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ENCLOSURE “I"

CHANGES IN THE FREE WORLD

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

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

FACTORS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have directed the Weapons
systems Evaluation Group to "recognize changes. . .An the
Free World situation” as part of a report eveluating "offen-
éiveAﬁeaﬁéns'éyStEms‘%hat mdy be utilized 1n 2 strateglic role,
with emphasis con the 1964 to 1967 time frame.'1

3, The relationship between this country and other nations
of the Free World has a direct bearing on the scope of U.S.
military responsibilities and the means ~- including both
strategles and weapons systems -- b¥ which they may be ful-
filled, This interaction stems from ﬁwo of the basic assump-
tions that have guided U,S, forelgn policy since the start of
the cold war:

a. That the long-term security of the United States
depends in large measure on the containment of communis?t
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.

1/ ¥cmorandum for The Director, Weapons Syétems Evaluation
Group, 9 July 1960. TOP SECRET. \
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L. The military collaboration of other nations is important
to the United States in two general areas: for the projection
of important elements of 1ts milltary power into the exposed

areas on the Bloc periphery (and into the Bloc itself in time

oof'war) the United States requires that other nations agree

to depioyment of U.S. forces and installations on théir terri-
tory. In éddition, the scope of the cdntainment task requires
that other free nations mzke substantial military contributions
of their own to suppiement; and-where practical, to substitute

for deployed U.5: forces.

5. The'degree ofythis miiitary collaboration depends;on what
is'heré referred to as "allied solidarity": the extent to which
other nations share éommon defense obJjectives with the United
States and incentives to achleve them through a collective

defense effort. The importance of this cohesion is emphasized

by those recent and adverse changes in U.S, strateglc programs --

such as the outcome of the IREM deploynent program and the with-
drawal of nuclear strike aircraft from France -- brought about

by political dissension within the Western alllance.

6. For these reasons, and because it 1s now impossible to
foresee all those U.S. requirements for 21lied military col-
laboration that will arise by 1967, it becomes important to

identify those trends and factors likely to influence the

‘solidarity of the alliance in this perioed and,_moré pafticularly,

to assess those factors that bear on the willingness of other
free countries to cooperate militarily with the United States
or at least to maintain a state of neutrality 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 Staéés
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to both military allies and uncommitted nations that bear on
the degree of military collaboration the U.B. can expect from
other members of the Free World through the mid-1960's.

8. Factors discussed in this regard 1nc1ﬁde the attitudes
of overseas governments and publics toward U.S. military
strategy and the reliability of U.S, military protection,
toward the presence of U,S, bases and nuclear strike systems
on overseas territories, toward host nation controls over
these bases and weapons, and toward the value of active parti-

clpation in the collective defense effort,

-9, Mllitary implicztions of these trends and attltudes,
and their possible effects on U.S, military capabllities, are

discussed.

10, Préépective changes in the military posture of over-
seas free nafions, such as the attainment of independent
nuclear capablility, are discussed primarily in terms of their
effécts on the alliance system, Military implications of
these changés for the United States are recognized but no
detailed predictions of national force levels, or of probable
future contributions to the collective defense syétem, were

made for this Report.

11. The discussion section of this Enclosure (Appendix "a")
is supplemented by three Annexes. Annexes "A" and "B" 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 U.X, was chosen for detailed study because of its
military importance to the United States and because it is the

first secondary power to have developed its own independent

Enclosure "IV
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deterrent. Its experience here 1s suggestive of some of the
problems likely to arise if other allies acquire strategic
nuclear capabllity. Japan, although unique in several respects,
was chosen because of its importance to maintenance of an on-the-
scene military capability in the western Pacific. The elements
of non-Communist neutralism present in Japan zlso reflect atti-

tudes in other Asizan countries.

13. Annex "C" reviews trends in military technology, and anti-
cipated 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 allles in the
middle 1960's,

SUMMARY
14, Tne United States has, and will retain for the foreseeable
future, 5 vital security interest in denylng additional areas
of the Free World to the Communist Bloc.

15. Both for this purpose and for the déterrence of attack on
the North Américan continent itself, the United States requires
the active military coilaboration of itslallies 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 deplor military forces on territory of
strategic importance. They may consist of indigenous forces
for the defense of territory considered of military value to
thé 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 agreemehts to talte specific
wartime actions contributing to the elfective use of U.S. military

power.

17. In only'one area, that of overseas bases for the peacetine
deployment of strategic bombers, are U.S. requirements for allied
rnilitary collaboration likely to diminish‘in this period. Re-
guirements for other.types of allled ﬁilitary collaboration,
and particularly that of contributing indigenous forces for
local defense, are likely to increase in this period.

18. Not all U.S. nilitary zllies, much lesé all of the non-
Corrmunist nations, have beenlwilling to Jjoin fully with the
U.S. in the coliective defense effort. A number of the NATO
nations are failing to meet their "minimun essential" force
requif&ments despite an economic capaclty to do so, Two NATO
members, Norway and Denmark; have refused to permit IRHE{
launching sites on thelr territories. France, the administrative
and geographical center of the NATO alliance, has declined to
cooperate adequately in several areas of military importance.
Outside the NATO area, the refusal of Japan to allow nuclear
weapons on her territory bears on the ability of the U.S. to
défend that country and its own interests in the Far East.
There is, in short, ample evidence that other Free World nations
could contribute more effect;vely to thelr own defense -- and
therefore to that of the United States -~ should they be wllling

to do so.

19, Alfhough many political, economic and psychologicél factors
influence the attitudes of other nations toward the alliance
wlth the United States, by far the most important is thelr
confidence in U.S. nilitary praotection., Any decline in that
confidence tends to undermine the cohesion of the alliance,

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 estimates of this protection, and their own will-
ingness to contribute to collective defense, have varied
sign;ficantly in the course of the cold war, Confidence iﬁ
the alliance system was highest when there was no significant
threat to the securlty of the U,S, itself, and when U,S. atomic
superiority seemed adequate for the protecfion of overseas
territory from aggression. In more recent phases of the cold
wvar the growth of Soviet strategic power has severely increased
the thfeat to the U,S. and brought corresponding strains on the

. e - —_

alllance systen,

2l1. Thése strains are rooted in a widespread belief that the
Soviet Union 1s now eapable of inflicting the most severe
destruction upon the United States, and that, as a consequence,

- the threat of U.S, strategic intervention i1s now a less credible
(and therefore less effective) deterrent to communist aggression.
Zven in Western Europe, where the U,S, commitment is strongest,
doubts about the reliabllity of U.S. protection have been an
important factor in the decisions of Britailn and France to

develop thelr own nuclear deterrent fcrces,

22, Adding to this strain on the allliance system is a per-
ceptible lncrease in publié fears of war, particularly of involve-
ment in a nuclear war through presence of nuclear strik: systems
on natlonal territory or through rash military actions that
mighf 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 lmowledge of nuclear weapons_gffects, however,

thef are likely to increase in the years ahead,

Enclesure "I"
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23. From the viewpoint of the United States these fears
and attitudes have had, and will probably continue to have,
adverse effects on the cohesion of the alliance, There has
been increased questioning of military ties with the U,.S.,
pressure for tighter host nation controls over U,S. bases and
weapons systems, and -- particularly in Britain -- some senti-
ment for removal of all nuclear strike systéms from national
territory. In most instances these pressures are, by them-
selves, insufficlent to cause a military ally of the United
States to "go neutral", much less to voluntarily join the Com-
mnist 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 crisis of such proportions that war appeared
toc be imminent. Particularly in the area of host nation con-
trols over deployed U.S. strike systems, these pressures conflict
with increasing U.S. military requirements for the assurance of

rapid reaction from weapons systems,

24, Other influences on the propensity of Free World nations
to collaborate militarily with the United States include their
officlal estimates of the Sino-Soviet threat to their security,
the contemperary public image of U.S, economiec and military
power relative to that of the Soviet Blioc, the value assigned
uniquely national objectives (such ss the retentien of a
colonial possession) and the future economic relationship of

the United States to regional trade blocs,

25. Among the foreseeable changes in the Free World that
are also of relevance to U.S. military capabilities are a
further reduction 1n the colonlal empires of our European allies

and the consequent control of certain strategically important

Enclosure "IV
-7 - WSEG Report No, 50




areas by governments both less able and less willing to

resist Communist pressure. Another change that 1s 1likely

to increase both U.S, military responsibllitlies and the dif-
ficulties of fulfilling them is the possibllity that several

of the agthoritarian governments now militarily zllied to the
U.S. will be replaced in this time period by reglmes more
responsive to public opinion, While this by nc means impiies
that popular regimes are more likely to side with the Communist
Bloc, 1t is doubtful if the United States will be able to count

on receiving as much support in these countries as it does todszy.

26, Appreciable increases 1n the military strength'of some
Free Worlé nations can be expected by 1967, particularly in
the nuclear weapons field, On balance, however, these additlons
do not now promise to be of sufficlent magnitude to relieve the
U.S. ofxits basic responsibllity 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 applles particularly to the spread of independent deterrent
forces, The military effectiveness of these forces must de
‘heavily qualified, and their political effects are likely to
bring addltional strains on the alllance system,

27. Trends favorable to military collaboration with the U.S,
that can be expected to endure through this time period include
a widespread recognition that Sino-Soviet aggression 1s the
Principal threat to the securlty of Free World nations, and that
the United States is the locus of countervailing power., This
recognition, coupled to sympathy with the values upheld by the
United States, establlishes a fundamental tle between Free World
nations .and the U.S. but 1s not, by itself, sufficient to
assure those military agreements which the U,S, may wish to

obtain,
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CONTCLUSIONS

28, In view of the-present and prospective stralns on the
alliance system, and the intensity of the pressufes likely to
be placeq on allied governments in a war c;isis sitgation,
United States strategic capabilities -- including offenslve
weapons Eystems and their associated command, control and com-
munications systems -- should be made a8 independent as posslble

from the control of other nations,

29, Only those U,S, strategic weapons not dependent on the
use of overseas territory or facilitles 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 essoclated command, control and
warning systems, While some overlap here may be politically
desiraﬁle, allied nuclear strike systems should not be assighed
sole responsibility for such targets.

30, A policy of combined control over U,S, strike systems
deployed on overseas territory should be adopted if host nation
anxieties on this point become so severe &5 to Jeopardize other
aspects of military and political collaboration,

31. In view of declining allied confidence in U.S. strategic
protection, it will become increasingly important for the
solidarity of the Western Alliance that the U,S, increase the
effectiveness of 1ts own an¢ allied defenses azainst limited

as3ression.

. P Enclosure "I"
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APPENDIX "a" TO ENCLOSURE "I"

POSSTRLE CHANGES OF MILITARY SIGNIFICANCE IN THE FREE WORLD

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

1, Changes in the character and intensity of the Sino-Soviet
threat clearly have far-reaching effecis on the military position
and policy of the Unlted States and of other countries.of the
Free World, The existence of this threat 1s, of course, the

primary reason for almost all U.S. military and alliance policies.

2, Changes within the Free World also affect the military
‘positién and military requirements of the United States., This
relationship stems from the manner in which the Sino-Sovlet
throat impinges on U,S. interests and from the ways in which

- i

. the United States has been compelled to counter this threat,

3. U;S. foreign and military policy in the cold war rests
today on two baslc assumptions:

L, First, that U.S. security interests encompass more than
the deterrence of attack on the North American continent., In
addition, the United States has a vital military interest in
denying the territory and resources of other Free Vorld eoun-
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 1its allles
abroad and the willingness of many uncommitted overseas natlions
to pesist Communist domination or, at 2 minimum, not to obstruct

the defense efforts of the Western alliance,

6. There 15 clear evidence that, in the conduct of the cold
war, the United States has not been concerned solely with the

protection of its homeland, Its rearmament and efforts to .
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create & system of military alliances got underway well
before a direct threat to the North American continent came
into existence. At least until the late 1940's, the Sino-
Soviet Bloc possessed nNo significant strildng power wlth which
to hit North American targetg. Now that this threat has come
to exist, protection against it ~- which in practice means
deterrence through the threat of retaliatién - holds top
priority in American military pollcy. But, rather than
detracting from interest in the protection of overseas coun-
tries, this top priority objectlive has, 1in the present situa-
tion, enhanced American interest in those countries overseas’
that contribute militarily to deterrence of a direct attack

on North America.

7. There are several reasons why 1t should be vital that
Sino-~-Soviet expansion at the éxpense of overseas free coun-
tries should be prevented, Even if U,S, security interests
were not involved, the United States 1s interested in the
preservatipn of the independence of the non-Communist natlons
and is committed to the principle that world order and law
rest on coliective reéistance to military- aggression.. How-
ever, because the cold war dictates that securlty considerations
must necessarlly prevail in the formaulation of U.S, policles
and because the overseas countries have more confidence in
the reliability of American military support when 1t 1is
grounded in U,S, securlty interests, this report will concen-
trate on those prospective caanges in the Free World that

bear directly on those security interests.

8. Tne United States has both a negative and a positive
interest in denying overseas territories to the Sino-Soviet

wﬁﬁ Appendix "A" to
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Flece. Negetively, the purpose of what has been called the con-
tainment policy is to »nrevent such furfher Sino-Soviet expansion
as would upset the world balance of power. If 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 lsolated 1n a sea of Communist
continents. This does not mean that every inch of presently free
terrltory 1s necessarily essential to a reasonable balance of
military and econcmic power. If a country such as Laos fell
under Communist control, measures might be tazken to compensate
for the ioss. It does mean, however; that the long-run security
and survival of a free America might be indirectly threatened by
thg Communist tgkefovep,_thggggh military or non-military means,

of those overseas territories that have strategic significance by

reason of their geograpnical 10cation or resources.

S. Positively, the American interest in denying overseas
countries to Sino-Soviet control lies in the military benefits
| accruing from the active collaboration of many of these countries
witih the U,S. and tae benevolent neutrality of others. These
ﬁenefits facilltate the U.S. task of protecting both the overseas
countrieé themselves and the North American continent. American
realization of this need for military collaboration to promote
U.S. security interests is responsible for the radical postwar
break with the traditional Amerilcan isclationist policies and

"the adoption instead of peécetime'alliances with overseas nations.

THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF OVERSEAS COUNTRIES

10. The participation of overseas countries in the task of
countering the Sino-Soviet threat is most important when 1t takes
the form of direct military participation in a2 collective defense

effort. The United States has sought to assure itself of such

Appendix "A" ‘tc
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rdlitary cOOperatioﬁ through azlliances and mmbtuzl assistance

and defense treaties, whereby allied countries promise contribu-
tions to the ceollective defense in return far U.S. commltiments

to assist in their militzry protection. Moréover, these zlliance
treaties are supplemented by other agreemeﬁts wnilch grant to The

U.S. certain soec fic military rights, such as permission to

esteblish bases on zallied soil.

11, Allied militery contributions can tak: severzl forms.
They mey consist solely of permisslon for the United States to

place military forces or installations on cverseas ter“itorv

of strztegic Zmportance. In some cases, ‘such as th= provision : -/ﬂ
SR eIl
of SAC zirbases by Morocco and Spein, jg : ‘:,,
: S, 3 _35[{ﬁ)

conomic assistance or mllitary zid is often a necessary gquid pro

®

guo for such arrangements.

