particularly those areas

threatened by Red China.

Ll. On the.other nand, PBritish observers are increasingly cone-
,cerneq that in future years American readiness to come to the
assis%ance of the U.X. and of WEStern Eurcpe will decline as the
utility of European strategic bases for the irmedlate defense of
the North American contlnent declines, and as Soviet strategic

'capabilities pose 1ncreasingly severe retallatory sanctions
agalinst U.S. strateaic intervention in a war initially confined
to the European area. As confidence In Anerican strategic pro-
tection declines, the incentives for Britain's contracting out
of its commitments to NATO and to the U.S. ggglé.increase if there
appeared to be.littlé hope of redressing an adferaely shifting
continental baian¢e of power. While a head-in-the-sand British
retreat to a neﬁfralist'and isolationist pollcy seems a highly
unlikely development -- whether based on independent nuclear
capabilities or on unilateral disarmament -~ 1t 13 a conceilvable
developﬂent b f noninvolvement in a nuclear conflict should become

the paramount cons*deration guiding Pritish securlty policy.
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Continued U.K. Prestipe and Poywer

45, The U.K.'s diminished power position since World War II 1s
attributable to a number of developments, including the cencurTent
rise of ﬁhe U.S. and USSR as world superpowers, the weapons revo-
lution which left the U.K. particularly vulrnerable to a strateglc
strike, the dissolution of 1ts old imperial system, and 1ts limit-
ed financlal and industrial potential capable of supportling only .
a moderate military establishment. Given these conditions, there
13 wide agreement that the U.K. must rely heavily on American

support to preserve i1ts present power position and to achieve 1its

. 4nternational goals, but necessity has not made a virtue of the
fact.

46, In some quarters, the response to the U.K.'s sudden and
necessary abandonment of its centuries-old central role on the
world stage has been to deny the degree of the U.K.'s dependence
on tﬁé U.S., or to resent this apparent development. Thug, the
almost universal acceptance of the American alllance as a
buttress to Britain's power is often accompanied by a séemingly
paradoxical urge that the U.K. maximlze its abllity to act 1in-
dependently of the alliance. This feellng 1s reinforced by the
constant irritations inevitable within an alliance where coordi- '
‘nation 1s attempted on so many aspects of pollcey, as wéll as by
occasional major differences on fofeign policy'issues and on
éstimatea of strategic necessitles. For a large segment of
British opinion, the ablility of the U.S, te run the Western show
remains on trial, and generalized contrasts are sometimes drawn
between the youthful, exuberant ildeallsm of American foreign
policy and the experlenced, measured:.realiétic‘approaéh of

British diplomatlists. ©On occasion, confidence in the Unlted

States is badly shaken by such episodes as the Suez crisis, the
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handling of the U-2 incident or the Summit f231lure at Paris
In addition to British uncertainties concerning the skills of
Amerlcan policymalkers, there is alsc apprehension that theAU.S.
may fail to suﬁport the.U.K. when one of its vital interests is
endangefed‘(as at Suez) or that the U.S. may involve the U.K. in
conflicts in which 1t has little direct interest.

47. To cushion the U.K. against unwelcome developments in U,S.
policy, it 1s:often argued tﬁat Britain should develop scme
sources of power 1ndepend§nt of the American alliance. Such has
been the Justification for proposals to tighten Commonwealth
- bonds or tﬁ assoclate more directly with the Continental coun-
trieé in economic -- and even political -- arrangements. The
maiptenance of the British independent nuclear deterrent has
__a..lsq._ beg‘n. .syl—pppz:_tedﬁop th_j:_f ground, and, significantly, one of
iﬁs foremost ;fficiai Justifications 1s its value as a lever to
enable the U.K. to influence the direction that American policies
will take. . |

48.‘In.addition fo these general areas‘of foreign policy where
‘dlfferences could arise to Jjeopardize Anglg;ﬁmerican unity, four-
other speciflc ;ssues'should be mentioned as paét or potential
sources of friction. First, the Britishzhave fegarded with scme

ﬁneasinéss the support and encouragement the ﬁ.S. has given to

the enhancement of ﬁést-German power and the confidence it has
pleced in the reliébility of the Federal Repubiic'as an elly.
As Churchill diéépproved of the American "one-track ming"
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approach £o Nazl Cermeny at the closc of the war, many Britens
now deplere what they feel‘is a similar U.S. overcencentratien
on the Soviet thfeat. American eupport of West Germany's inte-
gratlon into "Little Europe" has not allayed British fears of
future German dominance in Europe or of German adventurlsm in the

years ahead. Secondly, West European integration has become 2

gsource of irritation between the U,S. and the U.,K. While both
countries will suffer commerclally from the Common Market's ex-
ternal tariff, the United States ie willing to pay that price for
the expected advantages of West Furopean-pollitical union, even
_one from which the U.,K, excludes itself. Thus, the U.S5. has
strongly backed integration as a means both of tying Germany to
the West and of creating & fimm bulwerk against the Soviet
threat. In contrast, the U.K, has favored participation in a
looser and broader assoclation, primarily because of its Common-
wealth preferential tariff obligations and because of its re-
luctahce to submit British independent actlion to supranational
controls. Thirdly, the different approaches of the two countries

_to East-West trade has caused some friction between them,

Vitally dependent on its industrial exports, the U,K. has been
unwilling to support all the  restrictions on trade with the Bloc
that the U.S. feels are necessary.

49, Pinally, and most important in terms of a serious future
Anglo~Ameriean rift, 1s the absence of a common pollcy toward

Cammunist China and the Formosa Straits. While Britain has

sought to preserve its remaining Asian interests, particularly
Hong Kong, by recognition of Red China and by a willingness to
deal wilth that country when necessar§, many British feel that the
American policey of enforced Llsolation of China, like thet of
Russia in l917,'breeds despotism within and acquisitiveness
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without, It is quite possible that the British governmcnt will
wote for Red China's admission to the U.N., and beth British par-
ties regard the offshore 1slands as properly within the juris-
diction of mainland China. While the U.K. has not yet tried to
force these issues with the United States, a future crisis in the
Formosa Straits could lead to sharply differing views on the
action to be taken. In the past, such divergent views have not
geriocusly disrupted Anglo-American relations, although oceesional
clashes have taken place, as, for example, over Indochina in the
spring of 1954. In the future, the consequences for the allianee

could be far more grave.

British Attitudes Toward Collective and National Defense

50, Future American access to military facilities in the U.K.,
lparticuiarlg_tngeeughet eggport U.S. stretegic systems, wlll be
.determined not‘only by the continued basic compatibility of U.S.
and U K. forelgn policies, but also by developing British atti-
_tudes on issues relating to the uecuritv of the U,X.: in par-—"
_ticular, the net advantages and reiiahility of the American
alliance; the risks that U.S. bases pose for-Britainls -security;

the relative strength of British armed forces, and Ythe wisdom,
practicality and morallty of a defense policy based on nuclear

deterrence and an: independent British deterrent

51. In recent yeers,'public dlgcusslon ofitheee issuee-has
taken place within the context of debates onedevelopments in
British defenee.policj, in the Parliament, within the parties,
in the press and in nonofficlal circles. Tt is within this con-
text that the major lines of British opinion will be explored
here, inasmuch as the views that determine the future shape of
British defenge pqiicﬁ will also have a profound impact on the
ability of the U.SQ}to retain its British bases.
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52. The debate on Eritain's defense requirements has often been
confused. The 1s$ues are immensely complex; strategic thinking
in the U.K., even on the highest levels, i3 currently 1n a state
of flux; fhe 1nformation necessary to balanced Judgments on such
a variety of issues 1s not readily avallable, or can be interpret-
over, the existence c¢f nuclear weapons with their hitherto 1ln-
conceivable destructive power has lntroduced an emotional element
into the debate which has sometimes clouded the more ratlonal
" considerations, particularly in nonofficial circles. Attitudes
have also been conditioned by single dramatic events -- like the
Bikinl test results, Suez, or the recent RB-47 1inclident -- that |
act as catalysts for existing but dommant fears which are then
transformed into an effective political force.  Prablems intro-
‘duced 4n this manner are not always debated in terms of the other-
relevént but not so dramatic factors. In short, while heavy
relizance on the American alllance and on the U.K.'s independen?®
deterrent remains official British policy, few people in the U.K.
can see any certain and valld answer t¢ Britain's security prob-:
lem in the nuclear age that is anything better than the lesser of
many evil choices. But, from the widespread and intense debate
that has been developing on defense issues, it ié ¢clear that an
éktraordinarily high percentage of the British public is, To a

greater or lesser extent, concerned.

53.‘The current spectrum of British attitudes on these 1issues
can best be understood and evaluated against the background of
what has been called the "nuclear debate” of the postwar years.
The development of concepts and publicereactiéns falls foughly
into four perilods: (1) security unde:r the American nuclear
umbrella, 1945 to 1954; (2) the debate on nuclear testing, 1954
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i 1056; (3) general approval of the "New Look" in British de-
cowstn policy, 1957 to 1958; and (4) increasing doubts on the |
awitloh independent deterrent, 1958 to 1960. A brief survey of
(haean periods, together with an analysis (in the fellowing
savtlon) of current attitudes on the specific subject of the U.S.
;.e 1y, may indicate the trends in British opinion toward reliance

f'cn'U.S. millitary power that will determine the future of the u.s.

vaso system in the U.K.

Reliance on U.S. Nuclear Capabilities, 1945 to 1954
. In the immediate postwar period, British opinion generally

"

-egarded'the American atomlc bomb as a potentially important
rerce for world peace; As long as the American atomic monopoly
~213 paintained there wai_iitEis gentiment 1n favor of the crea-
tien of a British bomb, although there was some resentment over
the U.S. fefusal to share its atomic secrets with the nation that
n2Z contributed its scientific talents te the wartime development

s? ‘he atomic bomb,

25, After the Soviets exﬁloded their first atomic bomb in 1949,
~zwever, the U.K.,becane_the cnly cae of the Big Three without
2a a‘omic c:apa.bil:l.tlv and, many Britons felt, Withoﬁt‘adequate
rorer to 1nfluence the policies of either the U.S. or USSR.
Triz consideration was dramatized in early 1951 when developments

<% the Korean War indicated that atomic bombs might,oe used and
nl7s% generate a geﬁeral waﬁ in which the U.K. would be involved.
4 viow of the evident weaknesses of Britain's milifary capa-
“+!ities, a publlie and offieial reevaluation of British defense
»miinlep took place, which resulted in the decision ¢f Prime
Siniabap Attlee's Lebor gbvefnment to produce the British

Yty bomb, successfullylﬁested a year later, The Conservative

‘“turnment followed Labor!s lead in deciding in 1955 to create
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of the Conservative govermment are not substantial and a?e

centered méinly on the lssue wﬁether priority. should be
accorded to collective defense efforts or to policles prom?ting
a relaxation of teﬁSions. But the current official line of

the Labor farty on forelgn and defense pollicles may suffer
modifications under rising pressures in party.c;rcles for
immediate unilateral nuclear disarmament, greater control over
or the removal of American strategic bases, and & cutback of
defense expenditures. Such proposals could lead in turn to
proposals for Britain's withdrawal from NATO and neutrallty |
in the cold war, 1f the present leadership of the Labor Party

were ousted,

Possible Areas of Conflict on Anzlo-American Objectives

36. Despite a substantial degree of concurrence at present be-
tween the ‘two Britlsh parties on the goals of British foreign pblicy;
.it is apparent that the Conservatives!' approach is closer to that
of the United States. Nevertheless, while the U.S. supports the
four major objectives of British forelgn policy suggested above,;/
there is still gcope for significant Anglo-American differences
over the approaches best sulted to their achievement. If d1f¢ereﬁﬂes
siiould beccme acute and acerbate relations between Ghe Uu.s. and
the U.K., the climate of British opinion on the U.X.!'s military
contribﬁtions to the Atlantic alliance could be adversely affected.
The possibilities of such differences will therefore be summarily |

examined in the following pages.

Containment of Sino-Soviet Expansion

37. Although containment of Communism within its present borders

=

remains a primary goal of British policy, most British analysts
. differ with their American counterparts with regard to the naturve

4/ Contalnment, reiaxation of tTensions, U.K. security, and U.K.
prestige. ‘
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and gravity of the Sine-Soviet threat. The Labor Party 1in particu-
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lar and the Conservatives, to a8 legser extent, hold that there has
been a fundamental and significant change in the Soviets' cold war
strategy.. The dangers of Communist expansion, they believe, are |
now primarily political; economic and psychologlcal, rather than

military: as the recent Sino-Soviet ideological dispute suggests,
Khrushchev would be reluctant fo Jeopardize his country's economic
progress and international political gains by aggressive military

adventures that might unleash a general war.

38. Ameriean obgervers, on the other hand, have shown a greater
concern for the potential dangers of rising Soviet millitary capa-
bilities, particularly in the missile fleld, and are deeply sus-
plcious of Khrushchev's occaslonally professed desires for peaceful
coexistence and nonmilitary competition with the West. Such poli-
cies of detente are regarded as essentially tactical shifts in the
Seviet;Union's basic strategy of territorial aggrandizement. At
the least, American leeders are unwilling to bank on the sincerity
of Khrushchev's peacefﬁl gestures to the extent of relaxing U.S.

efforte to strengthen the West's collective defense posture.

39. The gap between British and American estimates of the
threat has narrowed since the 1960 Summit breakup and Khrushchev's
missile threats and interference in Cuba and in the Congo. But if
it widens again under a new Soviet peace offensive, it could have
gerious consequences for Anglo-American collective defense
planningl/ and coﬁld lead.to differences over the cholce of

specific policies in a number of other fields.
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Relxation Oof Tensions

40, Recognition of Britain's diminis

general dcceptance of the Proposition
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hed power hag encouraged

that the major rcle 1in con-

Yalning the Soviet Blog must be played by the United Stateg, This

belier, coupied With an acute awarenes

tions -~ that the Soviets would preferp

competition with the West - leads to

S of the U.K, g inability to

nomilitary forms of

the same conclusion: that

serious efforts must be made to cash 1in, whenever POssible, on

Eaat-Wegt negotiations at all levels,
might cushion the severity of the colg

hood of aceldental or intentional war.

with skepticisnm the value and potentia

outstanding issues. 7o

including the Summit, as

war and reduce the likeli-

11itles of East-West negoti -

ations than 1itg British colleagues, especlally nNegotiations in
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publie conferences or Suwmnlt meetinge where fatlure cculd == and,
in May 1960, did -- result in a sharpening of cold war tensions.
In the Amerdcan view, existing diplomatic channels remain a suf-
ficlent, and often a preferable and more effective, instrument
for achileving satisféctory gsettlements. The Amerilcan approach 1s
therefore somewhat at variance with the general Brdtish view that
more sefious'and mére positive_efforts should be made to provide
the Soviets with opportunities to nego_‘ciate.y It should be
added, however, that many Conservatives remain privately skeptlcal
of the wisdom of these efforts. Macmlllan's attempts to bridge
the East-Weét gap have been, in part,'a response to general pubiic
weariness with the cold war and to the labor Partyt!s threat to

monopolize the "peéce" issue. This was particularly the case

prior to the 1959 election.