12, & second najor form of 2llied milic 4v §ontribution lies
in the mzintenance of Ir dlgenous forces for the defense of
territory considered of strategic importance to the Unlted States.
In the case of VWestern zZurope, these aili ied forces far ex.ceed

those which the United States is able to maintzin there,

13. Allied and even neuhr;l nations may zlso zgree, in advance

of militery contingencies, %o tale specific wartime actlons that
ﬁontribute to the effective use of U.S. power. Tnese may include
sucl: things as agvance permission to overfly naticnal territory,
permiscicn to use 2irfields not normally cccupled by military
forces, to protect U.S. military instezllations Irom sabotage or
direct attéck, or éo conduct miliitary operaticns that facilitate
the use of U.S. straztegic weapons systems. ﬁhetber these actioens
sre in fact taken in emergency Or wariime situations vill depend

——

on circumstances end pressures at the time.
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i&. Not 211 free nations overseas nhave been wiiling eo Join.
fully in 2 collective delense effort that requires such positive
and substantial contrivutions. Among U.S. military zllies, the
majJority of the overseas NATO members has Qailed to meet thelr
"minimum essential’ force requiréments despite a2 more or less

general economic capacity to do so. Two NATO mempers, Norway

nuclear wezpons.,
France has declined to cooperate fullyv in the coordination of
NATO navel aznd air defense forces or to permit nuclear weapons
to be stored on her territory under U.S. control. In this last
case, conilicting politicel policies, within the zlliance, have

led to 2 degradztion of military cepability.
J
. st L, ‘- R —r o —_—

15. Other couniries in Zurope znd Asiz a2nd the majority of the
nevwly indepsndent African stztes have preferred to forego the
adventages of U.S. military support rather than to take sides in

the Ezast-West struggle. This does not mean that the zttitudes

end policies of the uncommitted netions are irrelevant to that

struggle cr that their neutrality has necessarily adverse erlfects

on the collective defense effort.

16. To the extent that neutrzality is in réc% achieveble for
these countries, they Geny themselves and_their resources to the
Commmunist Bloc. Those neuvrals ablie and vwilling to mezintain
effective ermaments make it more difficult for the Communist Zlec
to impose on them in time of peace, znd mzy present themselves
as valuzble potential allles in time of war. This is particularly
true of the armed Europsan neutirzls, Sweden and Switzeriand, who
are stronzlv oriented toward the West and whose territory is
likely to fzll under ztiack in the course of a general war.

These countries may also make effective indirect contributions

hopendiz "A" to
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to 1.S. military objsctives thrcugh the United MNetions and

other international organizations. Sweden, for example, provided
a hospital ship during the Korean War and has confributed ground
forces to the U.N. Middle East and Congo operations. This is

not to say, however, that the refusal to cooperate actively with
the Westlin advance of nostilities does not make more difficult

the tasks of containment.

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

come to be a2 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 their decisions on Amerlcan security, 1t is important
to identifv the forcess that shape these decisions and particularly

any forces that tend to affect them in ways detrimental to U.,S,

security interests and tae collective defense efflfort.

19. The military contiributions that the United States can
expect from its allies depends partly on their ability, but
primariiy on their willingness, to zllow use of their territory
by U.S. forqes and to maintain effective military forces of
their own. Tgeir degree of cooperation in this regard is, of
course, influenced by many non-military factors and 1s subject
to change for political and economic ressons. In the case of
equivocal or neut"al countries, perhaps the most that can be
expected in the near future is a disposition not to 1nterfere
Wlth the collective defense effort and to maintain sufficient

military power to assure at least internal stability
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20, No attempt will be made here to detzail proépective changes
in the ability of individual Free VWarld nations to arm themselves,
or t§ forecast levels of allied military forces for the period in
guestion. Such zn effort would involve predictions of the
economic capacity and military technology of these nations; of
the capacity and willingness of the U.S, to ald them, and of

their ability to utilize and absordb specialized assistance.

21. Changes in the military posture of allled nations, par-
ticularly those changes involving nuclear weapons, may, however,
have important effects on the policies pursued by their govern-
ments and therefore on the form and cohesion of tae Western
allianée. The implications of the independent nuclear deterrent
forces are discussed later in=this regard. It 1s also possible
that imp?oved allied capabilities mzy relieve the United States
of some éf the responsipilities 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 Jepan, the acceptance of tactical nuclear
weapons could bring a substantial addition to the milltary
capabilities of the z2lliance, but are less likely to be of such
magnitude 28 to shift the overall balance of power between the
Free end Communist worlds or to relieve the United States of its

present responsibility to deter all-out attack on the Free :brild.

22, The emphasis hiere will be on the willingness of overseas

countries to support -- or at least not to interfere with --
such military programs as the Unlted States deems necessary for
Free World security. In the case of U.S, military ellies, thelr
willingness to contribute to the collective defense effort will

depend on what is here referred to as allied solidarity: the
extent to which allied nations share common defense aims with

the U.S. and are willing to achieve them through the ¢collective
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defense effort., This solidarity may rise or fall under the
impact of the factors %o be discussed in the followling sections
of this paper. In the case of the neutrzl countries, their
willingness to make indirect contributions to the Western
defense effort wlll depend largely on the e:xtent to which they
identify their owm securlty Interests with those of the Western
alliance. Thelr disposition to sympathize‘and cooperate with
U.S. security programs, where it 1s possibie for them to do so,

wlll be here referred to as their attitpdes of benevolence

towards the West.

23. Although the following sectlons will stress thése forces
that tend to undermine allied sollidarity and neutral benevolence,
it should not be forgotten that other forces may well be at
work tepding toward more favorable conditions of collaboration.
Neverthéless, 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
cellaboration with the U.S. It would be calamitous if the
'effectiveness of U,S. strateglc systems were to depend on timely

-and specific zctions by allied nations that, in & period of

immediate crisis, might not be forthcoming.

FORCES AFFECTING ALLIED SOLIDARITY AND NEUTRAL EBENEVOLENCE

24, Aliiances are pacts of mutual military assistance., They
can be expecfed to endure only as long as such assistance is
mutually fdrthcoming. The erucial factor affecting the cohesion
of the Western alliance has been the alliles' confidence in the
ability‘and willingness of the United States to afford them

- effective protectioh against aggression. Any decline iﬁ that
conlidence will therefore tend to undermine solidarity and
possibly to destroy it altogether, even though othef and less
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tangible influences ~-- such &s sympathy toward the U.S. or hope
of economic benefits -- should be vorling in the opposite direc-
tion. No country can pe relled upon to make those military
sacrifices that expose it Yo the unparaslleled risks of modern
war, unless in return it anticipates a net.gain in its own
éecurity from its collaboration. It cannot be said with similar
certainty that an 2lly's expectations of inecreasing hils security
through alliance ties are sufficient in themselves to guarantee
nis continued support of the alliance. In some 1instances, ratner
than submit to what certain allies would view as humlliating
subservience to the U.S. or American cisregard for their vital
interests, these countries have made it appear that they might

forego the advantages of the alllance.

o w .- =
25. Qhe behavior of neutrals is not solely determined by their
sympath& witihh tne cause of the bloc toward winlch they lean.
Confidence in their military security also plays an important
role. Neutrals will not choose to display any signs of partisan
benevolence if taey feel they would not, in turn, be protected
agzinst any retaliation that theilr actions mignt provoke. Regard-
less of their sympzthy toward the Western alliznce, the activities
of certain neutral countries are limlted brr restrictions beyond

their control: Finland and Austria are eramples.

26. Although allied solidarity depends to a large extent on
what expectations of American protection exist at a given time,
1t would be & mistake to assume that levels 6f future solidarity
can be predicted and objectively measured by the acvuzl abllity
and willingness of tne United States to assist its allies in
deterrence and defense. Expectations rest on estimates of this
prptection and on Jjudgments affected by many peychological and

political factors. People 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 is in com-
petition with other values. Some countries, or groups within

a country, would prefer to foregoe protectlon against the Sino-
Soviet block than to lose an element of national soﬁereignty in
the alliance relationship. Others have put a higher value on
uniguely national goals, like the retention of colonial posses-
sions, than on the protection afforded 5y full cooperation with
the Western allliance., The Sino-Soviet threat itself will tend
to be downgraded by those who are more-concerned; for example,
with the dangers of nuclear war than with thelr own national

independence.

27. Many of the neutral natlons, part;cularly those in Asia

or Africa, show greater sensitivity to factors other than
militar& protection., The fact that these natiocns remain urcom-
mitted 1s evidence in itselfl fhat their chief concerns lie else-
where, although their own ﬁorces for defense, and even for the
maintenance of internal security, are in meny cases particularly
deficient. Here, all the forces that make for antagonism against
_the West, against the present or former colonial powers, agalinst
"economic imperizlism," against the white man -- particularly 1f
heﬂis nown to discriminate against colored people -- militate
against alignment with the West and have led in several instances
to an attitude of benevolence toward the Soviet bloc and
corresponding opportunities for the extension of Soviet power

and influence.

28. In ﬁany of the underdeveloped countries, problems df
economic progress and even the maintenance of internal staoility
are sufficiently pressing to preoccupy tne national leadership.
Such a focus on internal problems has absorbed thelr energles ang
resources and provides a strong incentive to avoid involvement in

the cold war.
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29. Other natilons may enter into formal defense arrangementcs
w;th the United States, but the degree of their cooperation 1s
restricted in practice by pressures of nationalism, isclationism,
and a desire to play Tast against West for economic benefit.
Several of the Latin American countries mignt be placed in this
category.;/ Such attitudes are conducive to the expansion of
Sino-Soviet economic and political influence. They are less
liicely to lead to the absorption of these nations by the bloe
or to effective militarr collaboratlon against 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 should be remembered that the scope and intensity of
2llied cooperation and neutral benevolence can vary greatly with
time anﬁ eireumstances, and that these variations can signifi-
cently affect U.S, military capabilities. An allled natlon may
ve wllling in principle to accept the deployment of U.S5. forces
ahd instéllations on its territory. But such a concession may
pe of 1little value for the United States unless that ally feels
so strongly tiie need for cooperation that he is willing alsoc to
accept a specific weapons system, such as nuclear-armed IREBM'S
that may make it a target for Soviet attack. Similarly, a
neutral country may close 1ts eyes to U.S. or allied overflights
over its territory, or, alternatively, it may not only protest
against such f1ights but even threaten to enlist Soviet aid if
they continue. Aa uncerlying sympathy witn Or commitment to the
vestern alliance iz therefore no cuarantee of military cooperation
by fhe country concerned, and changes in the attitudes of overseas

countries may have far-reaching implications for future American

military plan3.

1/ kn exerpie Lo ura?ll13 cautious neutralist approach to the

~ Cuban problnui during the summer of 1560, in contrast to past
Brazillan «!fnrt2 Lo marshall support for U.S, policies at
inter-Amerlcin meatinga, It is said that President Kubitschek

sees this n=v sprroach us a way to pry U.S. support for his
plan for Lit:h fmelicen ¢conomic development, Operation Pan-
hmerica, woinn Bt regardy ny essential to Latin Amerlcan

security. Sk, Hoo 155, 10 August 1660, SECRET,
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U.5. PROTECTION OF ITS ALLIES AND ALLIED CONTRIBUTIONS
TO COLLECTiVE Deransk, 1956-1500

31. fmong the factors affecting aliied seclidarity, none 1is
more influential than allied expectations concerning the
effectiveness of American military capabilities for deterrence
and defense against Sino-Soviet aggression, on the one hand,
and concerning the military contributions demanded of them
for collective defense on the cther. 1In 5oth respects there
25 been a series of ehanzes sinee the start of the cold 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 effectiveness of U.S. stra-
teglc . deterrent -- 1s hizh, 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 capabllities. 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 coinclde with a
particular 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: 1948-1650

32. During the opening'period of the cold war, from 1648 to
the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950, the Soviet military
- ¢hreat was assumed to be directed primerily against Europe
and, to a leasser extent, agalnst the Middle East. Red China
was still too weak to be regarded as a serious military threat.
Thé North American continent was not in danéer of a direct attack
because the Soviet Union did not possess the means of striking

North American tarzets with nuclear weapons.
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33, Under these circumstances, the primary military problem

for the West was the protection of Western and Southern Europe
against Soviet aggression. Protection was sought along the
lines 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 supperting 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 -

arsenal for the alllance.

34, One might have expected'that NATO's requiremeﬁts for
substantial Euroﬁean ground forces on the World War II pattern
would have placed serlous strains on the relatilons of the
European NATO members with the United States, which was by all
odds the richest and most powerful member of the coalition. It
did not do so, however, both because S0 many people in Western
Eurcpe, outside of government and military circles, did not talke
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 Soviet Union supported these
views. Western Europe's sense.of security was further erhanced
by the presence of American occupation forces in West Germany,
even prior to theilr cormitment to the NATO Shield at the time ef
the U.S. decision to participate in the defense of Europe. As
a result, little effort was made before 1850 to put Wespern

Europe on the road to rearmament.

Phase No. 2: 1650 to 1953-54

35, ‘The attack by Communist Nerth Korea on the Repﬁflic of
Korea brought about a sudden change in outlook, at least

temporarily, although it did not change the baslc strategic

Appendi: "A" to
Enclosure "I"
- 24 - WSEG Report HWo. 50




concept of NATO for the protection of Western Europe, The Korean
attack was interpreted as convincing evidence that the Soviet
Unior., as well as Red China, was prepared to resort to military
force for territorial expansion. Preceding the war in Korea,
moreover, the Soviet explosion of its first atomic device in
1049 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: assisting the overseas countries to
deter or defeat Sino-3oviet 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 allies occurred that were of

significance for the alliance system.

37. Firét, both the West European and American goverpments
were now convinced of the necessity of a very consliderable- .
rearmament effort to provide Europe wlth adequate Shield forces, "
allied and American. In accordance wilth the experience of World
Wars I and iI, it was to be the purpose of these forces to halt
é 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 of 1952, the NATO Council approved a Shield forij goal
of 96 divisions as the ultimate objective for its members.

38. Second, since Communist aggresslon had become possible,
if not probable, in Asia, it was now deemed necessary that the
U.8. should seek an alignment with the Asian nations along the
periphery of the Sino-Soviet Bloc that would assure them of

American military support.

1/ Because ol tne failure of E.D.C., final approvel of the 12-
division West CGerman contribution was delayed untll early
1955. Moreover, out of the 96-division Lisbon goal, only
about 40 were expected to be combat-ready in peacetime,
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39. Third, while the apparent requirements for U.S. support
of local defenses were greatly increased with the extension of
the American defense perimeter along almost the‘lénéth of the
Iron and Bamboo Curtains, the United States was simultaneously
faced with the task of building adequate strategic power to

deter direct zttzcir on North America itself.

40. The decision to create a powerful NATO Shield placed
heavy pressures on a Western Eurcpean 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 allies who still regarded Germany with
suspicion, and, moreover, it aroused grave misgivings in
Germany itself. As a result, hardly had the Korean shock been
absorbed when the Lisbon 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
threat was characterized by two extreme positions. On the one
hand, the governments of South Korea and the Republilic of China
favored a buildup of their own natlonal forces, coupled with
maximum American deployment in the Far East. On the other hand,
the uncommitted Asian states, and Japan as well, were unwilling
to substantially incréase their own forces and showed the filrst

signs. of opposition to the overseas deployment of U.S. forces.

4o, Already during this perilod, however, the buildup of the
American strategic force (the Strategic Air Command) was paving
the way for another change in the strategic plcture that was
greatly to relieve tensions between the U.3, and its overseas

allies as long as 1ts 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

camé to be known as the "New Look".

4 with the development of its strategic nuclear power,
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
itselfl and against its overseas allies, with the exception
,perhaﬁg of marginal attacks or brushfire wars. On this assump-
tion, the U.8. offensive or strategic force could bear the

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

5. In Eﬁroﬁé,'ﬁ%eé;réhefgmﬁés fear that any military
conflict could lead to general war, there was now great if
not compleSe confidence in thé 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 ﬁnited 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.

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

view of the public's reluctance to make the necessary sacrifices,
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these governments failed to attain the force levels, established
at Lisbon, that were required for an adequate NATO Shield.
They therefore agreed with the United Sfates at the 1954 NATO
Council meeting that tactical nuclear weapons were a necessary
substitute for the missing conventional firepower. Since this
decision implied NATO's willlngness to initilate the use of
nuclear weapons on European soil in response to 2 Soviet con-
vamtionai attack, the European public's acceptance of the
decision with 1ittle or no distress is strong evidence of the
general confidence placed in the efflcacy of the U.S. Grand
Deterrent, as well as evidence of a public downgrad;ng of the
gravity of the Soviet military threat fo Europe.

47. Moreover, Europeans found it difficult to understand
why large Shield forces would be required or what function they
would éé?ve in a war in which, 1t was assumed, strateglc forces
would both be used and would dominate. In this context, a
strong NATO Shield was no longer thought indlspensable to
prevent a Spviet drive to the West. Thus, much of the pressure
on Europe to make greater sacrifices for its own protection was
removed, since, as it appeared, SAC had raised a protective
umbrella over both the U.S. and its FEuropean allies. With this
American guarantee of Europe'!s security, the strategy of the
New Look was admirably suilted to enhance the solldarity of the
NATC alliance.

L8, Despite this promising ocutlook, there was already clear
evidence, unnoticed by the rublic, that the strategy of the
New Look would encounter increasing difficulties. In the very
year in which the strategy was announced, the Sovliets exploded
their'firét thermonuclear device and increased their efforts to

achieve long-range strateglc delivery capabilities.
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Phnse No., 4: 1957 to 1960

49, This period began with a shock to official and public
opinion throughout the Free World that was to undermine con-
fidence in the reliability of U.S. strategic protection., 1In
the.summer of 1957, the Soviet Union claimed to have tested an
intercontinental ballistic missile; in the fall, the launching
of the Soviet earth satellite demonstrated in a most spéctacular

way the level of Soviet achlevements in missilry.

50, From this time on, with the additicn of long-range missiles
_to the_Soviet inventory, the threat against the North American
coqtinent assumed new and more serious dimensions, thus multiplying
the risks that the U.S. would have to assume in deciding to inter-
vene with its_strategic force .in response to Soviet aggression
overseas., Massive retaliation, in the form of a future U.S. first
strikekagainst Soviet targets of perhaps uncertain location, would
risk increasing levels of destruction to the United States in
return. No matter how much determination the United States hence-
forth expfgssed in its threats of massive retaliation, the
credibllity 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
"eounterdeterrent" was that the means with which the Unlted States
could protect its homeland and defend the overseas territories were
no longer identicel. Fof the first of these tasks, the U.S. now
needed enough secure second-strike power to inflict uvnacceptable
damage on the Soviet Union after absorbing a Soviet strlke on 1its
strategic force., Such retaliztory power was regarded as the best
insurénce.against a Soviet temptation to eliminate U.S. strateglc

power by a surprise 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 such overseas aggression as would leave the U.S.
strategic force intact and with the option to intervene. A
strategic force capable only of a strike at urban targets in the
Soviet Union -- possibly the oniy strategy that a second-strike
force could employ -- would fail to provide 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 allied countries wﬁere there had been few
misgiviqgs about the reliability of U.S. strategic protection
prior to.1956-1957, attention nhow gradually turned to this probienm.
The alliances which were based on the expectation of this pro-
tection came under strain, although out of a common interest
to.preserfe the deterrent value of the American strategic

threat, official utterances remained necessarlily guarded.

54. One effect of the change, however,.was immedlately obvieus.
The British committed themselves firmly to the achievement of an
independent strategic nuclear force. The French followed suit,
and interest in an independent nuclear deterrent capabllity
spread even to countries with more limited resourcés. It
remained an open guestion, 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
alliance, as a useful supplement to the American deterrent, or
as a suﬁsti£ute for it, should the U,S. threat lose its

credibillty.

Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "I"
- 30-" WSEG Report No. 50




SEM

(

55. A further effect of the change was a growing inverest,
at least among some milltary and strateglc analysts in aliied
countries, in non-strateglc forces for deterrence of limited
forms of Sino-Soviet aggression or for defense against such
attacks, should they occur. The possibility that the
Communists might be increasingly tempted to initiate limited
wars, even in Europe, could no longer be disregarded, onée‘
doubts had been raised about American strategic intervention

in such confliets.

55. One novel feature of this phase, from 1957 to 1960,
seened to impress the allies Qery 1ittle.and to disturb taem,
if at all, only because it appeared to lead the Unlted States
towards an excesslve preoccupation with the dangers of a
direct attack on North America. This feature wzs one taat aas
come to ﬁe ¥nown as the "missile gap". One would have expected
the allied countries to become zlarmed at the prospect, wldely
discussed in American circles, that growing Sovliet 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 wvulnerable to
Sino-Soviet takeover. The fact that this consideratlon 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 reactions appeared against another new
feature of the military situation -- the program initiated in
1957 in vhich the Eurcpean NATQO members were agked to cept
IREM launching sites on thelr territories. These weapons vere

to serve as a temperary response to the chieﬁ ICBM threat
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untll such time as the Unived States would possess similar

long-range missile capabilities. Because these IRBEM's were
thought to supplement the Grand Deterrent i1n protecting the
European countries as well as the U.S., itself, the-ﬁhited.
States erpected that their deployment in Europe would be
favorably received by the NATO powers. t, in fact, the
response to this offer wes much less emthusiastic ﬁhan had

been hoped. Largely because of fears of the Russian reaction,
only three countries -- the U.K., Ita;y, and Turkey =-- accepted
the siting of IREM's in thelr territories.

58. By the end of the period, moreover, it was evident that
U.S., strategic power was becoming less dependent on the use of
overseas bases as longer range missiles and aircraft entered
U.S. inventories. This trend had equivoczl effects on allied
solidafity. On the one hand; it strengthened the alliance by
reducing U.S., requirements for those installations that host
countries regarded as certain targeﬁs of any Soviet counter-
force strike. On the other hand, 1t aroused fears that the
United States might lose interest in denying the overseas
territories to the Sino-Soviet bloe and might eventually return
to its former isclationist policies. Such doubts about U.S.
intentiong undermined allied confidence in the alliance, however
unfounded these doubts might have been. For, as mentioned
earlief, the original U.S., motivation for adopting a2 collective
defense policy was not 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 Eurasian continent and adjoining insular
territéries. The security of the overseas.free countries was,

and remains, a primary obJective of American policy for this
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reason; if it faills, the United States would be isclated and

exposed to dangers of military inferiority.

59. Another change that made itself felt during this foufth
phase had distinctly adverse implications for the allies and
thus for the cohesion of the alliance. The increased vul-
nerability of the U.S. strategic force to a Soviet strike .
meant that top priority in American defenSe efforts would:have
to go to the malntenance of secure retallatory strength. . fhis
called for the rapid development of a missile force to supplement
much of the present bomber fleet, and it was apparent that
increasing efforts would be required to protect the retaliatory
force by hardening, dlspersal, mobllity, and more adequate
warning of attack. These efforts to enhance the U.S. second-
strike capabiliity had.little bearing on the credibility or
effica&y of the threat of U.S. strategic intervention ag?inst
Sino-Soviet aggression overseas, since such intervention would
require substantial first-strike counterforce power. If there
were few signs during this phase that aliied solidarity had

been shaken by this particular development, it was because only

- a small group of experts abroad had come to appreciate, prilor

to 1960, the difference between first-strike and second-strike

capabilities.

DECLININC CREDIBILITY OF U.S., STRATEGIC INTERVENTION: ITS
EFFECTS ON ALLIED SOLIDARITY, 1900-04

60. From. the preceding discussion which has traced the
evolution of American strategic capablilitles and allied expec-
tations of U.S. protection from 1948 to 1960, it may be possible
to ektrapolate certain trends that are likely to affect the
alliance during the 1§60-6u 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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61l. It must be stressed, however, that in this sec.ion only
one factor -- the most important of those affecting allied
solidarity -- i3 being considered; namely, the character of
allied expectations concerning American strategic protection in
view of developments in the balance of military power. Cther
influences which may either reinforce or counteract the effects
of this single factor on the alliance 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, it 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, whlch
have demonstrated their greater concern for the expected advan-~

tages of "going it alone" than for American protection.

62. Iﬁ'order to make even tentatlve predlctlons about trends
in aliled expectations of. American protection during 19060- 1564,
several assumptions are necessary. For the purposes of this
discussidn it 1s therefore assumed that:

2. The United States strateglc deterrent will continue
to hold its predominant position among the means oy whlch
the U.S., can and will offer protecticon to its allies,.

b. No technological breakthroughs, now Toreseen, will
afford the U.S. strategic force immunity from attack or will
so enhance U.S. strategic counterforce power that the credl-
bility of American strategic intervention in defense of over-
seas territories will be unquestiloned.

¢. The United States will not become 1nvolved in a éeneral

nuclear war during this perlod.

63. if these assumptions prove realistic, it would seem

inevitable that allied confidence in the deterrent effect of
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the U.S. threat of strateglc intervention on limited aggression
overseas will decline yet further and that such a decline will
erode the major foundation on which allied solldarity has

heretofore been based.

64. Even if the dangers of a crippliny Soviet first strike
against SAC were to disappear by 196h,‘the anticipated growth
in size and security of the Soviet strategic force may, by then,
push the strategic balance closer to the point of stalemate,
in the sense that opposing strategic forces may tend to
neutrallze 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 protectfion. The Soviet
Union and Red China could never be certain that the United '
Stateszwould not fulfill its threat of strategic intervention,
despite the risk of self-destructive consequences, rather than

abandon its allles.

65. Although such Communist uncertainties about American
1ntentions.may continue to deter major coverseas aggressions,
it is doubtful whether allied confidence in U.3. strategic
iptervention will remain sufflciently strong in all cases to
pfovide a firm basis for faith in the Western alliance and
thus to elleit all the allied contributions to the collective
defense effort that the United States might desire. Alfeady
in 1960, there are indications that the dangers of the allies?
position, resulting from the declining credibllity of the
American ﬁuclear deterrent, are being recognized both in the

United States and abroad.

66. One manifestation of this concern over the dangers pre-
sented by the changing strategic picture waé the decisions or
two major U.S. zallies to develop strategic deﬁerrents of their
Appendiz "A" to
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own; additional countries are

1y

oring a2 nuclear cazpatility.

67. The military import of these independent dGeterrents is

gualified b& the time necessary to achieve them, by their
necessarily restricted cepability, ang by the proxinity of
the relevant allied nztions to the Soviet Bloe. At least in
their initial states, these forces are taldng the form of
“rmindmum” deferrents for retaliation zzazinst Soviet eities in

case of wer. Should they be used in an indepenéent 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 fange of

Sovlet esplonage and sabotage techniques. Dispersal of these
forces ocutside the European continent may avoid scme of these
difficulties at the cost of added cormand, control and communica-
tlons problems. The territory avallable to even the major colonizal

powers for this purpose, however, is shrinidng repidly.

70. A militarily important side effect of these independent

deterrents is that both the justification and the expense of

h?™

such forces lezads to a reduction in other Ereas of nationzl : .
military power., This has been the British experience and it

mzy well be the course of development in France once settlement

of the Algerian guestion removes a primary incentive for

mzintenance of large conventional forces.f

S e
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/ distribution of military effort within the 2lliance and more

// serious "shortfalls" in the NATO Shield.

71. Netional deterrent forces, based on indigenous nuclear
cépability, are therefore unlikely to altef;the basiec East-
West distribution of pover in This time period, or tc relieve
the United States of any substantial responsibilities.in
ceterrence of all-out attack on the ¥ree World. Tre additionzl
credibility that these forces may have as z deterrent to
plecemeal Soviet aggression is balanced by their probable vul-
nerabllity and the fact that their actuzl usze would be self-
destructive. These problems are likely to exist whether these
independent deterrents are controlled on a2 national basis or

by regionzl dloes.

x Jaul . . '
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72. The political effects of these incdependent deterrent

forces are likely to generate conflicting strains on the unity
of the Western alliance. The decision to create such a force
itselfl reveals dissatisfactions with the alliance system,
particularly in the desire of the nation involved for a greater
political voice in alliance matters and for greater military
protection than the alllance now affords it.i/ To the extent
that natlonal strategic deterrents provide the possessor '
nations with a2 greater sense of securlty -- whether Justified
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
polltlcal tension within the alliance. However, to the extent .
that these countries feel more secure, theywill tend to place
less vdlue on their alliance With the United Stztes and may,

as a consequence, drift towards independent policies not

necegsarlly consistent with U.S. desires and interests.

73. There are still other contradictory political effects
that may arise from the development of independent strategic |
" geterrents. If the countries desiring them are forced into
expenslve development programs by American reluctance to aid
in their acquisition of the necessary weapons systems or b&
Americgn legislation prohibiting the sharing of nuclear secrets,

anti-American attitudes may result which will adversely affect

i/ Tne role or exclusively national goals in the Britlsh decision
to create an independent nuclear force is discussed in Annex
"A" to this Appendix. ‘

In the case of France, an independent nuclear force has been
specifically Jjustified 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
Assembly last July stated that modern stztes are categorized
by "those that have the bomb and the rocket and others. Only
the former will have the right to speak since the others will
be merely satellites. On the other hand, our allies do not
always share our ldeas, particularly regarding Africa. Our
possibilities of acting, and of simply being understood, will
depend on many elements but amonz them will be a mcdern
defense." IRIS, Middle Easzt and Veat Zurome, 25 July

1960, . Rl. FOR OFFICIAL USE CHLYQ
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their relations with the United States. On the other hand,

if the United States becomes convinced of the inevitabilify --
perhaps also of the desirability -~ of strateglc deterrents

in allied hénds, whether as a supplement to or sgubstitute for
the U.S. strategic deterrent, American assistance pfograms
might contribute to a heightened sense of allled solidarity.
Conceivably, too, resistance to the deployment of U.S. bases
for strategic operations on allied territory would be lessened
if some of the American lnstallations overseas proved useful
to allied strategic forces.

OTHER INFLUENCES ON ALLIED SOLIDARITY AND NEUTRAL
BENEVOLENCE, 1S060-04

74, So far the discussion has been limited to changes in the
relations between the U.S, and its allies that result from a
deterloration of allled confidence 1n the American Grand
Deterrent. But the threat of U.S. strategic intervention has
not been thé only form of American military support that has
made the alliance valuable to the overseas countries. In Asla,
there has been a2 continuing need for the presence of American
tactical fbrces to cope with limited aggression. Vhile NATO
strategy has assumed U.S. strategic intervention in any milltary
conflict above the level of border incidents, the presence ol
U.S. tactical forces in Europe has been regarded by the other
NATO membefs as a major contribution to Europe!s security and
has helped to cement the NATO Alliance. The extent to which
the U.S. will be supporting allied local defenses with tactical
forces of its own by 1964 will therefore be of considerable
consequence -- perhaps of decisive consequence in some
individual cases -- for the state ol allied sclicdarity in this
period. The impact of this factor cannot now be predicted,
however, as it 1s not known what level thnis form of U.S.
military support for its allies will reach in the years ahead.
Appenéix "A" to
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75. A third form of American military contribution is the
economic and military assistance made avallable to those over-
seas countries willing to improve thelir defenses against Sino~
Soviet aggression. In the cases of the economlically weaker
nations of Asia, this U.S, contribution plays an important role
in determining attitudes toward the alllance. Several of the
NATO members could not support even thelr present level 6f

military effort were 1t not for substantial U.S. asslstance.