Maintenance of Erltaln's Security

42, In pursuit of this objective, Britain has placed primary
reliance on its colleéﬁive defense arrangements, particularly
NATO and ﬁhe American alliance, and secondary reliance on the de;
veloprnent of its own millitary forces. British a@titudes on defense
policy will be the subject of the next section; here it is suf-
ficient to point out that whlle the U.S. Subscribes to the objec-
tives of'current'Brifish defense policy =- deterrehce of war on
all levels, particularly strategic nuclear war;iand defense
against attacks that do occur -- the U,S. and U.k;'may differ on
the aﬁplication‘dﬁ‘that general policy In specific circumstances.

I/ In Sritish public opinion polls since 1956 on the relative
standing of the U.S. and USSR, in the seriousness of their
efforts to achieve disarmament, for exampie, the nigh oninicen
of the U.S. dropped to virtually a standeff with the USSR in
February 1960. Nevertheless, the U.S. still led the Soviet
Unlon by a considerable margin in Pritish publlc estimates of
the sincerity of its interest in disarmament. Later polls
may indicate an increese in U,.S. standing, in view of the
Soviet withdrawal from the Geneva dlisarmament conference.
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- 43, Differing geograpnical interests will be a partlcularly
rotent factor of diverging assessmenta of defense prioritles,.

The postwar conuract*on of Britain's overseas interests and
commitments, both in its leased bhases and colonial possessions,
has progressively narrowed the scope of areas in which the U.S.
and U.X. share heavy security responsibilitieé. Since the war
the Labor Party and, more lately, the Conservatives have been
wllling to admit that Britain's stakes in the Far East, Southeast
Asla and now the Middle East are declining. One may predict that
the U.K., with its limited miiitary resources, will be increas-
ingly reluctant to take such grave risks in defense of overseas
areas as the U.S. may feel Justified, particularly those areas

threatened by Red China.

44, On the.other nand, BEritlish observers are increasingly con-
cerned that in future years Amerlcan readiness to come to the
assis%ance of the U,K. and of Western Europe wlll decline as the
utility of European strateglc bases for the Immedliate defense of
the North American continent declines, and as Soviet strategic
capabiliﬁies pose increasingly severe retallatory sanctions
againat U.S. strateglc intervention in a war initially confined
to the European area. As confildence in American strategic pro-
tection declines, the incentives for Britain's contracting out
of 1ts commitments to NATO and to the U.S. ggg&é increase 1if there
appeared to bé little hope of redressing an adversely shifting
continental balance of power. While a head-in-the-sand British
retreat to a neutralist and isclationist policy seems a highly
unlikely development -- whether based on independent nuclear
capablilities or on unilateral disarmam;nt - it is a concelvable
development Zf noninvolvement in a nuclear conflict should become

the paramount consideration gulding British security policy.
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Continued U.K. Prestipe and Power

45. The U.K.'s diminished power position since World War II is
attributable to a number of developments, including the concurrent
rise of the U.S. anq USSR as world superpowers, the weapons revo-
lution which left the U.K. particularly vulnerable to a strateglc
strike; the dlssolution of its old imperial system, and its limit-

_ ed finanecial and industrial potential capable of supporting.-only .
a2 moderate miiitary establishment. Given these conditions, there
18 wide agreement that the U.K, muat rely heavily on American
suppoert tq preserve its present power position and to achleve 1its

" international goals, but necessity hés not made a virtue of the

facs,

46. In some quarters, the response to the U.K.'s sudden and
necessary abandonment of 1ts centuries-old central role on the
.world_stage has been Yo deny the degree of the U.K.'s dependence
on the U.S., or to.r?sent this apparent development. Thus, the
almost universal accéptance of the American alliance as a
buﬁtress to Britaln's power 13 often accompanied by a seemingly
‘paradoxlcal urge that the U,K, maximize its ability to act in-~
dependently of the alliance. This feeling is reinforced by the
constant 1rr1tations inevitable within an alliance where coordi-
nation 1is attempted on so many aspects of policy, as well as by
occaslonal major differences on forelgn policjiissues and on
estimates of strategic necessities., For a larég segment of
British opinion;ﬂthe ability of the U.S. to run the Western show
remains on triai; and generallzed contrasts aré sometimes drawn |
between the youthful, exuberant 1dealism of American foreign
policy and the experienced, measured, realistic approa&h of
British diplomatistg._ On occaslion, conflidence in the Unlted

States is badly shakén by such eplscdes as the Suez crisis, the
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handling of the U-2 incident or the Suwmit failure at Parts,
Tn addition to British uncertainties concerning thé skills of
American policymakers, thefe is also apprehension that the U.S.
may fail to support the U.K. when one of its vital interests is
endangered (as at Suez) or that the U.S. mey involve the U.K. in
conflicts in which it has little direct interest.

L7, To cushion the U.X. against unwelcome developments in U.S.
policy, it is often argued that Britaln should develop scme
sources of power independent of the American alliance. Such has

been the Justification for proposals to tighten Commonwealth

‘bonds or to assoclate more directly with the Continental coun-

tries in economic -- and even political -- arrangements. The

maintenance of the British independent nuclear deterrent has

.&lso been .supported on t@iﬁ ground, and, significantly, one of

iﬁs foremost officizl Justificatiqns 13 its value as a lever to
enable the U.K. to influence the direction that American policies
willl take.

48, In addition to these general areas of foreign policy where
dlfferences could arise to Jeopardize Angldéﬁmerican unity, four:
other specific issues should be mentioned as past or poténﬁial
sources of friction. First, the British have régarded with some
ﬁneaéiness the support and encouragement the U.S. has given to

the enhancement of ﬁest German power and the conflidence it has

placed in the rellabllify of the Federal Republic as an ally.
As Churchill disapproved of the American "ocne-track mind"

,,
|
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eppreoach to MNazil Cermany at the clooe of the war, moany Britens
now deplere what they feel 1s a simllar U,S. overconcentration
on the Soviet threat. American support of West Germany's inte-
gratlon into "Little Europe" has not allayed British fears of
future German domihance in Europe or of German adventurism in the

years ahead. Secondly, West European integration has become a

source of irritation between the U.S., and the U.K. While both
countries will suffer commeréially from the Common Market's ex-
ternal tariff, the United States 1s willing to pay that price for
the expected advantages of West Europearrpolltical union, even
one from ﬁhich the U.K. excludes itself. Thus, the U.S., has
strongly backéd integration as a means both of tying Germany to
the West and of creating a firm bulwérk against the Soviet
Vthreat. In contrast, the U.K., has favored participation in a
looser and bfoaderlassociation, promarily because of its Common-
wealth preferential tariff obligations and because of 1ts re-
luctance to submit British independent actlion to supranational
cqntrols, Thirdly, the different approaches of the two countries

‘fd East-West trade has caused some friction between them,

Vifally dependeht on its industrial exports, the U,K. has been
unwilling to support all the restrictions on trade with the Bloc
that the U,S. feels are necessary.

49, PFinally, and most important in terms of a serious future
Anglo-American'rift,_is the absence of a common - policy toward

Communist China and the Formosa Straltas. While Brifain has

sought to presef%e i1ts remalning Asian interests, particularly
Hong Kong, by recognition of Red China and by a wilillingness to
deal with that country when necessary, many British feel that the
American poliey of enforced isolatlon of China, like that of
Russia in 1917,:b:eéds_despotism wlthin and acguisitiveness
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without. It 15 quite possible that the Britich government will
wote for Red China's admlssion to the U,N., and bééh British par-
ties regard the offshore i1slands as properly within the juris-
diction df mainland China. While the U.K. has not yet tried to
force these 1ssues_witﬁ the United States, a future crisis in the
Formosa Straits could lead to sharply differiﬁg views on the
action to be taken. In the past, such dlvergent views have not
geriously disrupted Anglo-American relations, although occaslonal
clashes have taken place, as,_for example, over Indcchina in the
spring of 1954, 1In the future, the consequences for the aliianée

.could be far more grave,

British A%ttitudes Toward Collective and National Defense

50, Future American access to military facilltles in the U.XK,,
nparg;cu;arlg‘thgge_gpgt gggport U.S. strétegic gystems, wlill be
detepmined not only by the continued basic compatibility of U.S.
and ﬁ;K. forelgn policies, but also by develeoping British atti-
tudes on issues relating to the security of the U.,K.: in par--——"
ticular, the net advantages and reliahility df the American
alliance; the risks that U.S. bases pose ;éf“Britaian—seturity;
the relative strength of British armgd forces; and fthe wisdom,
practicality and morality of a defense policy based on nuclear

deterrence and an ilndependent British deterrent.

51, In recent years, public discussion of these issueé‘has
taken place within the context of debates on developments in
British defense policy, in the Parliament, within the partles,
in the press and in nonofficial cirecles. It is within thils con-
text that the‘major lines of British opinion wlll be exploread
here, inasmuch as the views that determine the future gshape of
British defense policy will also have a profound impact on the
abllity of the U.S. to retain its British bases.
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52. The debate on Britaint's defense requirements has often been
confused. The 1issues are immensely complex; strateglc thinking
in the U,K., even on the highest levels, is currently in a state
of flux; the information necessary to balanced judgmenta on such
a variety of 1issues is not readily avallable, or can be interpret-
ed in different_ways;-andnthewchoice§7§ﬂg'éii &1fficu1t. More -
over, the existence of nuclear weapons with their hitherto 1in-
conceivable destructive power has introduced an emotlonal element
into the debate which has sometimes clouded the more rational
considerations, particularly in nonofficial circles., Attlitudes
"have also Eeen conditiocned by single dramatic events -- llke the
Bikinl test results, Suez, or the recent RB-47 incident -~ that _
act as catalysts for exlsting but dormant fears which are then
transformed iqto an effective political force.  Froblems intro-
‘duced 1n this manner are not always debated in terms of the other-
relevant but not so dramatlc factors. In short, while heavy
reliance on the American alliance and on the U.K,'s independent
deterrent remains official British policy, few people in the U.X.
gan'sée any certain and valid answer to Britain's security prob-:
1em:in the'nﬁclear age that 1s anything better than the lesser of
many evil cholces. But, fram the widespread an¢ intense debate
that has been developing on defense 1ssues, 1t 1is clear that an

éktraordinarily high pércentage of the British public 1is, to a

greater or lesser extent, concerned.

53.-The currenff;pectrﬁm of British attitudes. on these lsasues
can best be undefétood and evaluated against the background of
what has been called the "nuclear debate" of the postwar years.
The development of concepts and public reactlions falls foughly
into four periods: (1) security unde: the American nuclear

umbrella, 1945 t6_195ﬁ;1 (2) the debate on nuclear testing, 1954
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(o 1563 (3) general approval of the "New Look" in British de-
~yvewsa polley, 1957 t6.1958; and (4) increasing doubts on the =
ettt tah 1nde§endent deterrent, 1958 to 1960. A brief survey of
(haau periods, together with an analysis (in the following
savtlon) of current attitudes on the specific subject of the U.S.
wanou, may indicate the trends in British opinion toward reliance

on U.S. military power that will determine the future of the U.S.

wase system in the U.XK.

Reliance on U.S. Nuclear Capabilities, 1945 to 1954

54. In the lmmediate postwar perilod, British opinlon generally
:egarded:the Amerdican atomic bomb as a potentially important
¢arce for world peace, As long as the American atomic monopoly
¥2s malntained there wai_?it?if gentiment in favor of the crea-
tten of a British bomb, although there was some resentment over
e U.S. ?efusal to share its atomic secrets with the nation that
nad contributed its scientific talents to the wartime development

2% the atomlec bomb.

5. After the Soviets exploded thelr rCirst atomic bomb in 19&9,
ncwever, the U.K. became ,the cnly one of the Big Three without
e a2tomlc capability and, many Britons felt, without adequate
yonen to-influence the policles of either the U.S. or USSR.

-_~_

iz consideration was dramatized in eafly 1951 when developments
oo the Korean War indicated that atomic bombs might be used and
nlyst generate a general war in which the U.X. would be involved,
in oy of the evident weaknesses of Britain's military capa-
h;l:ties, a publié and official reevaluatisn of RBritish defense
»1i6l00 took place, which resulted in the decision of Prime
-th:nhqr Attlee's Labor government to produce the British

Yiemig bomb, successfully tested a year later, The Conservative

- tnrnment followed Labor's lead in deciding in 1955 fo create
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a British thenmonuclear_capability. th declsions initially
met with substahtial publié support, for they seemed to proﬁise
that Britain could again claim great power status, that it would
no longer be totally dependent on the U.S, for deterrence from
gtrategle attack; and that the British bombs would contribute
both to the deterrent posture of the Free World and to Britzin's

1
infiuvence within the Western councils. The opposition Labor

_ Party, with the notable excepitlon of Aneurin Bevan, concurred in

| 2/
vime Minister Churchill's H-bomb decision.

The Nuclear Testing Debate, 1954 o 1956

56. Only a few months later, there appearsd the first substan-
tial public doubts about nucleer weapons in general and about
British nucleer weapons in particular. These apprehensions,
ﬁhich have since muitiplied, initially concgntrated on the issue
of huclear testing as the resulf of a wide dissemination of in- ;
formation ebout the destructiveness of the H-bomb and the dangers
of its fall-out. Opposition to the British manufacture and
testing of puclear weapons increased under the impact of the
American AEC's report, in February 1955, on the effects of the
Bildni H-bomb tests of the previous year, which was widély publi-

cized. The testing issue was also brought dramatically before
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the public eye in a major debate in the House of Commens in March
on & resolution to halt all further testing until an international

conference determined the long-term radiation hazards,

5T7. Exploited by the laft wing of the Labar Party as an election

issue 1n 1955, public sentiment for a teat ban continued to ETOW
and reached a climaxz in June 1956 with the publication of a

report by the respected Medical Researeh Council which expréssed
fear over the poscinle long-term genetic effzcts of Strontium 90,
The effect of this report was such that Prime Minister Eden was
constrained to announce Rritain's willingness *o corsider nego-
tiatlons for an international test ban apart from a discussion

of general disarmament, By the summer of 1956, putlic opinion

in the UK, favored such a test ban, with or without genéral
1

disarmameﬁﬁ;‘“ althdugh opinion was more evenly divided whether
the U.K. should proceed with its own H-bomb tésts.g/

58. By the end of‘tbé year, however; perhaps under the impact
of Britain's ﬁilitafyiweakness at Suez, there was & significent
shift‘of cpinion against the concept of.a'§§§aréte test ban and‘
agaihst thé unilatefalipostponément of Briféin'é thermonuclear

3 o
tests:J/

Generz) Approval of the New Defense Policy, 1957 to 1958

59. By 1957, the Conservative government, now led by Prime
Minister Mﬁcmillan, ado?ted a2 tougher line toward the Soviet

Union and, at thé*Bermuda Conference with President Eisenhower

in the Spring, refersed its previous ftest ban policy by agreeing
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not Lo consider negotiating an agreement on nuclear production
or testing except within the fremework of a satisfactory general
disarmament agreemsant,

y -
60. Moreover, the Defense White Paper, announced in April

1957, marked a significent turning point in the character and

objectives of British defense policy.