76. This 21d may be of such value to individual recipient
‘nations that it may preserve into the 1J34-1967 period the alle-
giance of nations that might otherwise move away from alignment
with‘the Western Bloc. Not only external security, but also
internal stability ané the-continuation of existing regimes may

' depend;on U.S. assistance programs. Caution should be exercised,
howevef; in U.S; reliance on the continued effect of this aid in
preserving the orlentation of these nations toward the West or
their contributions to the U.S. military effort. Where econcmic
aid is most,important to bolstering the internal political posi-
tioh of existing governments, these regiﬁes frequently lack

' widespread public support. Several authoritarian govermments
of this nature in Europe and Asla are llkely to be supplanted
by the close of the perioed In question. .Their suceessors may
still find foreign economic and military aid essential, but
their disposition to seek it elsewhere (and to forego alliance
commitments in the process) may easily be greater. The revolu-
tion in Iraq, and the consequent withdrawal of that nation from
the Baghdad Pact, occurred despite the programs of Britiéh aid
to that natica; the case of Egypt is another example in this
regard. While it 1s encouraging that the recent regime changes

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

=

.f‘é‘
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of these countries to the Western alliance, and particularly
to the United States, both of thesé countries have been sub-
Jected to recent Communist aggression. 'The outlook 1s less
encouraging for those countries, such as Libya, whé may view
the Communist threat with less apprehension and whose military
contributions to the alliancg are viewed almost exclusively in

terms of economic advantage.

77. Despite these limitations in the ability of U.S. economic
aid to solidify the alllance, the need for a relatively high
level of military assistance to allied nations 1s llkely to
continue tirough the mid-1966's. Even in the unllkely event
that all of the NATO nations were to undertake what the U.S. _
might consider to be thelr full share of the collective defense
effort, the ability of NATO to meet present defense objectlves
would still depend on U.S. pfovision of a substantial amount of
modern weapons to many members, and conventional arms to some

of the member nations as well.

78. Despite some recent advances in this area, such as the
European programs to produce advanced U.S,-designed fighter
aircraft and missiles, the question of U.S., military assist-
ance is likely to place strains on the alllance system in the
perlod immediately ahead. Most of the NATO members are facing
obsoléscense problems in wide areas of thelr military eguip-
ments and may anticipate U.S. aid in solving them. The U.S.,
for its own part, has expressed a desire to concentrate 1ts

military aid on those modern weapons which it is best sulted

I/ In 1000, rrime Minister Kubaar requested an additional $4
million, over the $6 million in aid that Llbya has received
in the past five years, for a renewal of the U.S. base rights
agreement. USAF, SIRAB, No. 123, 24 June 1$€0, SECRET/NOFORN.

g/ A conclusion reached in the 1959 report of the United States
mission to NATO. See The Blue Eook, Report on the 195G Annual
Review and the NATO DeTense Outiook, Jznuary 1960, TOP SECRET.
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to supply. Changes in the economic position of the United
States, including a gold outflow and balance of payments
deficit, are beginning to affect the ability of this country

to sustailn high levels of economic and military assistance.
Future programs to stabilize areas of Africa and South America
ﬁay impose competing demands on U.S. econcmic resources.
Certainly the willingness of the United States to assist 1ts
NATO partners will depend to some extent on the trade practices
of the evolving European economic bloes and the degree to

which the morc prosperous NATO members match thelr economic

progreés with increased military effort.

Fear of nueclear War

79, Other military Zactors, related only indirectly to the

' protection afforded allied nations by U.S. strategic power,
are likély to affect the cohesion 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 increased
popular fears of military conflict 1n any form and created
particular aversion to the use of nuclear weapons. Where there
is a tfaditionally vocal and articulate pacifist minority, and
where public opinion is influential in the shaping of foreign
and defense policy, there are indications that sectors of the
population might be willing to pay an exctremely nigh price to
avoid involvement 1n war;l For these people the military pro-
tection afforded by the presence of nuclear strike forces on
their territory may not only lose its attractiveness but,may be

actively oppoued as making involvement of thelr nation in war

1/ A November 155€ Gallup survey in Great Britain found that,
given a cholce between 1 involvement in a2 war in which nuclear
weapons were used, and 2) coming to terms with the Soviet

Union at any price, those surveyed chcse the iatter alterma-
tive by a 2 to 1 marzin. See USIA/ORI, "West European .
sttitudes in the Wake of the Lebanon and Quemov Crises,”

VE-56, January 1659, CONFIDENTIAL.
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more likely. While this irfluence is strengthened b& any
belief that the effectivepess of such military protection has
gdeclined, if is likely to increase regardless of the actual
military situation. A growth in neutralist sentiment abroad,
and in gorresponding pressures on allied éovernments, is an

anticipatae? by-product of wicder public knowledg?/of nuclear
1

=

vweazpons and the probable nature 6f nuclear war. At the least,
cne may expect increasing pressure on allied goverrments to
minimize the cnance ol generzl nuclear warLby meking greater
efforts ©¢o relieve tast-West tensions.. Tnis pressure may be
reflected in a willingness of these govermments to make
appreciable concessions to the Soviet Union, parcicularly
where thelr own national interests are not directly involved,
or to accept substantial risks in order to achieve disarmement
agreementslg/ ther likely eflfects are an increased allied
interest in limiting the arez and intensity of loczl conflicets

and even in narrowlng the range of alliznce i:tsrests consilered

o

worth the risk of general war to protect.

80. In the face of these pressures, allied governments are
likely to seek greater influence and control over U.S. foreign
and military policies, znd over the uses made of American bases
on thelr territory, in order to promote 2 cautious, or 5non-

provocative" Western approach to the Communist Zloc, These

controls, or even the effort to achieve them, can have adverse 3,\

1/ See Wiz 100-54, "Prooeole ~liiects of Increesing Nuclear
Capebilities upon the Policies of U.S. Allies,” 26 April 1954,
SECRET. .

2/ Public pressures for disarmamert, and even unilateral nuclear
¢isarmament, have increased substantizlly in the United

ingden in recent years. The nature and sigrificance of this
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8l1. These apprehensions, and a growing public fear of nuclear
war, could be aggravated should the U.S., without prior con-
sultation with its allies, initiate the use of nuclear weapons
in a limited war. They could have particula:ﬂy'gdyerse effects
on the actions of allied goyernments should the Soviets
precipitate a 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 its alllies has stemmed from the presence of U.S.
strateglc air bases on thelr territory; While the goverrments
involved have recognized the need for these bases, thgy have
been subjected to increasing public criticism on grounds that
they would necessarily invelve the host nation in a nuclear

way, 1if hostilities should bfeak out.

83. These fears have been exploited with increasing boldness
by the Soviet Union. In the aftermath of the U-2 incident, the
Soviets extended their threats of nuclear attack even to air-

' bases from which unarmed reconnaissance {lights are made in
peacetime. While threats of attack on U.S. overseas bases have
been a consistent feature of Soviet propaganda for many years,
they may be taken with greater serlousness in the future. Such
threats are already a factor in the refusal of Demmark and
Norway to permit "foreign® military forces on their territory
in peacetime. There are indications that similar apprehenslions
exist, or are thought bj national goverments to exist, in
other nations where the U.S. might wish to place nuclear weapons.
In this year's negotiétions for rights to Wheelus Field in
Iibya, Prime Minister Kubaar requested that-a joint communique

on the talks state that storage of atomlc weapons, or the
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stationing of "espionage" airecraft, had been precluded.
Following the Soviet U-2 threats, the Greek goverrment issued
2 communique stating that there were no U.S. bases in Greece
and emphasizing that each U.S. military overflight or use of
Greek airports required individual clearance from the Greek
government.l On the following day the goverrment of Saudi .
Arabla reassured its people that Dhahran Airfield was not a
U.S. military base, that the U.S. was granted "purely technical
facilities" at the airfield, and that no govermment had been
'granted permiss;on to use Saudl Arablan territory or airspace

for "military action" against any other state.

84, Despite generall& optimistic attitudes concerning the
actual’ likelitbod of Commurilst aggressicn, public apprehen-
sions about the "lightning rod" aspect of U.S. bases appear
to be spreading in some countfies. Many factors account for
this paradox, but perhaps 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
l1ittle public concern on thils issue --- I1taly, the Philipplnes
and Spaln are examples --- there 1s also likely to be rela-
tively.limited public knowledge of nuclear weapon effects and
the nature of nuclear war. In countries with authoritarian
governments, such as Spain, the possibility exdsts that public
apprehensions have not found a means of expression against

officially sanctioned policy.

85. The importance'of this factor, and the chances of in-

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

1/ FEIS, DAILY R=PORT, July 13, 1960, OUO.
2/ FBIS, DAILY REPORT, July 20, 1560, 0UO.
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and nuclear weapons, vary sharply from country tec country.

It is significant that the problem appears least serious in
West Germany, Turkey and on Formosa, where Communist aggres-
sion is a well-recognized threat and where it 1s generally
realized that effectlve resistance to it depends heavily on
'U.S. nilitary support. Our experience with Japan, how-

ever, indicates that an ally's réliance on U,S, nuclear powér
for 1ts securlty al” e accoupanied Y refusal to alloy;

important elements of that power on its nationzl territory.

Fears of "Provocative" Weapcns Syétems

86. A third and closely related source of apprehensioh in
some allied nations is the belief that certain types of U.S,
weapons and installations increase the likelihood of war be-
cause the Soviéts may consider them "provocative"., Although
the Sovieté ma& indeed label any milltary force opposing them
as "provocative", this argument is nonetheless used in a num-
" ber of allied countries, including the United Kingdom,g/'to ad~
vocate U.S. military withdrawél:__ is argument 1s also used
to ﬁ?ydsé the. auceptance or use of "vulnerable” nucleér de-

"~ livery vehicles in national armed forces. In Britain, both
the V-lomber force and the acceptance of THOR IREM's have been
opposed on this ground. It is argued in this connection that
"soft" or unprotected strike systems appear sultable primarily
for a first strike and are thus more likely to encourage an
attack on the host country than to avert it., This argument

is not unnaturally used by those wno accept the view that the

current U.S. overseas base structure constitutes a2 provocative

military encirclement of the Communist Bloc.

-

./ See Aniex "E" Ior a ciscussion of Japznese attitudes toward
nuclear weapons and collective defense,
2/ The use made of this argument in the United Kingdom is

éiscussed in Annex “"A".
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#7. There is of course an element of truth to this.general
arpunment, namely that weabons systems particularly vulnerable
to & Soviet first strike are not the best means of aﬁerting
one, For this reason, both the importance andrthe nrevalence
of this argument are 1likely to diminish as U,S. nuclear power,
and possibly allled nuclear power as well, come.to rest on

less vulnerable weapons systems.

Fears of Accidental Explosions or War

88. The attitude of allied publlics toward the deployment of
u.S. nuclear strike forces on their territory may also be af-
fected by a fear of accldental nuclear explosions or-of ' 'war
py accident”, Objections have been raised in thils regard
(as.in the British Labor, Party's June 1960 statement on defense.
policy) to flights of nuclear-armed U.S. aircraft over their
terrltory. The recent U-2 and RB-4T 1ncidents have led to
some apprehension that 111- considered U.S. military activities

overseas might raise the risks of accidental war.

89;-In this connection, the‘possibilify of a nuclear accident
is 1likely to increase as control over these weapons passes to
additional nations. Such an accident would be likely to spur
pressure for nqclear disarmament, whefher the weapon involved

was nnder U.S, or foreign control.,

The Issue of Controls

90, These apprehensione'about nuclear war are reflected in
a fourth area of frictilon between allied nations and the-
United States -- the question of host country controls over
u,S8, nuclear strike systems, The desire to impose such con-
trols may, as in the case of France, stem in part from a

desire to assert natlional sovereignty. But even in the case

r -
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of France, . and particularly in the cases of the United

Kingdom and Canada, there appears $o be apprehension that
the weapons or installatiens involved might be used in such
a way as to lead the host nation into war withouf its con-
sent, This concern is, 7 course, explolited by Soviet prop-
aganda. It is further aggravated by the fact that ﬁost
nations might not be able to exercise the?brerogatives ef
national sovereignty aver forces 6n their territory, shquld
they wish to do so, in 2 crisis situation., The U.S., for
its ovn part, obviously cannof agree to host nation veto
powers over such wezpons as afe considered essential to its

own security.

©l. This conflict of interest is an element in the refusal
of France and Jepan to permit nuclear-armed V.S, forces to

be deployed on their ferritcries under essentially unilateral

control-in peacetime, R S e
=._.?s.sz;&-:éi;:;ﬁ‘&mi’”‘n 52 : ke

B T SO

L4/ rrench rresident Charles DeGaulle, speaking on 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 conseguences which their use
could have, Obvicusly, France cannot zllow its destiny,
its very 1ife, to be a2t the discretion of others," FERIS,
Dally Report, Middle East & West Europe, 6 Sept 1960, p.
R13. 0OUO. . .
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__Effects on Neutral ‘Attitudes

92, The effect of these apprehensions on the attitude of
the neutral or uncommitted nations 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 thelr territory.
The question §f U.S. strategic protection is also of less
relevance to the position taken by nieutral nations =- as un-
comnitted states they have foregone a direct claim on U,S.
protection, Thls does not mean, however, that they would
have no interest in U,S, military assistance, should they be
‘attacked, or that they would not regerd the Western alliance
with g:eater beneveolence 1f thelr expectations of effective
military support in a c¢risis were high, The Soviets have
attempted to undermine any such expectations by drawing the
neutral nations into their cwn campaigns against U.S. (or
'U,5,-donated) nuclear strike systems overseas and, by doing
80, havé made the attitudes of these nations relevant to the
military capabilities of the Western alliance, Xhrushchev's
recent criticisms of Austria, for not protesting Itallan ac-
ceptance of‘U.S. IRBM's, 18 a case in point. Similarly, an
important factor in the refusal of the Scandinavian NATO
countries to accept nuclear weapons is fear of Soviet reprisal
against another neutral, Finland, whose position is of impor-
tance to their own security;é/

93. Those nations which have chosen neutrality largely to
avoid entanglement in war are naturally sensitive to the pos=-
8ible dangers of nuclear ﬁeapons and to acts which they may
regard as unnecessarily provocative of the Soviet Zioc. This

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

1/ The Ruclear Weapons lssue in Scandinavia, Current Weekly
éntelligence Swmmary, 26 May 1960, Part III, pp. 8-10.
ECRET, ) ;
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for example, India, and 1s indicative of the reaction which

the United States might expect from these nations if it should

initiate the use of nueclear weapons in a limited war.

Future Trends in Aporehensions

Q4. The preceding paragraphs have discussed several sources
of friction within the Western Alliznce that stem, by and large,
from public and official feafs of nuclear weapons and involve-
ment Iin ﬁuclear war. With the growth of nﬁclear capabillities
on both sides of the Iron Curtain, it appears likely that these
fears will increase in scope anc intensity, though the rate of
increase will vary conslderably from region to region and from
country to country. This general trend, however, will not
necessarily mean that there will be a gignificant growth of
apprehension in those nations, such as West Germany, which are
particularly exposed to Communist aggression and which are well
aware that thelr security rests, in large part, on Western
nuclear capabilities. Moreover, it is possible that the develop-
ment of national nuclear capabilities by some countries might
result in more favorable attitudes toward.these weapons within
those countries. This appears to be the case in France, although
trends in British attitﬁdes would suggest the opposite conclusion.
At present, in most Middle Eastern, Asian and South American
countrles there appear to be gradually rising apprehensions con-
cerning the "nuclear menace" which in some instances will con-
tinue to have directly adverse effects upen the military capa-

billitles of the zlliance.

85. Before leaving this subiect, however, it should be said
that there are two military trends which will reduce the 1mpact
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
2ir bases to U.S. strategic power that should accompény'ﬁﬁe
phase-out of the B-47 mecium bember force in the mid-1960's,
Secondly, the problem of host nation controls should be eased
somewnav 2s allled natlons acquire their own nuclear weapons
systé:s and, To at least some extent, gradually replace those
U.S. tacticzal nuclear zirecraft and missiié systems now deployed
in Burope. Such a shift in respohsibility.should ease the con-
trol problem, at the possible cost of U.S, doubﬁs that the
missions assigned to these zlllied forces would acbuzlly be

performed in wartime.

ther Influences on Allied Attitudes
96, 0f the varlety of additionzl considerations affecting
the willingness of overseas nations to cooperate militarily
-~

 with the United States, the following are among the most

igportant.

€7. First, the estimestes thzt othgr nations make of the
nzatures and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threaﬁ’to their security
clearly influence their attitudes toward both the United States
and their slliznce commitments.g/ In the:pést; cne ‘of the major
difficulties that the U.S. has faced in eliciting military
support has been the tendency of many overseas nations to show
less anxiety on the subject of Soviet militéry intentions than
has prevziled in this country. Although there have been
occasions in the past when crisis situatlons, precipitated by
the Soviets, have increzsed both allied military efforts and

their willingness to cocperate with the Unifed States, it does

not necessarily follow that future crises, in the context of

1/ For =z detailed area-by-arez analysis for recent trends in
this respect, see USIA/ORA, Free World Views of the U.S. -
U.S.S.R. Power Ealance, R-53%-00, 29 August 19060, SECRET.
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expanding Soviet and Chinese economic and military powen,

will enhance allied solidarity. Somewhere along the line of
risling anxieties, 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 hostile action by the Com-
munist 3lcc. Any decline in theirp expectation of effective
U.S. military support increases the chances of such a negative
attitude toward the alliance, |

c8. Moreover,hin the minds of overseas publics, the rela-
tive standing of the Sino-Soviet blec aﬁd the Cormunist sys-
tem, compared with the standing of the United States and 1its
institutions, bears heavily on their attitudes, wholly apart
from the military considerations involved, To the extent that
the Soviet bloc becomes attractive as a model for economic
development, or as the "wave of the future", active military
collaboration with the United States would become more diffi-.
cult for foreign governments to support. It is likely, there-
fore, that the attitudes of many noﬁ-Communist countries will
depend in part on the outcome of the ideological, economic and
political aspects of the ¢old war. In this area the Soviets,
by the alternate use of "peace propaganda" and nuclear threats,
can play on the conflictiﬁg elements that militate against
collaboration with the Western alliance,

99. It is obvious, moreover, that any cause of friction
between 6verseas free countries and the United States will
tend to place atrains on allied solldarity and neutral benev-
olence. The alliance 1is most directly affected when these
disputes concern military matters, such as disagreements on
strategy, weapons systemé, or distribution of the military
burden, . In - this area, considerations of national prestige

and feelings of what may be thought to be a humiliating
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dependency on the‘United States nay complicate the process

of cdeclsion maldng, It is difficult to predict, even with
regard to individual countries, whether the trend here is
toward greater or lesser friction within the alliance, It is
possible that the sense of independence which some allies may
derive from thelr increased military power will faéilitate
the making of military agreements. It is perhaps more likely
that this independence will lead these nations 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. JWhile one might expect that disagreements over
tariffs, flnancial assistance or colonial policy would not
seriously affect the values placed on the collective defense
efforﬁ, such disputes tend tp strengthen tile hands of those 1n
allied countries who are, perhaps for other reasons, unsympa-
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 colonial powers., Sympathizing
with the movements 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 colonisl conflict, The colonial power 1nvol§ed may, as
in the recent case of Belgium, threaten to reduce its collec-
tive defense efforts in retaliation for what it considers

U.S, fallure to support it.
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102. However, as the process of emancipation proceeds and mere.
of the colonial powers come to resign themselves to the liquid-
ation of their empires, this source of conflict between the
United States and its allies should diminish in the 1964 to 1967
period. The benefits of this trend, in improving allied soli-
darity, will, however, be offset by the fact that sﬁrategically
important areas of the Mediterranean, Asia and Africa will have
shifted from the control of U.S. allies to governments which
are less able to reéist Sino-Soviet preésures and which in many
cases are llkely to adopt a neutralist position in order to avoid

involvement in the great power strugzle.

103. Another source of 1ntera;11ed frictioﬁ, often connected
with the colonial issue, are the restrictions placed on some
allied military contributions by their preoccupation with in-
terestes which they regard as vital, but which have only in-
direct relevance to the primary issues of the cold war. Dis-
putes such as those between the Netherlands and Indonesia,
Pakistan and India, Israel and the Arab States, France and the
Algerian rebels, have diverted allied resources and military

power from the collective defensge effort. The positions 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 subsequent reductions in, or withdrawals of, military

contributions to the alliance, In this area, it is difficult
to foresee whether American foreign policy wlll be more success-
ful than in the past in mediating such conflicts or in gaining
The sympathy'of i1ts allies by the manner in whilch 1t approaches

the Jdispute or contributes to its solution.

THE PRESENT STATE OF THE ALLIANCE AND PLOSPECTS FOR 1964 TO 1967

104. By 1960, conditions in the world had developed in a way
that has permitted the United States to count on significant
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military efforts and cooperation by a largs number or allies,'

&

S

including the most powerful countries whose territory adjoins
the Soviet 3loc, on varying degrees of benevolence from many
neutrai nations, on facilities to deploy important elementis
of its strategic force overseas, and on considerable allied
contributions to the defense of territory consildered of.stra-
tegic 1mportance to the United States. If 1t were not for
symptoms of possible future deterioratlon of this situation,
and for the inadequacy of the NATO Shieid anc 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, Tﬁere has, in fact, 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 countervalling power.

Even in countries like France and Italy, where strong Communist
parties have existed and where many changes of government have
ocecurred since World War II, military ties with the U.S., have
been consistently supported. Moreover, where European public
opinion has been able to express itself freely, large majoritles
have supported the alliance policies of their governments. The
alliance has retained an underlying cohesion 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 exploit an issue to divide the Western nations have served

to pull them more closely together. In the far East, 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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Comzunist threat and the security provided by her ovn neutralitj.;/
Even among the new and uncoimitted nations of Africa, the gend-
ency is to look first to the U.S. for economic assistance, 1if

not for military. protecticn. It should be added, however, that
preservation of the zlllance has not prevented the loss of much
territory and appreciazble human and materizl resources once
availablé to the collective defense system -- where European
colenies have gained independence they have adopted a néﬁtralist
position toward The East-West struggle. Had it not been for the
fide of colonial emzncipztion, most of Afriza 2s well a2s India,

Burma, Ceylon, Indonesia, Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia would today

be parts of a2llied territory.

106, As far as the noncomsitted countries are concermed, none
has so far voluntarily opted to jJoin the Sino-Soviet Eloec. None
except Yugoslavia has a patently Communist government. Hoﬁever,
by 1960: the number of countries that claim to be pursuing a
policy of neutrallity, and that lean more or less strongly towards
the Comunist Eloc, has grown considerabiy to'include, zpart
from Yugoslavia, the United Arao Reputlic as. weil a8 Irag in
the Middle East, Indonesia and possibly Laos in Scoutheast Asia,
Guinea and possibly other countries in Africa, znd-Cuba 1in the

Western Hemisphere itself.

107. Looking towards the period of 195 &4-1967, those responsible
for U.S. military policy have reason to be concerned with two
types of trends relating to changes in the Free VWorld:

2. First, with any adverse trends in zllied solidarity

and neutral benevolence that affect allied contributicns and
nf
L p
1/ Even ofiiclal spoKesmen bl
privately in 1939 that, in the fin 2l ana1y5¢s,‘it was Lmerican
military power that would determine tne freedom or demise of
vulnerzble countries of Southeast As.e -ace& waith the potentizal
of Communist aggression. USIA, Free Jorld vViesws, op. cit.,
2. 19, SECRET. o '
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neutral noninterierence with U,S. miillewy policy ana prégrams.
b. Second, with future U.S, needs for the ausiye military

collaboration of overseas allies, Such collaboration,idc*_ggs

the provision of bases and facilitles for U.S. forces and the

maintenance of effective indigenous forces,

108, In this second area,_if now appears that.chagges in the
U.S. strateglc strike force durlng the mid-1960ts should reduce
dependence on overseas bases for support'for the strategic
mission. B-47 medium bombers, the only strategic alrcreft now
deployed outside the Western Hemlsphere, 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 stratezic —issiles outside of

the Western Hemlsphere,

109, This trend toward a déclining reliance on overseas bases
must be somewhat qualified., Depending on their actual wartime
missions, it may remain militarily desirable to retain "reflex"
riedium bomber forces on the present SAC bases in Briltaln and
Spain, Even with the phase out of the medium bomber force,
these bases could remain useiul for staging operetions or dis-
persal of the theater alr forces, and, possibly, for poststrike
recovery of other aircraft. The importance.of the present
Canadiar SAC bases to strateglc air operations cannot be evalu-
ated on the basis of the information avallable. These facilitles
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 cperations, should the Canadlans
relax present overflight restrictions. An important element

of fhe 1964-1967 strategic force, the POLARIS FBM missile
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submarine, is somewhat of an exception to this prend. It is

a strategic offensive system scheduled for overseas deployment
in inecreasing numbers through the 1960!'s. Deployment of the
FBM submarines within range of their targets is not dependént
on overseas tender bases, but the avallabllity of such baseé
would increase the percentage of the force that caﬁ be main-
tained In patrol areas. As the force grows in size, and mis-
sile range extenslions add to the feasible deployment areas,
local logistic support will diminish in importance., These
technological advances willl also reduce the importance of allied
cooperation in the communications and navigational areas of the

FEM system.

110. In contrast to this general trend in the strateglic mis-
sion field, overseas U.S. bases will :emain important in a
number of other areas. These include the collection of intel-
11genée, provision of both strategic and tactical attack warn-
ing, control of the Bloc submarine threat, logistlc support
of U.S8. tactical forces and the rapid transport of these forces
to troubled areas. Rather than being reduced by technological
innovations, these overseas base requirements may lincrease as |
additional areas of the world present millitary difficulties to
the United States, The present extensive and partially suc-
cessful Bloc campaigns to increase their influence in and to
destabllize sections of Africa and Latin America indicate the
scope of potential military problems in these areas. Even 1if
the responsiblility for maintaining stability in these areas
should be formally accepted by regional organizations or by the
U.d., 1t is evident that the United States will still bear the.
brunt of the milltary and economic burdens involved.

111. Other trends previously mentioned in thls paper indicate,
however, that Increasingly greater allled 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. interest in denying control over these
countries to the Sino-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 its forces in these overseas areas. The
changing international economic position o: the U.S., the
increasing military problems faced by the U.S. in its own de-
fense, and the possibility of extensive economic aid programs
to the underdeveloped natiocns are all likely to restrict the
assistance the United States can give its technologically ad-
vanced allies in supporting their local defense forcés. This
pcs sibllity emphasizes the importance of increasing the allied

collective defense contributions.

112. The chances for successful 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 fLerritory,
but the granting of rights by other nations for overflight,
staging areas, and even bases from which combat operations are
conducted. Defense by local forces may therefore call for
solidarity among allied countries themselves, as well as for
solidarity with the United States. The French reluctance to
provide logistic facilities needed for West German forces, and
British opposition to the arming of West German forces with

nuclear weapons, are cases in this regard.

113. It was mentioned earlier, in relatlon to several of the
factors that have affected allied solidarity and neutral benevo-
lence in the past, that their development during the next decade
cannot be reliably predicted. However, since the emphasis in
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preceding sections has been on those trends foreshadowlng diffi-
culties for the collective defense gystem, it should ‘again be
mentioned that countervailling influences exist. Experience has
shown that zllied countries tend to rally to the support of the
United States when relations between East and West become critical,
particularly ﬁhen a Soviet-precipitated erisis threatens their
area of the world. The creation of NATO itself followed hard on
evidence of such threats to Western Europe; its force goals were
increased, if not met, under the influencs .of Soviet aggression

in Korea. SEATO was a similar response. If one aégﬁmé§;=there-
fore, that its growing military and economic power will lead the
Sino-Soviet Bloc to take a more aggressive approach in this pertod,
the pull toward allied unity may increase.l' Even such confirmed
neutrals as India have shown signs of alignment with the West, as
evidenco-of fommurdst ageressive intentlons toward them has
- become unmistakable. It was mentionea earlienr. however, that

the rise of Sino-Soviet power, accompanlied by more aggressive

use of nuclear threats and blackmail, mey 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 Bloec, or even of jolning it veoluntarily,
would seem to presuppose Communist subversion on the level of an
internal coup. While America's allies in Europe would seem to be
relatively immune to subversion on this scale, some neutral and
even alliied nations in Asla might choose the road of affiliation
with the Bloc unless given firm confidence in U.S, military pro-

' tection or otherwise prevented from talddng this course of actioen.

;/’?ﬁblic opinion polls in the U.K. and France have shown a marked
increase in attitudes favoring NATO participation during a
period of sharpened East-West tension -- as in late May 1660 ==
as compared with periods of apparent detente. See USIA/CRO,
Post-Summit Trends in British and French Opinion of the U.S.
and USSR, WE-b4, June 19€0, p. 15.
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115. Another alternative, néutrality, may become a more serious
possibility'for many nations than it has been so far in the post-
war period. The rise in Sino-Soviet power, a decliﬁe in the -
deterrent value of the U.S. strafeglc force, and the development
of independent deterrent forces will all tend to st?engthen the
ranks of those who would wish to remain 1ndependent:bf 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 ﬁeighbors, such a
transition 1s likely to produce a2 chain reaction.

116. No matter how strong is the inclination in allied and
neutral countries to resist Communist T oc expansion_in this
period, i1t seems unlikely that it will be possible fully to
counteract those erosive forces discussed earlier in this paper.
This is particularly true of the problems following from the
decline_in allied confidence in U.S. strategic protection. The
allies ﬁill realize in time that every approach toward strategic
nuclear stalemate raises the level of military action that the
Soviets can dare undertake without Tisking the triggering of U.S.
nuclear intervention. While in the areas of Asia that border on
Red China, such intervention is considered unlikely anyway, a
decline 1n 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 buildup of local forces for deterrence and defense with a
view to creat 7 a balance of military power -- and thus a stale-
mate -- on the nonstratecice level of military conmfronsation.
However, unless the United States is willing to continue to

carry a considerable part of the burden of such a buildup of

-
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linmited war forces, the increases 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
something of a vicious circle here: in order to be able to
support overseas local defense efforts, the United States must
be permlitted to deploy tactical forces on or close to Eurasia;
but 1f allied solidarity declines, this permissicn might become
harder to obtain and, in turﬁ, render more difficult the mainte-
nance of the U.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 maximizing the cohesion of the alliance and the

military cooperation ¢of its member nations.

REMEDIAT, MEASURES

118. wpile many politieal, economic and ideological factors
will affect both the future cohesion of the alliance and the
attitudes of the uncommitted nations toward it, it is American
military pesture -- including the Judicicﬁs choice of military

strategles and weapon systems -- that will continue to be a

primary influence.

119. Theoretically, the Unlted States might seek better to
protect 1ts overseas allles by attaining a clearly decisive
counterforce capablility against the Soviet strategic arm. In
practice, it now appears Qifficult enough to achieve and main-
tain a secure retaliatory force. It could also be said that an
openly declared U,S. effort to achieve first-strike 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 1nit1ation bty the United States might be regarded in some
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nllied countries aéra dangerbus step toward war and, for this
reagon, encourage the flight into neutrality that it was

deeigned to prevent.