P

Q\V‘

62. The Suez operation had brought intoléuestion not only the
adequacy of Britain's military strength'tblgchieve 1ts vital
national goals, but also the value of it§76verseas deployment.
The conviction grew that the politlcél costs of maintaining
overseas bases against mounting antl-colonial péessures would be
heavy, while the cdeclining importance of British economic and- |
colonizal interests in Asiz and the Middle East seemed to suggest
that a reevaluation of 1ts overseas comultments would be in
order. By 1657, the Macmillan govermment was faced with a
choice between increasing the defense effort to meet the commit- -
ments and to assure the securlty of the British Isies as well

end, alternaztively, concentrating the defense effort to achieve

%/ Defénce: Outiine ol ruture Policy, Cmnd. 124, Anril‘%95i>

g e e T e e e o
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more satisfactory results within a narrower range. In choosing
the latter course, the.government comuitled the U.K. Lo a five-
year poliey that constituted a radiczl revisicn of both the size

and character of the whole defense program.

63.'The new defense policy, which has been llttle modlfied in
succeeding.years, was based on two major assumptions: I1n-the
words of the White Paper, (1) "...that there is at present no
means of providing protection for the people of this country
egainst the consecuensss of an atteck with nuclear weapons Zféo
tha#? ...the overriding consgideration in 2l)l military planning
must be to prevent war rather than to prepare for it;" and (2)
that "...in the’true interests of defense...the clzims of mili-
tary expen@;ture‘shquld be considered in conjunction with the
country's financial and economic strength." Thus, the U.K. chose

to piace primary rellance for its security on the policy of

strategic nuclear deterrence, while limiting the share of its

resources -- particularly manpower -- devoted to defense.

64, It followed from the latter consideration that Britain
should (a)‘make reduétions in.the overgll ét;ength of 1ts mili-
tary forces, then TO0,000‘men, down to 375?060 by 1962;1 (b)
abolish conscfipti@n:by 1960; and (¢) reducetthe number of
British forceé deplbyed'abroad, on the gfquﬁds that Britain could

not afford to’ continue it "disn*oportionatelyvlarge contribution"

to NATO nor the; substantial demands on Brit*sh manpower® by
garrisons in British.colonies and protectorates; meanwhile,
Britain would (d) arm its forces with atomic weapons, and (e)
create & moblle central reserve force in the British Isles that

could be rapidiy d;spatched to any trouble spot by a strength-
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an, For strategic nuclear déterrenée, the British'government
swmae not to rely solely on American capabilitles, but rather
.« spoed the develcpment of 1ts own nuclear deterrent power;
ceording to The 1957 plan, the means of delivering the British

~oah would remain the British medlum-range strategic bombers of

-na V-class which would later be supplexnented by'éi};istic
1
v 1ailes, supplied inditizlly by the Unifed States, unvil such

e e e

-+me a8 the U,K, had perfected 1lts own misslile capébility.
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~, Tnis latter cbiective of the 1957 Uh*te Paper has never

e

wen fulfilled, In April 1960, under. mount:.nb criviclsm that

-~s BSritish fixed-site ELUE STREAK intermediate range missile
Lis_aiready obsolete before it was operationéi; the Defence

v ~igtry finally abandoned its military strategic misslle progran,
1S wis decided instesd that the life of the newer V-bombers would

= extended into the late 1960's by the provision cof the air-
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ta:mched ballistic missile, SKY BOLT (GAM-8T), to be supplied

7 the Unlted Staves,

PRI o
R

£7. The 1957 Wnite Paper on defense Was. very well received bty
w2 Zritish press where it was midely repovted There was virtu-
1117 unanimous praise for the government'!s “courageous and
—1listic™ preevaluation of the national dg?ense policy in the
-=7n% of the country's economic capabiliti°s and the develOpment

2/
u.lear weapons,

-

/i. 2y placing primary reliance for Britain's defense on the
uclenr deterrent, the Macmillan government forced Labor to

wddif7 1ts stand on the issue of nuclear wezpons. In the

B R R P TR PR CEPIIOYOSPR YL W PP VY- S AP T U 0 BTN e P

7irfant House of Commons dEba tes tha fellowed in the spring

W e

614987, 1t became apparent that the Labor Party was divided £

N .
Annex "aA" ¢to
. Appendix "4" to
,on Enclosure "IU

- 108 - WSEG Rspcrt Yo, 50




PSR GRT

-

between twe factions which have been.unable te resolve their
pocitions in subsequent years: (1) the more moderate groun,-
which ihitielly supported the government'!s nuclear detefrence
policy bﬁt whieh WES still willing to postpone 2ritish nuclear
tests until the prospects of an inte“nationel H-boﬁb &t sarm-
ament agreement were further explored; and (2) the lefi-wing
and pacifist groups which pressed for an unceonditlional ban on
testing and on the manufacture of the E“itieh uhe:mopuclear
bomb, Despite 2 large-scale propaganda effcrt by the latier
group led by Aneurin Eevin, the govermment remzined firm, and
on M2y 15, 1957, the first British H-bomb was successfully
tested,

69, Public opinion polls &t the time incdicated that *he

government had correctly assessed the mood of British opinion

which anpea“ea li<tle anected by ‘the vigorous anti-test campaign --

Y
of the spring of 1657. A growing consensus developed that

nuclear weapons would rem2in necessary as lonb as the USSR re-

fused ©to negotiate 2 rezsonable disar eemenu Dlan, and by Octoder

1957 the annual Labor Party Conference hae eejected the pr0905e1
for a unilzteral British nuclear ban, with even Aneurin Bevan
reversing his position,g/ Up ©o 1959, the B“itish putlic gen-
erally went 2long with the govermment!s new cefense policy which

has 2lso commanded the active support of uhe Ielbor Party!s front

bench in Pariiezment,
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70. Public avtitudes toward & British nusles:zr capadility
curing this period seemed to vary direcily wiih estimz=tes of
Eritalin's ebility {0 remein z great powern.znd with estimetes
cf ;he value and reiiability cf the American aliiznce, Despite -~
The Suez experience, four-fifths of 2ritens polled in lzis 1956

ned rejected the proposition thatl Britazin shoulid abandon its

o
;
:

¢
i/
cn alfeirs in the 2itish Isies, For the U H,'s mzintenznce

"grezt power" status and should concentrete ipstead
ey

cf Its role ol Lntermztionel influence, one of the prime pre-

regulcsliies seemed to be & nucliezr capebility.