120. In this context, allied confidence 1n.U.S. military pro-
tectlon -- the backbone of the alliance system -- can be main-
tained only if doubts about the effectiveness of the Grand
Deterrent are cnmpensated for by expectations concerning other
forms of U.S. military support. One form this support might
take would be Amerlcan technical assistance and active coopera-
tion in the development of independent deterfent forces abroad.
Several welghty arguments can be raised azainst such action. It
can be held that such independent nuclear strategic forces will
be of 1ittle military value and may subject the United States
to serlious new dangers. The Soviet Uhiqn might respond to
such a move by providing Red China, and possibly some of the
European satellites, with similar weapons 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
accident, accldental war, or the less likely possibility of
catalytic war. It is also argued that the development of such
independent deterrent forces diverts allied attention and
resourcés from The maintenance of conventional arms that may
-be & more useful contribution to the collective defense. U.S.
technical and financial assistance can reduce the need for'such
a diversion, but may not outweigh nationalist pressures for the
development of independent missile and w2apon industries or

offset the popular concept that strategic nuclear power can be
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an cffective substitute for conventional ground and alr forces,
'hore 18 also & fear that these weapons may fall into the hands
of lrresponsible governments, should some now unforeseen

clhange occur in the nations to which ﬁe supply them, or should

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

122, Cbviously, the lower the military effectiveness of thege
independent strategic forces, the less they can compensate for
the dangers of abuse, Even 80, the risks involved in suﬁpbrting
the efforts of allied nations to achleve them may be a price
worth paying, 1f their estabdblishment should prove psychologically
indispensable for the preservation of solidarity with the most
resourceful of the overseas free countries, If they_believe'
they need such forces, a belief that ma& recede on further
thought, they are likely to proceed with their development,
whether or not assisted by the United States, The result would
be to create most of the dangers feared from such a prolifera-
tion of nuclear forces, with nbne but negative effects on the
alliance itseif and 1ittle opportunity for the U.S. to influence

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

123, It 1s .unlikely that the spread of independent strategic
deterrénts will create Quch divisive strains as to destroy the
alllance system itself. The experience 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 countries can be enhanced is through increased support
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for local defensive forces. . Whether American effortg”dirgcted

a2t an increase in such suppeort would have 2 beneficial effect

on the solldarify ol the alliance depends on the faith that the
allies in questiocn have in local defense &s a form of prctectionf

ggainst Communist aggression.
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i8 presently no such stropg faith,

125. All NATO members, including the Unit:d States, are commitied
to the view that, spart from border incidents, no Soviet militery
‘2attack -on the NATO erea can be effectively deterreq 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 Teliancé on"the GFind Deterrent could, without danger
.to uhe alliance, be shifted to & greater degree of confidence in
collective loczl defense. The force requirements of any such
strategy of local defense in Europe cannot be:discussed here,
Undoubtedly, such 2 change\would require subétantial advances

in tactics, tactiecal weaponry, and perhaps t e establishment

and eqguipment of advanced U.S. staging areas sufficient in scope
to compensate for Soviet numericzl superiority in %hose forces

available and militerily useful for an advance into Europe.

126, Other elements of U,8., military DoL*cy can 2lso influence
the cokesion of the alliance. One of these concerns the guestion
of host nation controls over those U.S. nuclear weapons deployed
overaeas. The risks involved in granting control over nuclear.
veapons, and particuiarly of granting others az right of veto
over their use, are unmistakabile . nowever, their effects in

practice m2y be somewhau exaggerated. Nations on whose territory
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these weapons are stockpiléd are likely to have access to them

in an emergency, whatever is laid down in an agreement. They p

ere likely to feel Jjustified

e
o

T,

If allied pressure for some form of joint

control over U.S. nuclear'weapons on their territory persists,

there is therefore-something=tc be said for peacetime agreements

/, ‘that enhance solicdarity, even where legal restrictions present
some military risks. : 3

127. Finally, there is the guestion of the lengths to which

the United States shoulgd g0 in avoiding military zetivities that

”

are interpreted as unnecessarily provocativé:by other Free

Worlié countries. At least one aspect of this problem will be
' greactly diminished by the 1964 to 1067 peripd, 2s a result of

the anticipzted reductions in U.8. stra»egic-strike forces deployed
on overseas baées. However, should the Uniied Stztes seek to

give strenger support to the local defenses of other eountries,"

1t may easily éiscover that the aeployment of tactical npuclear
forces abroad will be regarded 2s no less "provocative" than

that of strategic weapons, and in fact will require similar
'installations. It makes sense, however, to proceed on the'

assumption that increases in military protection will cancel
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out any tendency-tdwardé incfeased-apprehensions. Such hope
would not be warranted with respect to those neuéral countries
that believed themselves to be in no need of outside military
protection. Here, everything will depend on the exteat to which
the overseas people can be made to understaﬁd that the projection
of American military power onto, or c¢loase to, the Eurasian
continent, far from being provocative, is indispensable for the
protection of Eurasian free nations and that it 1s the consequence
of' a geographical situation in which a finé of weak countries,
far removed from North America, 1s exposed to the fisks of
aggression from the Sino-Soviet Bloc. Even so, U.S. military
policymakers should be aware of the high degree of sensitivity,
especially 1in neutral countries, to anything that may draw
Slno-Soviet fire in their direction, as, for instance, over-
flights by military aircraft or military vessels in their
coastalAwaters. If, 1n the face of growing Sino-Soviet power,
and blaékmail threats, the sensitivity of the non-Cormunist
countries of Asia aﬁd Af'rica should 1nérease in comlng years,
one.of the gravest diffiqulties facing the U.S., in developing

a military policy for the protection of the overseas free
countries, will be its diminishing freedom of movement and
deployment in areas of such strategic significance as North

Africa, the Middle East, Southeast Asia and the Far East.

128, If military policy cannot be expected to counteract
entirely the adverse trend now apparent in allied solidarity and
neutral benevolence, 1t may belable to protect the United States,
as well as U.S. vital interests overseas, agalnst the worst
effests of this trend. ' As for the security of the United States
which rests on strategic nuclear deterrence, the solution 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 pérﬂut. There
is no way of avoiding entirely the allied fears and.erosive
effects on confidence in U.S. support that will result from

the lessening_of U.S. dependence on overseas bases for its own
security. Apprehensions will be expressed that this independence
will generate 1lsoclationist 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-
rents should go far in convincing the overseas countries of the
undiminished U.S. interest in their security and freedom. More-
over, contlinued American determination to protect them, if
necessary, trhrough the threat of strategic nuclear rétaliation
will not only continue to give them a consgiderable measure of
protection, but should;hglp4keep much allled solidarity alive.
"After all, no achilevable degree of strategic nuclear stalemate
is likeiy ever to remove the risks that the threat of U.S.
strateglc intervention poses to Communist planners contemplating

ma jor aggression agalnst the overseas f{ree countries.
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ANNEZ "A" TO APPZNDIX "A"

-~ h._”BﬁITISH ATTITUDES TOWARD COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

THE PROBLEM

1. To explore those prospective developments 1n British foreign
and defense pollcies that would adversely affect the essentlal
solidity of the Anglo-Aﬁerican ailiance and consequently might
impair U.S. zccess to U.K. facilities for the basing or support

of American strateglc offensive systems.

SCOPE |

2. This discusslon explores the predominant currents in British
opinion, past and present, toward the U.K.'s forelgn policy ob-

Jectives and defense requirements. Particular attention is given

to thoseﬁgrends in attltudes that might poertend significant

" changes in British collective defense policles and Anglo-American

militaiy collaboration. Gene;al trends in public opinion are
discussed insofar as they suggest what might be the primary lssues
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 policies are examined in detail,
In this respect, the future of the British independent nuclear
deferrent 1s considered of particular importance, since its
abandonment might result in significant shifts in British attitudes
toward nuclear weapons and toward U.S. strateglc nuclear systems

deployed on or supported from British installations.

INTRCDUCTION

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

preservation of a balance of powerAamong the European states as an
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essential condition of the security of the British Isles, and (2)
the security of British political and economic interests in Asia,
Africa, and other overseas territories. In recent years, two
developments have affected the pursuit of these traditional ob-
Jectives. The balance of power struggle, formerly focused on the
European 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 Britlish policy «= the Anglo-American alliance.
Only by enlisting American assistance could the U.,K. hope to pre-
serve the securlty of its own home 1islands and of 1ts overseas

inter=sats and dependenciles.

4, Also in the postwar period, a shift took place In the geo-
gréphiéﬁl orientation gf‘Br£§zsﬁ policy: the U.K. began to regard
the security of Western Europe as its area of primary concern, al-
though 1ts interest in the ovefseas areas remained high, particu-
larly in the malntenance and development of the Commonwealth., A
- number of factors were responsible: the dissclution of large
sectors of its colonial holdings, the replacement of i{s overseas
military commitments and economic interests in many areas by
American commitments and dollars, and, particularly, the immedlate
postwar spectre of Soviet expansion toward the West. With the
Continent undef the domination of the Sovliet Union, the East-West
balance of power would be shattered and the security of the U.K.
would be most gravely threafened. With this assessment, the U,S,
concurred at the time of tﬁe Marshall Plan and the creation of
NATQ and still concurs today. Thus, British and American securlty
interests are deeply intertwined, although both the geographical
situation of the U.S. and 1ts positicn as leader of the Free World
glve it'greéter and wider interests and res:onsibilities than its

British ally.
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5. The close ties ét praétically every level of contact

between the United Kingdom and the United States constitute
without question one of the more significant relationships

on the international scene today. The pattern of relations
between them has generally been marked by a high degree of
identity in thought and action which, in times of cfisis, has
tended to evoke an impressive congruity of purpose and policy.
Ties of language, similar political and legal institutions, a
tradition of collaboration against common enemies, and close
contacts on the personal and cultufal levels have all served to
relnforce this sense of community between the twe countries.

For the United States, the alllance with the United Kingdom

is of fundamental importance in. view-of tho -U.X_t!s énntgiputions
to the power of the Tree World: 1its industrial and financial
resources, its strategic position off the European contlnent,
its territories and outposts in other parts of the world, its
militafy forces for collective deterrence and defense, and its
provision of extensive facilitles on its home islands and else-
where for the deployment and support of U.S. military forces.
All of these considerations, in 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 UK, 2 privileged position in the American slliance network.

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

unity of the two countries on their major cbjectives.;/ Never-

theless, the U.S. and U.K. have sometimes differed deeply on

i/ On the level of pupliic oplnlon, successive polls of Britlsh
attitudes have indicated a high level of felt mutuality of
interests with the United States, with only minor variations
over the years., The latest poll, taken in February 1960,
shows a slight gein over the average of previous years: out
of 1221 respondents, 25% felt that the baslic interests of the
U.K. were very much in agreement with those of the U.S,; 55%
fairly well in zgreement; 9% rather different; 2% very
different; and 10% no opinion (a net favorazble response ~=-
favorable answers less the unfavorable answers -- of 68).
USIA/ORA, West BEuropean Climate of Cpinion on the Eve of the
Paris Swumnit Conierence, Wz-0z2, April 19¢C, p. 2o, CCNFIDENTIAL
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the methods and approach appropriate to the pursult of their
common goéls. On severzl occasions, thelr different interests
in various geographical areas 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-American relations have recovered from such occasions
suggests that the forces which impel Iondon and Washington

together are substantially stronger than those that divide them.

7. Nonetheless, there are indications that some very real
differences in outloock could develop between them over certain
of the issues confronting the Western alllance, and it 1s
ﬁossiblé that different politico-military approaches.to these
problems, in comblnation with existing sources of friction,
could 1ead again to a2 deterioration in Anglo-American relations,
In this study, for_ﬁuégoées—:} analysis, emphasis will therefore
be placed on those British att;tudes, official and non-official,
that suggest divisive forces in the alllance 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 strength and compass

.of the many forces that enhance the solidarity of the Anglo~

American alliance.

CISCSSINN

-

U.K. CONTRIBUTIONS TO WESTYRN COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

8. The United States reg"“as the continued securlty of the
U.K. “rom Soviet attack or dominaticn ad o priority objective
of U.S. policy, but not only bernause .f trne historlcal and cul-
tural bonds between them or becauce of expected British diplomatic
support for American international aspirations. Two other con-

siderations are also paramount, First, it 1s of primary importance
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to the long-term seciritf of Ehe Tntted qta*‘es thet the Communist
Toc.be. dented the territory and resources of the British Isles
and cf-BritisnzqverseaS dependencies. Secondly, the U.X. can
make positive, immedizte and continuing.contributioﬁs to U.S.
militery security in two important ways: (&) by supplementing
U.S. military cepsbilities with its own militery powér, and (b)
by permitting U.S. access to bzses znd other facilifleg on its
territorles. These two types of contributions wlll be briefly
consldered here, while the fellowing sections of this peaper will
be concerned with political forces that might jeopardize these

contributions to the zlliznce and to U.S8. military security.

Active U.K. Military Contributions

g, The British militzry establishment, though gradually de-
clining in overall strength during the past few years znd subject
to deficiencies in severzl arezs, will pemain an important feactor

4n the world military balance in the 1960-1967 period.

]r__ e e ——n e e i e o U

o | | .o 7 © . |me military im-

portance of the Army is greater than 1ts size alone would suggest
both beczuse of its oversees 4dsployments and becazuse of the sub-
stantizl number of base facilitles zvailable to the U.K. from

2/
Gibrzltar in the West to Singepore in the East. While these

S

s ‘:L‘__‘, g e o e T R ey,
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Cu““enu Lnt&‘ligence Heekly oumbary, oCI No. 333“/ O, [ July
(_"'1960 I—; D. 12. SECR—-T. . .
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. "Despite plans fer relinguishing con-
trol over T present overseas British territories, the U.X, hopes
£0 maeintzin substantizl oversezs tasing rights. See Current
Intellizence Weeklw Serarv OCI No. &4&3/2- 8 September
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overseas forces contribute to the limited war capabiliﬁies

the brunt of the 1957 decision to reduce the levels of the
British armed forces and to create smzller znd more mobile

nuclezar-armed forces of long-term and highly trained regulars:
.. . = oon i

,[. | ~ . . [ athous
" reducticns“in the BAOR have not been zs greét originaily

contemplated, 1ts planned gualitative improvements -- for
example, the provision of CORPORAL znd HONEST JOHW missile = - = - -
units -~ are not expected to. compensste for 1ts present guanti-

tative deficlencies by NATO standards. At present, it falls
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U.S. Acceés to British Reses

13. From the American viewpoint, 2 most lmportant British -
military contfibution to the zlliznce is the availadbility of
the BritishlIsles 2s a major base area fbf offensive and
defensive cperazticns and for the logistié support of U.S, forces
deployed in Western Europe. Fer the U.S. Alr Force, the U.K._
provides fecilities fo; stretegic and tactical air operaticns,
air refueling, reccnnaissance, logistic support znd sicrage,
communications, and the'programmed BMEWS and MIDAS warming

and Liverpool zare
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ol pde ¢
Ry

s FeEid rea,y e U.S. Navy hes access to bases
that stretch Ifroam Northern Ireland and the Hebrides to Wales
and Southern England. These include facilities for anchorage,

repair, storage and supply, naval air and ASW operations,
- 1

navigational aids, communications and intelligence.