TLl., Suppert fer The new delense peolicy seemed 2lso to
sﬁe:'froa severe cdoubts &fter the Suez experiénce 2s to the
debendabilibyuof_tﬁé Unfted States as an 2lly. Mzny Britons,
inéluding those who had oppos;d the government's Suez policy,

wondered to whzt extent the U.X, cowld afford io count un

o
cf

American support in the ure; in view of the fact that the

U.S., had Gared cpenly to oppose the U.K, when 2% Suez it had
felt that its vitel inferest at steke " Despite meit
T'el< 12e 1T8 vVieal 1nterest wers v S e espive reldndled

British enthusizsm for the alliance éuring the winter of 1957

ct
O

|
\0
U1

8, evidence cf Soviet missiie achievemenis provided new

rezsons vo doubt the certainty of American; assistance. Increass-

ingly, the British nuelear deterrent began to be .supported on
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the ground that 1t would provide independent 1nsuranée against
the Soviet strategic threat in the event that the U.S, should
decide not to "commit sulcide" for the defense of Europe,

Increasing Doubts Abnut the Indepsndent Deterrent, 1958
To 1500

T2+ During 1958 and 1959, the 3ritish public generally
remained convinced of the validify of the new defense policy,
as long as the cold war continuéd and as long as no general
disarmament agreement was reéched. Nevertheless, several devel-
opments during these years indicated growihg dissatisfaction
and uneasiness, both in the general public and in responsible
circtes, over the value of the independent deterrent and the
risks that 1% entailed, The resulting debate on Britain's own
nuclear capabilitles generated ideas and political movements
'that;might well affect Britlish defense policy in the future
and,_coﬂceiﬁably, the pfpspects of the American base system in

Ve

the British Isles,

. The Cémnaign for MWuclear Disarmament-

73. Cne of these developments was the nonparty Campaign
for (Unilateral) Nuclear Disarmament whose annual mass demon-
stration marches -- the first in 1958 from London to the atomic
research center at Alde:ﬁéston ~= have attractedgc@hsiderable
public attention and not a little public sympathyél The proposals
of the CND, if takén seriously and carfied to their logical con-
clusion, could hévéigrave.consequences for Americén basing rights
in the U.X., for the CND holds that "Britain must.;.renounce uni-
~laterally the use or production of nuclear weapons, and refuse
to allow their use by others in her defense." If ultimately
adopted.by fthe govérnmehﬁ, this program waild mean not oply
the withdrawal of all‘huciear weapons systems and their support

faciiities from British soil, but could easily lead to Britain's
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abandonment of i1ts NATC commitments and eventual adoption of
& position of neutr@lity in the cold war: results which most

- CND supporters have'probably not envisioned,

T4 The CID cannot, however, be dismissed as a pacifist
stunt or even as a temporarily hysterical reactién to the
nuclear menace, Its adherents are growing and include 2 num-
ber of respected citizens,1 and 1its 1959 Trafalgar Square rally
drew out Frank Cousins, leader of Britain's largest trade union,
and, as speaker, Robert Willis, chalrman of the Trades Union
Congress., Moreover, tne CND draws on many old strands in the
British political tradition -- genuine anti-militarism, Christian
pacifism, direct public protest and action for "what is right",
the "Little England" concept, nationalism (1n the bellef that
other countries cannot ignore Britain's dramatic moral lead),
and antifAmericanism. But, most importantly, 1t plays on
British’ﬁeariness with the never-ending cold war and on incress-
ing apprehensions over nuclear weapons, the East-West arms race,
the destructiveness of modern war, the risks and uncertainties
of deterreﬁce policiesé and the U.K,!'s particular vulnerablility

to a strategic strike,

T5. Althcugh the C¥D attracted <- and has since gained 37
little support in Parliament or in the responsible press, ~ at the

i/ lncluding J, B, Priestiy, A. J. P. Taylor, Victor Gollancz,
Philip Teynbee, and Bertrand Russell,

2/ For an analysis of the elements of the CND's appeal, see
David Marguand, "England, the Bomb, The Marchers", Commentary,
Vol, 29, No, 5 (May 1960), pp. 380386,

3/ It exerts 1ts pressure mainly through the Labor Party in
Parliament, particularly through the Victory for Socialism
wing of the Party. Among thLe Laborite Press, the Daily
Herald, the Tribune, and the New Statesman and Nation all
supported unilateralism until vhey abandoned it in rfavor
of the new "nonnuclear club" policy of the Labor Party,

announced in June 1959,
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popular level 1ts successes have been striking, It is re-~
markable ag the cne organization ¢n Britain's obtherwise drab
political landscape that can inspire mass enthusiasm on a.
political issue, But 1t is most significant because its activ-
lties have happened to coincide with a noticeable shift of
opinion in responsibie circles where doubts are growing on the
validity of the independent deterrent concept, Thus, the first
of the CND’s.obJectives -- the abandonment of Britaints strate-
gic nuclear capabllity -- has galned respectability, not because
1t 1s morally "right" or tecause it will induce other nations
also to "opt out" of the nuclear race, but because it may

become poli*:biclally expedient, Should the government decide that
continued maintenance of the independent deterrent is impractical
for a country of Britain's siée, location and resocurces, it is
probable that the CND would be strengthened in the pursuit of
its other objectives which would have more serious implications

for the'U.K.‘s alliance pollcles and U.S, strategic deployment,

Labor Party Conosition to British Nuclear Capabilities

76. Doubfs on the Britlsh nuclear deterrent were also
strengthened by a second important development in this period:
the shattering of the cemmon front that the two major parties

had previously presented on the issue of nuclear weapons,

“T7. In June 1959, the Labor Party adopted 1ts "non-
nuclear club" proposal thet would have traded Britain's nuclear
gtatus for a pledge by other nations to restrict nuclear weapons

to the U,S5. and USSR alone,

78, Theoretically, the proposal gave British opinion a
third option beyond the alternatives of unilateral nuclear
disarmament and retentiqn'of nuclear weapons pending a general

disawmament agreement T'Practically, the proposal seemed to fall

_/ In 1950, about 5000 marchers, supported by clergymen, intel-
lectuals, trade union leaders, and some Members of Parliament,
protested at Aldermaston, In 1959, the CND's Easter weekend

- march from Aldermaston to London drew a crowd of about 20,000
listeners with about 15,000 of them having participated in the
march and 3000 having parched all the way. The 1960 march

© showed increased CND strength, with about 30,000 at Aldermaston
- and a crowd of 40 000 in Trafalgar Sqguare,
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between those two existing stools, despite its appeal to those
who were searching for a way to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons and calling for positive British leadership in the
field of disarmeament. The nonnuclear club idea failed to
elicit more than noﬁinal suppcrt at all levels of opinion.i/
Only a handful of pzpers welcomed the proposel as a new attack
on the problem of nuclear weapons and disarmament. the semi~

official Laborite Daily Herald the pro- Labor D¢i1v Mirror,

the Soclallst Kew Statesman, 2nd the Iiberal News Chronicle,

Only the independent-Iiteral Manchester Guardian and independent-

Conservative Sundzy Observer supported the nonnuclear club withe
out reservation as a2 "reasoned and responsible" policy for
preserving the Atlantic 2lliance while seceking to limit the
spread of nuclear weapens and deemvhasizing them a2s symbols of
prestige. In Parliament, the more pacifist or uniiateralist
backbench Labor members felt the new proposal did not go far
enough, btut on the ofher hand there were slgns that a few Con-
servative M,P,'s were eympathetic to the eonceut. While the
public reaction might have been tested during the generzal elec-
tion in October, 1959, events consp*red to generate public

indifference to the pronosal A complicated scheme to put across
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Yo the electorate, 1t attracted less public interest than

expected, largely because of the wave of optimism about East-
West relations after Khrushchev's visit to the United States,
If the great powers'seemed less likely to fight, there seemed
to be less reason to worry zbout the bomb, Of those who took

notice of the proposal, some dismissed it as 2 cynical -- even

hypoeritical -- preelection maneuver which would have little

chance of success 1f put into effect; Frahce or suBSEquent
nations struggling toward z nuaclezr capability would not be
; 1

To renounce their achievements, Otirers felt that

the proposal hedged the issue and that the Labor Party should

have taken 2 firm stand elther for or against the deterrent —-

\

for retention or for unilateral nuclear disarmement. Many

others d¢d not unae%stand the nonnuclear club idea,

-

.