14, In addition, the United Stetes benefits from the large

number of U.K.-controlled territeories outside the Britiéh

Isles which are potentially available for the permanent or
emergency deployment of U.S. forces and for the installation of
supporting ccmmunications cr technclogical facilities. In this
regpect, thére are current éverseas base reguirements by the
three U.S. services in 14 British colonies, protectorates or
other U.X.-centrolled territories. Of these, six represent new

requirements of the past year for militery Iinstallzticns-on
2/

islands under U.X. control 1n.the Pacific =md Indian Oceans; e

15, Even a“close coordinaticn of Angld-American goals and
factics in the cold War will not alone guarantee the continued
aveilability of 21l these facllifies to theﬁﬁﬁited Stetes.
There are two theoretically concelveble condltions under which

current American base rights might be restricted or rescinded.

16, One highly unlikely poszibility -- séfimprobable that it
can be ruled out a2s 2z consideration -- is that the U.K, might
narrcw 1ts political znd military commitments and devélop its
military power, including 2 credible stretegic deterrent, in
such & manner and to such a2 level that it could hope (o guafanfee

its own militery security without further reliance on U.S.

military power., If this were to happen, the U.X. might well

feel that the-presence'of U.8. installaticns on i1ts territories

1/ For a Ilsting ol U.S. vtases znd base reguic-ements in the

United Kingdem, see United Stetes Ezse Rgguirements Cverseas
(USBRO), JCS 570/4617 20 Jilly 1959, DDP. 2/0-2(9. <O SZLRET.
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right jecpardize its ability to act independently of the U.S.,
if necessary, either (1) actively in defense of its own |
interests, as at Suez,or (2) passively to avoid involvement in
a conflict that did not directly concern U.K. interests. But,
in view of present and foreseezble trends in weapons technology,
the financial burdens alone of the efforts required to create
such a level of independent military power, apart from the
other almost insurmountable difficulties, would appear to rule

out the possibility of its development by the U.K..

17. The other, mocre concelvable development 13 a sharp in-
tensificaticn of already evident British apprehensions over
the risks attendant upén the continued maintenance of U.S.
forces and bases in the U.X. British fears have recently con-
centrated on those elements, characteristics or uses of the
American military estzblishment in the U.K. that might be
considered "provocative” by the Soviets and that might therefore
generate a nuclear war in which the British Isles would become
a prime target for.Soviet missiles. Concern has also been
expressed 6ver the possibility that the presence and deployment
of the Aﬁerican strategic force increases the risks of accidental
nmuiclear explosions which would endanger the safety of the British
public and might trigger a nuclear war by accldent or

mliscaleulation.

18. The exact nature and extent of these fears will be
explored in a later section., It is sufficient here to say
that, to date, they have made their presence felt in. significant
pressures on the government only for closer British surveillance
and control over the use of British air bases by U.S. forces
rather than for a rescinding of current basing rights. But if
these apprehensions increase -~ and current trends indicate.
that they may -- it 1s not impossible that other American in-

stallations in the British Isles may also come under fire,
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particularly from groups on the left in the British political
spectrum, from associated trade unions, cr from the small but
very vocal paciflist and neutralist groups. Already there have
demands from these quarters for the remcval of the U.S. strategic
alr bases. Whether these demands will multiply in volume and
intensity to become a significant political force will depend,
in part, on developing British attitudes toward the deployment
of nuclear weapons on Brltish scil -~ the ﬁracticality and
morality of these weapons as instruments of deterrence or
defense for the preservation of Britain's security. In part,
too, British opinion on U.S. bases will be influenced by 1ts
future assessments of the nature and extent of the Soviet
threat, of the East-West power balance, and of the net ad-
vantages of continued direct involvement in the ccld war, as
well as by the degree of 1ts confidence in the ability of the
U.Ss. t&”protect the U.K. and in the wisdom of American leader-
ship in the delicate period ahead. All of these assessments
will determine Britain's attlitude toward the American alliance,
which will in turn be affected by the dominant British con-
ception of fhe role the U.K. should play on the international
stage. Therefore, before any ppediction of future British
attitudes toward the American base complexes in the U.XK. can
be attempted, 1t‘w111 be useful to examine trends in British
opinion on all of these issues and then to explore the specific
sources of apprehension concerning the U.S. base rights. As

a backgroun@ for this analysis of current British attitudes,
the following section will brilefly summarize the present
structure and strength of the political partles whose views

will determine the future direction of BEritish policy.
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TRENDS IN BRITISH ATTITUDES

The Domestic Politizal Scene

The Present Qutlock for the Parties

1G, With a substantial majority in the House of Commons,
augmented in the general election of 1959, the Conservative
government can expect to remain in office until the next election
in 1963 or 1964, unless some severe crisis or national issue

forces the government "to go to the country" in the meantime.

20, At present, Prime Mlnlster Harold Macmillan's government
looks strong, unlted and confident, and it enjoys substantlal
public support. While 1t presents an imzge of ability,
experlence and stebility with such men as Lloyd, Lord Home,
Butler, Watkinson, Thorneycroft and Sandys in key Cabinet posts,
it 4s apparent that Macmillan himself assumes the lion's share
of resﬁonsibility for the formulation of policy in the foreign
and defense fields., Since Macmlllan took over from Sir Anthony
Eden in 1956, his personal popularity in the country has rapldly
increased, while the positicn of the Conservative Party has
also heen alded both by the general trend in Western nafions

. toward conservative régimes and, particularly, by Britain's

increased and continuing domestic prosperity.

21. The opposifion Labor Pzrty, on the contrary, seeking to
recover from its third and most severe electoral defeat in nine
years, 1s plagued with internal dissension on a number of fronts.
Its pragmatic, intellectual, moderate Socilalist leadership --
Gaitskell, Wilson, Brown and Healey =-=- 1s under fire both from
the left wing of the party and from the trade union movement
which constitutes the most important source for the party's
financial and eleétoral support. Moreover, Labor's electoral

platform, which clearly falled to evoke public enthusiasm in
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1659, ié currently in process of revision by factidﬁs ofAthe
party which apparently cannct agree whether the program lacked
apﬁeal because 1t was too radical, because 1t was too conserva-
tive, or because it was nelther., Two substantive issues in
particular split open Labor's ranks during the coufse of 1860,
‘'to the detriment of the present leadership's authority and
prestige. One was the question of the appllcability of the
party's traditional nationalization obJectives to present-day
British society and economlc needs. In leading the movement
for their revision, Gaitskell met with o#erwhelming opposition
and defeat from party councils end with charges of political
ineptitude from Labor ranks and from the press. Iﬁe second
issue, not yet resolved, has been the Parliamentary Labor
Party's deferise policy whith has been subjected to inereasing
criticism from powerful ftrade unionists and those left-wing

or paciflist groups which favor Britain's unilateral nuclear

disarmament.

22, The outlook for the Labor Party is not at all promising
unless these issues are resolved and gnless the present leader-
ship either regains the support of dissident groups or is
replaced by new men who can unite and inspire the party.
flowever, renevied Labor unity will not alone be sufficient to
cllow the party to present a seriocus challenge to the currently
sclid position of the Conservative Party. It is possible that
Lebor's position could be strengthened by a coalition with the
emall but vigorous Liberal Party, which was remafkably success-
ful in the 1959 election in attracting the youthful voters and
former Labor supporters disillusioned with the two major parties,
whether the programs'of Labor and the Liberals could be made
ideclogically compatible 1s, however, an open question. Moreover,

Labor!s position in the country will probably be aided by the
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almost inevitable swing of the political pendulum against the
party in power, while the Tories would likely be damaged by a
serious deterioration of the international situation which
they failed to prevent or by any evidence of an economlc re-
cession, even by an apparent lag in Britaln's economic growth
rate vis-a-vis the growth rates of the Continental countries.
But most observers feel that Labor is doomed to a long period
of political stagnation unless 1t comes up with a program that
wlll regain the enthuslasm and confidence of the electorate,

and there is little agreement today -- or prospect of more

—es T

than 2 meaningless compromlse agreement —_wlithin Tabor—ranks

on what such a program should be.

The Objectives of British Forelgn Policy

Aoproaches to Foreign Policy

23.1Despite a consliderable contrast between the articunlated
approaches of the two major parties to internatlonal problems,
in practice British foreign pelicy since 1945'has been remarkahly
consistent%/’While adjustments will be made to future changes
in the world situation, British foreign policy can be expected
to continue generall& along past lines. These lines may be
defined in'terﬁs of four broad and inﬁerlocking cbjectives:
(1) the containment of Communist expansion into the present
Free World area; (2) the mitigation or.removal of all possible
gources of East-West tension in order to reduce the risks of
open conflict and to bulld the foundations of future coexistence
wlith the Soviet bloc on terms acceptable to the West; (3) the
maintenance of the military, political and economic security
of the U.X. itself and of its overseas territorlies and interests;
end (4) the prevention of any further decline in Britain's

position of world power and lnfluence.

i/ ror an analysis ol The hign degree of consensus between the
two parties on lssues of Foreign Policy, see F.S. Northedge,
"British Forelgn Policy and the Party System", American Politi-
cal Science Review, LIV, pp. 635-646 (September ISGU)
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24, The Conservitive Aoproach, The Conservative Party -- and,
of course, the present governmeqt -~ regard these objectlives
in the light of the traditional;"balance of power" concept.
While the Conservatives have acéepted the thesis that the Soviet
threat has changed its character and methods since Khrushchev's
accession to power, they do not discount the danger of the global
military threat from the East as rezdily as do the lLaborites.
They see the cold var 2s a trzditicral power strugsle, to which
the natural and prirmzry responses are policies of deterrence
and contalmment, with consurrent but sescncdary emphasis on
efforts toward relaxed %ensicns or Fast-W:zzt nccommodation.

. The lgtter objective, however, has been zccorded significantly
increased importance in recent years by the Conservative Govern=-
ment -- cince the Geneva Summit meeting in 1955, in proposals
for disengagement on _the Continent, in Macmillan's efforts
to promote the Summlit meetling of 1960, and in disarmament and

test ban negotiations.

25. Nevertheless, priority has been given to the establish-
ment and maintenance of a network of alliances based on the
principles of interdependence and collective defense in the Free
World., There 1is strong suppert in Cohserv#tive ranks for the
American alliance and for NATO.1 Without these defense arrange-
ments, i1t 1s felt that the security of the British Isles and
of other Brifish interests == which, in the Conservatlve view,

remain global -- would be endangered.

26. The Conservatives -have shown considerably more concern
than the Labor Party for the preservation of the U.X.'s status

as a leading world power. The desire for such a role has led

1/ 0f a selected groups of Conservative parliamentarians polled
in the spring of 1958, 85% felt that Britain should place a
"high degree of reliance’ on NATO for the defense of Western
Europe, while only 62% of the Laborites polled gave a simllar
answer, Lloyd A, Free, Six Allles and a Neutral (The Free
Press, Glencce, I1l., 1959), p. 5C.
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them to loolk beyond Britaints limited resources for other
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sources .of military power and political influence,  The American
alllance is therefore regarded not only as a shleld against the
Soviet threat but also a3 a weil of Strength upon which Britain
can draw 1in order to supplemeﬁt its own ability to fulfill its
other positiﬁe international objectives., Through 1ts special
relationship with the U.S. -- as America's "paramount ally" --
the U.X. can "tap the U.S. power line".é/

27. Underlying this concept i1s the Conservatives' assumption
that the Anglo-American relationsilp shculd be one of true
interdependence. If a high degree of coordination can be

" developed on British and American pclicies on all major issues
in gll parts of the world, it is argued, the U.i. will be able
to iﬁfluence U.S, policy and thus to make use of American
power in suppdért of Biitisitinterests.

28, At the same time, British Conservatives are uneasy about
the extent to which the U,X.'s world position should be allowed
to depend exclusively on the American alliance, when it is
obvious that U.X. and U.S. interests ~-- though often coincident --
occasionall& diverge., Other alternative sources of pbwer should
* be developed. One 1s a strengthened and unified Commonwealth
in which, it is hoped, Britain can remain the recognized and
influential leader. Another is the U.X.'s independent strategic
nuclear capability which will assure the U.K. of a voice in the
-councils of the great powers and augment its abllity to take
action -- or not to take action -- Independently of the U.S., if
need be, Most of all, the Conservatives feel that their possession
of an independent deterrent provides them with a form of leverage

with which to influence American policies and thus, paradoxically,

by -

L/ it oD lleus
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to persuade the Americans to recognize the principle of inter-

dependence on Lssues vital to the U.K.

29, There are indications in recent years, however, that the
Conservative Party i1s moving toward a reduced image of the
world power position that the U.K. can hope to maintéinJ ‘The
Suez experience, which 1nitlally spurred Conservative desires
for an independent power base in the form of.a strateglec nuclear
capability, had the contrary long-term effect of shaking general
confidence in the U,K.'s abillty to rémain a world power,
Moreover, the successlon of crises in Malaya, Suez, Kenya and
Cyprus raised serious doubts on the net advantages, practicality
and reliability of maintaininz a global network of overseas
bases, which in any case seemed less necessary in Qiew of the
U.K.'s reduced direct responsibilitlies in overseas territories.;/
Pinally, cdesplte optimistic official estimates by the Defence
Minis;ers, some doubts are now expressed, even in Conservative
circlés, about the present and future ¢redibility of the
arttish nuclear deterrent. The Conservative Party shows an
increasing disposition to place greater emphasls on the
Anerican alliance, rather than on the creation of an independent
British power base, ag well as Yo recognize that Britain can no
longer claim the rights or responsibillties of a flrst-class
power, This development, however, has not diminished the
British Government's insistence that the principle of Anglo-

Azerlcan interdependence works both ways.

2/
39, The Laber Approach.” In contrast, the Labor Party, which

ras not had control of the Foreign Office since 1951, has long
tzen ready to admit that the U.X. is no longer a great power

874 sheuld discard the trappings of great power status.

19 ;fiﬁEE.ﬂul. DewItt Armstrong, "The British Revalue Their
“-;*fftzg Bases", Suprvival, Vol. 2, No. 2, March-April 1980,

- . 4T, .

. e

77T whn Dritish Labor Party's Overseas6Policies", Current
cothiigence Weekly Summary, OCI No. 4969/59, 1 October 1959
LI e gf'W' .n_E-T._—-__—_h, / ,. K]
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31. ILike the Conservatives, Labor's objective has been the

preservation of Bfitain‘s security and well-being, but primary
erphasis has been placed on efforts to relieve East-West
tensions, to promeote coexisgtence and fo avoid war, while
British contributions to the East-West balance of power have
been regarded as a necessary but secondary approach. This 1is
not to say that the majority of Laborites discount the
importance of collective defense against the Soviet threat

or of Britain's role in the Atlantic alliance. In a 1958

poll, seven out of ten Labor parliamentarians rejected the
concept of British neutrality in the coid viar, whlle two-thirds
of the group favored high reliance by the U.,XK. on NATO.E/ But
NATO is regarded ",..not only as a military bulwark but as a
basis from which peaceful coexistence can be negotiated.”
Moreover, in terms of traditional British Soclallst deoctrine,
the co;lective defense effort is considered 2z necessary but,
hopefuily, temporary substitute for the malntenance of peace by
the United Nations which will remain unable to guarantee the

security of its members as long as it is divided intec rival blocs.

32. The Labor Party accords significantly greater lmportance
‘to the UN és a political force and symbol of the world's

aspirations for peace than do the Conservatives. It should be
made "...the keystone of British foreign policy", according to
Labor's recent manifestoc on foreign policy and defense, and
Britain mugt take the lead in strengthening the authority of
the United Nations with the eventual aim of transforming an
unstable system of cooperation between soverign natlons 1nteo

3/

the foundations of effectlve world government.