79. ;t was a2lso clegr that the nonnuclear cludb proposal
had'doﬁé little to reéblve the fundamental split on defense
policy between the “abor Party's moderate 1eade"sh_n and its
unilaueralist—pacifist wing which wes gaining ground, particu-
larly among thg trade unions which held considerabha power in

Labor clrcles, Against this wing, Gaitskell and his shadow

4 v c . . + . * L .
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Cabinet defended the U,K.'s retention of the independent deter-
rent untll the nonnuclear club was brought into exlstence, and he
insisted as well on Britain's responsibilitilies to NATO and to

the United Stateé. But Galtskell wag also uncder attack within
the party on other grounds: the party's poor showing in the

1959 election under his 1eadership, his "intellectual” approach,
and his abortive attempt to modify the party's constitutional.
clause on nationalization policy all had aroused considerable

resentment,

- 80, To counter the rising unilateralist side and to but-
tress 1ts position of leadership in the approaching Labor Party
Conference, to be held in October 1960, the Gaitskell wing ime
. pllicitly abandoped thg nonnuclear club theslis in a new policy
ﬁ\“nmnifestc,ﬂissued iniJuﬁe 1960 by the National Executive Committee
thét waé intended to resolve the wideﬁing schism on defense
pdl;qy.l/ The manifestp admitted that "...a country of our size
.caﬁnot remain in any feél sense of the word an 'Iindependent
ngciéarﬂpower'“, and 1t proposed that ",..in future our British
contributioﬁ to the Western armoury...thouL§7 be in conventionai
terms, leaving to the Americans the provision of - the Western

strategic ‘deterrent. "

.81. The Gailtskell group therefore opposed in'ﬁrinciple
the maintenance of the ﬁ.K.'s own strategic deter?éht, but,
unlike the unilatéfglists,‘continued to support the concept
of a western-stratééic deterrent, to be supplied ﬁy the United
States. The manifesto nevertheless remained equivocal on Britain's

'appropriate contributiop to that deterrent., While it avoilided an

1/ Forelgn Policy ard Dezense, NEC/PS/58, issued by the Labour
Parcy Press and Puollcity Department, June 22, 1960, -
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outright attack on the U.5. bases, it criticized patrols of

nuclear-armed aireraft and called for the abandonment of the

THOR IRBM's deployed in the U.K,

82, Subsequen®t parliamentary debates have indicated that

the Gaitskell groupidoes not favor the immediate abandonment

of the British deterrent, but rather envislons a gradual phasing

out of British strateglc nueclear capabllities as the present

V-bomber force becomes obzolete, It 1s evident the Labor front
. bench regards with skaoptaician the government!s contention that

the promised SKY BOLT ASM can substantially extend the life of

the V-bombers as credible and relliable delivery vehicles.l/

3. In contrast to the unilateralist position, the defense
manifesto emphasized Britain's contlinued collectlve defense com-
mifments, particularly to NATO, in other fields than that of the
strategic deterrent, At the same fime, the dccument echoed the
concern of a number of Laborites (and of some back-bench Conser-
vatives as well) that ",,.the NATO armies in Europe are perilously
dependent on nuclear weapons", at the eﬁpense of conventional

2/
capabllitvles, In proposing full strategic dependence on

1/ SKY BOLT has been criticized on the grounds that it 1s as yet
a hypothetical solution %o the problem of the dellvery system;
that the U.S., might decide to abandon its development, leaving
Britain in the lurch; and that interdependence in weapons de-
velopment with the U,S, undermines the independence of the .
British armed forces. See the discussion of Laboris stand in
the Manchester Guardian Veckly, 14 July 1960,

g/ Continued criticism nas peen directed in particular against
the government!s announcement in the 1958 Defense Wnite Paper
that even a convenitional major Soviet attack would be met with
nuclear veapons: ",..lt must be well understoocd that, if
Russla were to launch a major attack on them /The Western
natioqé?, even with conventional forces only, they would have
to hit back with strategic nuclear weapons, In fact,.the
strategy of NATO is based on the frank recognition that a
full-scale Soviet attack could not be repelled without a re-
sort to a massive nuclear bombardment of the sources of power
in Russia." cCrmnd. 363, Februcry 1958, ». 2, paragreph 12,
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Apmerican power, the méhifesto rejected the alternative of a
European independent deterrent on the grounds that it would
encourage the dangerous spread of nuclear weapons to additional
countries; the spectre 6f~a Germany armed wilth nucle r weapons
was particularly decried.i/

84, Again,lthe manifesto failed to bridge fhe gap between the
moderzate Labof.leadership and the foremost'proponenfs of unilateral
nuclear dlsarmament, notably Prank Cousins and Earl Russell who .
fefused to accept 1v 25 a ccapromiss and who continued to gather
.Support for the immediate zbandonment of the nuclear deterrent
and reﬁoval of U,S, bases from the U,K, Then, 1in September 1960,
the substantial confusion with the party on defense was further
compoupdeq byuphe;gsﬁgypdiqgkperformance of the delegates to the
. Prades Union Congresé, meeting on the Isle of Man, Before the con-
fefenceywere two motions: one concerﬁing the offlcial Lebor Party-
T.U.C, defense pol:s.c& and the other in faver of unilateral nuclear
disarmament, pfoposed Ey Mr. Cousins. The:dglegates voted to adopt
both poiicies, though the latter by a largen-majority, despite the
apparént incbmpatibilitj of the.two proposaié. if the Labor Party
Conference in eﬁriy Octobe” either‘repeats‘thiszcontradictory'per-
formance or votes a cleav unilateralist mandate, the leaders of the
Parlizmentary Labor Party will be on the spot g/'-Eitner they will

L/ The proposal of a European strategic deterrent,as a alternative
to the Brifish deterrent was presented in Alastair Buchan's
wldely-circulated beok, NATO in the 1660's (Institute for Stra- ..
tegic Studies; Frederdick A. rrzeger, N, Y., 1960), Caitskelil, (,uf.w

fhimself was in’ favor of the NATO deterrent through May of 1860, o

s

(O

_d/ In thai conierence, the uniléceraiist trade unions Aid in fact
muster enongh votes To reject the June ILabor-7T,U.C, defense
manifeste which had emphasized reliance on the American stra-
teglc deterrent and on NATO, Instead, the conference tzcseé %two
unilateralist resolutlons advocating Br*tain's renunciation of
the testing, mandfactu“e, stockplling and basing cof all nuclear
weapons in the U, K., a5 well as oppesing patrols of nuclear-
armed aircraft from British bases, missile bases in the U.X.,
and any defense policy based on ”tne threat of the use of stra-
tegic or tactical nuclear weazpons," However, Pax riiamentary
Labor Party leader CGaitsxell, who can expect to cormand the sup-
port of about three-guarters of the Labtmr M.P,'s, has refused
"to accept these preposzls and has sizted his intention always
to cppose neutralist peliicies for the U,X, '
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have to reject the'Conferenhe's dictates and proceed on their,
own, or they willihave to strugglé to reinterpret. their policles
in a preténse that they are following the Conference'!s motions,
In either event, thelir ﬁosition will not be enviable, and their
ability to presént congtructive criticlism on defense policles
will bé'seriously compromised by their growlng isolation from
the bulk of Iabor'!s membership.

85, In the meantime, the aspokesmen for the Conservative govern-

0}

ment have remained firm against all attacks on the usefulness,
credibility or morality of a defense policy emphasizing the inde-
pendeﬁt nuclear deterrent. Whether the government will continue
to remain firm is yet uncertain, Certainly, the decision fo
abandon the BLUE STREAK military missile program and to stake.

the maintenance of the British deterrent on the future willingness
of the U.S. to supply a yet-undeveloped missile, the SKY BOLT;

was not an easy one, and it illustrates the practical difficultles
that the British deterrent will increasingly face. The BLUE
STREAK decision was, moreover, a severe blow to those Conservaf
tives who feel that only a British-developed delilvery vehlcle can

assure the U,K. of a truly independent strateglc force.

‘86, Defense poliby has now entered. the political arena and
promises to become a major issue between'two parties whose
political outlook in other fields 1s surprisingly harmonious and
at a time when few other issues can arouse public lnterest.
Public pressures for the abandonment of Britain's nuclear cap-
abilities can Be expécted to rise, 1f present trends contlnue,
It may be that the government will feel that such pressures
cannot be ignored and, along with the practical difficulties of
maintaining the deterrent, will Justify its abandonment, On
the other hand, .for the government to admit fhat the major

emphasis of 1ts five-year defense progrém was misconcelved would
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certalinly be regarded as a severe political defeat which the
Conservatives must hope to avold, While it is now impossible

to predict with certainty which considerations will become the
dominant ones structuring Conservative policies, it seems pos-
sible that financial, technologiczl and strategic difficulties,
as well as publlc pressures aroused by unilateralist crusaders,
‘willl lead the government eventﬁally to abandon the deterrent,
whether within its present term of office or shortly after 1964,
On the other hand, i1f the U,X., should succeed in negotiating the
_dispersal of the V-bomber force on U.,S, bases outside the
British Isles; the government may regard the future of the
British deterrent as more promising. The British abandonment
of the deterrent, if 1t did take place, would, of course, bring
into sharp foéusAthé question of the U,S, nuclear strike forces
and support systemﬁ relying on British installations, as well
as the RAF-manned THOR missiles now deployed in the U.K. As
long as nafional stré%egic nuclear forces remain a major element
of fhe British military establishment, there are fewer grounds
5n which to criticize the employment of British facilities by
similar U,S, forces, if the British forcéé were abandoned, for
whatever reasons, public pressures for reécindiﬁg U,S. base

rights could be expected markedly to increase, -

87. Thus, the'futuré of the British strategic{deterrent

will be an important determinant of British attitudes toward
nuclear weapons of all kinds, and ultimately toﬁard U.S, nuclear -
weapons systems operating or supported fron U.K.‘facilities.
While the strength and direction of opinion on the issues of
nuclear deterrence and defense have been traced in the preceding
pages, a brief summafy.or the reasoning behind those convictions

' may cast some light:éﬁ fhe possibllity of shifts in the offlcilal

position under the impact of the nuclear debata.
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88. The followlng arguments represent different strains

in the thinking of the pfoponents,and opponents of the deter-
rent; within each-group are many people clearly influenced by
geveral but not all of the arguments employed on elther side.
The vast majority of those who advocate abandﬁpment of the-
strateglic deterrent, for example, present suggestions of alter-
native defense strategles, éuch as rellance on the Amed can
deterrent, greater British contributions to the conventional
aspect of the overall Western collective defense efforg, or

" the creation of an indepandénb NATO strateglc deterrent., Only
a few opponents of the British deterrent now conclude that
Britain should move all the way to a policy of unilateral con-
ventional as well as nuclear disarmament, removal of the Amer-
ican bases, abandonment of 1ts NATO commitments, and neutrality

in the cold wawp,

89. it should alsoc be noted that opinions on the inde-
pérdent deﬁerrent do not always split neatly along party lines,
A few prominent Conservatives, including ex-Defense Minister
-Ahtony Head, have declared themselves opposed to the indepehdent
deterrent, while a few back-bench Laberites have vigorously =

1 .
defended it;d/ ' -

The Official Position: Arzuments for the Retention of
Britain!s ilnaspendent Nuclear Cavapilitles

90, Thelﬁritish independent deterrent has been Justified:
a. As a contribution to the strength of the Western
alliance, It is. argued that Britain should share fully

in the burdens of Western defense, and that its nuclear

27 See, for example, tTae remarks of Labor M,P.'s R, T. Paget
and Woodrow Wyatt during the debate on abandoning BLUE STREAX,
622 H, C. Debs,, No, 101, Cols. 247-256, 291-300, Antony
Head's position was set forth in the same debate, ibid, Cols.

256-261,
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capabilities are a'significant addition to U,S, strateglc
power and té-the Western stfategic deverrent,
lE° As providing leverage for exerting influence on
American policy: to strengthen the U,K,'s hand vis-a-vis
the U.S. (1) in resolving interallied differences and in
férmulating common policles, particularly those pollcies
concerned with the deployment and use of U,S, nuclear
weapons; (2) in countering conceivable future American
isolationist tendencies or reluctance to participate in
a war confined to Western Europé, under conditions of a
U.8.-USSR nuclear standoff; and (3) in gaining access to
American nuclear informétion, or to American strateglc
delivery systems,
c¢. For the preservation of tﬁe U.K.,*s status as a
major world power. Without strateglc nuclear capabilities
in a world in which two other atomic powers are operating,
it is felt that the U.K., will no longer retain its great
péwer role, its capacity to sit in on or promote nuclear
disarmament negotiations, nor -- with regard to its missile
progrém -- 1ts prospects of galining additional intefnationalA
prestige through space achievements.,
Q:lﬁs a minimum deterrent against Soviet attack or
" Soviet'missile blackmail, It is feared that both the in-
creasiné vulnerability of the continental U,S, to Soviet
missilearetaliation and-the diminishing U.S. strateglc de-
pendence on European bases will undermine the reliability
of U.S.—btrategic intervention against limited Soviet
&ggressién in Europe, whether in the form of a major con-
_ ventional attack or a missile strike confined to one country,

The U.K., must therefore provide its own strategic deterrent.

T/ Tos public Interview in L1953, Prime Minister Macmillan stated
Lhnt posgsession of the H-bomb had had a great influence on U.S.
Lolley and ", ..made them pay greater regard te our point of
“1ow,"  Department of State/Bureau of Intelligence and Research,
Eﬁituin and the Weatern Alliance, Intelligence Report No. 80393,
«2 huguat 1953, p. 2. OSLCRET/NOFORN.
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g. As a support for British freedom of action abroad.
It is argued that the independent nuclear capabillity will
help the U,K, preserée 1ts relative freedom of action to
defend or assert its interests in situations where Amer-
ican and British interests diverge.l/

lg. As an economic means of achieving security, It 1is
argued that an essentialiy,nuclear force would provide fthe
most defense for the least cost ("a bigger bang for the
pound"), while the consequent reduced reliance on massive
ground forces Justifies the politically popular abolition
of conscription.2

The Position of the Opponents of Continued Retention of an
Tndependent Nuclear Deterrent

91, Some of the arguments against the independent deterrent
__'conce:n its nuclear éspect, but dthern relate to the practical - -
diffidulties of maintaining an effective British delivery system
-undex developing stfétegic conditions. Questlions are also raised -
about the value of én independent deterrent capability within the
conﬁext'of a reputedl& “1nterdependent"‘allianée system, and the
a&verse effects of the British deterrent effort on NATO's soli-

darity and military effectiveness are deploréd,

1/ Wnille This argucent has been less prominent as the limits of
Bydtish freedom of actlion are more generally accepted, it 1s
still put forward from time to time. During the recent BLUE
STREAK debate in April, Mr. R. T. Paget, a Labor M,P., remarked:
"I cannot conceive that I should wish to live in a world in
which we can never assert our rights anywnere without flrst
obtaining Ameérican support. If we ever have occasion to assert
our rights anywhere in the world