1/ Free, Oo. Cit., ppn. 55, T/,

2/ Foreign Policy and Defense, NEC/PS/53, issued by the Labour
. Farty Press and Fuolicity Dept., 22 June 1960,

3/ Ibld.
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33. These proposals suggest the Labor Party's underlying

traditicnal mistrust of the balance of power system . and of

its effectiveness in preserving international peace for any
extended reriod of time, These suspiclons of the power-political
approach to foreign policy are particularly evident less among
the present'Parliamentary leadership than among a number of
back-benchers on the Labor side of the House of Commons, the

0l1ld Guard Soclallsts and former league of Nations supporters,
and certain left-wing or pacifist Laborites, It is the con-
tention of these groups that the U,K. should concentrate

not so much on buildiﬁg military alliances and counter-allliances
as on pelicles that would promote East-West accommodations and
that ﬁould enhance Britain's international moral stature and
influence ags subnstitutes for the physical power the U,K. can

no longer mount. ]
PV TR TN L s

34.;In contrast, the present Labor front bench, more apt to
take a.less "4dealistic" approach to Britain's problems, is
willing to give full credence to the concept of collective
defense under present world condltlions and the necessity of
Britain's fulfilliment of its military obligations to its allies.
It was a Labor Prime Minister who initlated the British military
atomic program in 1951, and up to June of this year the party
officially endorsed the Government's maintenance of the in-
dependent nuclear deterrent in the absence of a general of -
under the "non-nuclear club” concept -- a limited disarmament
agreement. The June 1960 Labor proposal that the U.K. should
abandon its independent mnuclear capabllity reflects the leader-
shipt!s view of Britain's appropriate role in 1nternatioqal
affairs and in the Western alliance. While -- they argue --
the U.X, is incapable of creating a credible deterrent of 1i<s

own -and must rely on the American deterrent for securlfy against
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strategic attack, it must give firm support to the Western
alliance by increasing its contributions to the West'!s con-
1 .

ventional armory,

35. At the same time, Labor feels less of a need than 1ts
Conservative opponents for Britain's direct and all-embracing
dependence on American power, since 1t places a lower estimate
on the gravity of the Soviet military threat and 1s less con-
cerned with bolstering Britain's global zbility to meet the
Soviet'threat in the overseas areas. It would therefore lilke
to see the U.K, exercise a greater degree of independence from
the United States in promoting measures which, 1t hopes, will
reduce the risks of war, such as its disarmament schemes and
Gaitskell's plan for military disengagement in Europe. A
number of considerations lead the Labor Party to give high
priority to this objective. Although Labor downgrades the
likelihood of a Soviet miliftary attack, 1t is considerably more
apprehensive than the consefvatives about the dangers of nuclear
war under present strategic policies and deployments, It is
1ess willing to risk Britain's future on what 1t sees as an all~
or-nothing policy of nuclear deterrence, and it particularly
deplores.NATO's apparently progressive commlitment to a nuclear
strategy at the expénse of capabilities for a.conventional
response to a military incldent in Western Europe. Moreover, 1t
i1s more optimistic than the Conservatives about the possibilitles
of achieving better relations with the Soviet blee through con-
stant efforts to exploit opportunities for East-West accommodatlon,
efforts in which 1t hopes Britain will take a leading role and

thereby enhance its moral nfluence and international respect.

Except for Labor's rejection of the independent deterrent,
the differences between official Labor policy and the policies

I/ Foreiga Policy and Lefense, NEC/PS/58, issued by the Labour
Party rress and Publicity Dept., 22 June 1S60,
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of the Conservative government are not substantial and are.

SR

centered méinly on the lsasue whether priority shoulgd be
accorded to collective defense efforts or to policies promoting
& relaxation of tensions, But the current official line of
therLabor Party on forelgn and defense policles may suffer
modifications under rising pressures in party circles for
immediate unilateral nuclear disarmament, greater control over
or the removzal of Amerlican strategic bases, and a cutback of
defense expenditures. Such proposals could lead in turn to
proposals for Britain's withdrawal from NATO and neutrality

in the ¢old war, 1f the present leadership of the Labor Party

were ousted.

Posgible Areas of Conflict on Anzlo-American Objectives

36. Despite a substantial degree of concurrence 2t Present be-
tween the two Brifish parties on the goals of British foreign policy,
'1t is apparent that the Conservatives!' approach is closer to that
of the Unlted States. Nevertﬁeless, while the U.3. supports the
four major objectives of British foreign policy suggested above,é/
there 1s 8t1ll scope for significant Anglo-American differences
over the approacheé best suited to their achievement. If difierences
should beccme acute and acerbate relations between tie U.S. and
.the U.X., the climate of British opinion on the U.K.'s military
contpibﬁtions to the Atlantic alliance could be adversely affected.
The possibilities of such differences will therefore be summarily

examined in the following pages.

Contairment of Sino-Soviet Expansion

37. Although containment of Communism within 1ts present borders
remains a primary goai of British policy, most British analysts
differ with their American éounterparts with regard to the nature

1/ Contalrmment, relazation ol tenslons, U.K. security, and U.K.
Prestige, '
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TOP-SECRET
"

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 psychological, rather than

military: as the recent Sino-Soviet ideological dispute suggests,
Khrushchev would be reluctant to jeopardlze his country's econcmic
progress and international political galns by aggressive military

adventures that might unleash a general war,

38. American obgservers, on the other hand, have shown a greater
concern for the potentlal dangers of rising Soviet military capa-
bilities, particularly Iin the missile field, and are cdeeply sus-
picioué of Khrushchev's occasionally professed desires for peaceful
coexistence and nonmillitary competition wlth the West. Such poli-
cies of detente are regarded as essentially tactical shifts in the
Soviet: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 in Cuba and in the Congo. But if
it widens again under a new Scviet peace offensive, 1€ could have
serious coﬁsequences for Anglo-American collective defense
planningl/ and could lead to differences over the choice of

specific policies 1n a number of other fields.

I | ;] e
¢ 5 .
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Relxation of Tensions

40. Recognition of Britain's diminished power has encouraged
general acceptance of the proposition that the major role in con-
taining the Soviet Blo¢ must be played by the United States. This
belief, coupled with an acute awareness of the U.K.'s inability to
protect itself 1f war is not avoided, has ied the British govern-
ment to place an increasingly heavy emphésis on another and con-
6urrent policy objJective: the reduction of Ezst~West tengions
while improving the intermational conditions favorable to peaceful -
coexistence. The prevailing British estiméée of Soviet inten-
‘tlons -~ that the Soviets would prefer nonmilitary forms of
competition with the West -- leads to the same conclusion: that
serious efforts must be made to cash in, whenever possible, on
any apparent Soviit qisirefsfo resolve outstanding issues. To

. this end, the Macmillan government, with the support of the Labor
opposition, hes taken the lead in the Western camp ta promote such
East-West negotiations at all levels, including the Summit,-aéu o
might cushion the severity of the ccld war and reduce the likell-
hood of zccidental or intentional war. With few illusions that
such negotiétions could lead to a general settlement, the official
approach has been to work toward gg_ggé adjustments on specific
issues -- trade, European disengageﬁent, disarmament, a nuclear
test ban, open conflict situations like Indochina or potential
danger spots like Berlin -- whenever opportunities for settlement
appeared to open up.l/ .

41. In contrast, the American government has mcre often viewed

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

ations than its British colleagues, especlally negotiations in
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publle conferences or Summit meetings where fallure could == and,
in May 1960, did -- result in a sharpening of cold war tensions.
In the American view, existing diplomatlc channels remain a suf-
ficlient, and often a preferable and more effective, instrument

for achleving satisfactory settlements. The American approach is
therefore somevwhat at variance wilith the generzl British view that
more sefious and more positive efforts should be made to provide
the Soviets with opportunities to negqtiate.l It shcﬁld be
added, however, that many Conservatlives remain privately skeptical
of the wisdom of these efforts. Macmillan's attempts to bridge
the Zast-West gap have been, in part,'a response to general publiec
veariness with the cold war and to the lLabor Party's threat to
moncopolize the 'peace" issue. This was particularly the case

prior to the 1959 electlon.

Maintenance of Britain's Security

42. In pursuit of this objective, Britain has placed primary
reliance on its collective defense arrangements, partlecwlarly
NATC and the American alliance, and secondary reliance on the de;
velopnent of ifs own military forces. IEritish attitudes on defense
policy will be the subject of the next section; here it is suf-
ficient to polint out that while the U.S. éubscribes to the objec=
tives of current British defense pollcy -- deterrence of war on
all levels, particularly strateglec nuclear war, and defense
against attacks that do occur -~ the U.S. and U.K. may differ on
the apblication of that general policey in specific circumstances,

I/ In Sritish puolic opinion polls since 1956 on the relative
standing of the U.S. and USSR, in the serlousness of their
efforts to achileve diszrmament, for example, the high oninien
of the U.S. dropped to virtually a standeff with the USSR in
February 1960, Nevertheless, the U.S. still led the Soviet
Union by a considerable margin in Pritish public estimates of
the sincerdty of its interest Iin disarmament. Later polls
may indicate an increzse in U,.S., standing, in view of the
Soviet withdrawzl from the Geneva disarmament ccnference.
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43, Differing geograpnical interests will De a particularly
rotent factor of diverging assessments of defense briorities.

The postwar contraction of Britain's overseas interests and
cbmmitments, both in its leased bases and colonial possessilons,
has progressively narrowed the scope of areas in which the U.S.
and U.K. share heavy security responsibilities. Since the war
the Labor Party and, more lately, the Conservatlives have been
willing to admit that Britain's stakes in the Far BEast, Southeast
Asla and now the Middle East are declining. One may predict that
the U.K., with 1ts limited military resources, will be increas-
Ingly reluctant to take sﬁch grave risks in defense of overseas
areas as the U.S. may feel Justified, particularly those areas

threatened by Red China.

L4, On the.other nand, British observers are increasingly con-
cerned that in future years Amerdcan readiness to come to the
assis%ance of the U.X. and of Western Eurcpe will decline as the
utillity of Eurcpean strategic bases for the immediate defense of
the North American continent declines, and as Soviet strategie
capabiliﬁies pose increasingly severe retallatory sanctions
against U.S. strateglic intervention in a war initially cénfined
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. could increase 1f there
appeared to be little hope of redressing an adversely shifting
contlnental balance of power. While a head-in-the-sand Eritish
retreat to a neutralist and isolationlst policy seems a highly
unlikely development -~ whether based on independent nuclear
capabllities or on unilateral disarmament -- it 1s a concelvable
development Lf noninvolvement in a nuclear conflict should become

the paramount consideration gulding BEritish security policy.

Amnex "A" to
Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "I

- 97 - lISEG Report No. 50

]
T |
EOP-SRCRET




quﬁfcmﬁ'sm

Continued U.K. Prestipge and Power

45, The U.K.'s diminished power position since World War II is
attributable to & number of developments, including the concurrent
rlse of the U,S. and USSR as world superpowers, the weapons revo-
luticn which left the U.K. particularly vulnerable to a strateglc
strike, the dissolution of 1ts old imperizl system, and its 1limit-
ed financlal and industrial potential capable of supporting only.
a moderate military establishment. Given these condifions, there
18 wide agreement that the U.K. must rely heavily on American
suppert to preserve its present power position and to achleve 1ts
international goals, but necessity hés not made & virtue cof the

fact.

46, In some quarters, the response to the U.K.'s sudden and
necessary abandonment of its centuries-old centrzl role on the
world stage has been to deny the degree of the U.X.'s dependence
on tﬂé U.S., or to resent this apparent development. Thus, the
almost universal acceptance of the American alliance asg a
buttress to Britain's power 1s often accompanied by a seemingly
paradoxical urge that the U.K. meximize its abllity to act in-
dependently of the alllance. This feeling i1s reinforced by the
constant irritations lnevitable within an zlliance where coordi-
nation is attempted on so many aspects of policy, as wéll as by
occaslonal major differences on foreign polliey issues and on
estimates of strategic necessities. For a large segment of
British opinion, the ability of the U.S. to run the Western show
remains on trial, and generalized contrasts are sometimes drawn
between the youthful, exuberant 1dealism of American forelgn
policy and the experienced, measured, realistlc approaéh of
British diplomatistg. On-occasion, confidence in the United
States is badly shaken by such eplsodes as the Suez crisls, the
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Tn aadition to British uncertainties concerning the skills of

haridling of the U-2 incident or the Summit failure at Paris,

American policymzkers, there is alsc apprehension that the U.S.
may fall to support the U.K. when one of its vital interests is
en@angered.(as at Suez) or that the U.,S. mey involve the U,K, in
confiicts in which it has 1ittle direct;interest.‘

47. To cushion the U.X, against uhwelcome developments in U.,S.
pelicy, 1€ 1s often argued that Rritain 5hould develop scme
sources of power independent of the American alliance. Such has
been the Justification for proposals to.éighten Commonwealth
bonds cor to associate more directly with the Continental coun-
trieé in economic -- and even political -- arrangements. The
maintenance of the British‘independent nuclezr deterrent has
_alsc_:v be?n' -su_ppcr;te@jn th}j ground, and, significantly, ocne of
ite foremost officlal Justifications is its v;lue as & lever to
enable the U.K, to influence the direction that American pclicies
will take,

48, In addition to these general aresas of foreign policy vwhere
differences could arise to jeopardize Anglﬁ;hmerican unity, four -
other specific issues shculd be mentioned as past or potential
sources of frictvion. First, the Brifish have regarded with some
uneaéiness the support and encouragement the U.S. has given to

the enhancement of West German power and the confidence it has

placed in the rellsbllity of the Pederal Republic as an ally.

As Churchill disapproved of the American "one-track ming”

Annex "A" to
Appendix "A" to
Inelosure "I f

_TOP..SECRET— - 99 - WSEG Report No. 50

SN T ST _
cﬁ—gbﬁ%:;ikﬂ S NR I o R



- : 4 2 1 et ] "
JRER N [P R Y \"’:“‘_L

epproach to Nezl Germany at the clese of the war, many Britens
now deplore what they feel 1s a simllar U,S., overconcentration
on the Soviet threat. American support of West Germany's inte-
gration into "Little Europe" has not allayed British fears of
future German domlnance in Europe or of German adventurism in the

years ahead. Secondly, West European integration has become a

gource of irritation between the U,S, and the U,K. While both
countries will suffer commercially from the Common Market's ex-
ternal tariff, the Unlted States 1s wllling to pay that price for
the expected advantages of West Europeampolitical union, even
one from which the U,K. excludes itself. Thus, the U.S. has
strongly backed integration as a means both of ty;ng Germany to
the West and of creating a firm bulwark against the Soviet
threat. In contrast, the U.K, has favored participation 1in a
looser and broader assoclation, primarily tecause of its Common-
wealth preferential tariff obllgations and because of its re-
luctahce to submit British'independent action to supranaticnal

controls. Thirdly, the different approaches of the two countries

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

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

49, Finally, and moat important in terms of a serious future
Anglo-American rift, 1s the absence of a common policy toward

Cammunist Chinz and the Formosa Straits. While Britain has

sought to preserve its remaining Asian interests, particularly
Hong Kong, by recogniticn of Red China and by a willingness to
deal with that country when necessary, many British feel that the
American policy of enforced isoclation of China, like that of
Russia in 1917,'breéds despotism within and acquisitiveness
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without., It ip gulte possibvle that the Briticsh governmcﬁt wall
wote for Red Chinat's acdmission to the U.N,, and both British par-
ties regard the offshore islands as properly within the juris-
diction of mainland China. While the U,K, nas not yet tried to
force these issues wlth the United States, a futu;e ¢rigis in the
Formosa Stralits could lead to sharply differling views on the
action to be taken. In the past, such divergent views have not
serlously disrupted Anglo-American relations, although occaslonal
clashes have taken place, as, for example, over Indéchina in the
spring of 1954. 1In the fubure, the consequences for the allianée

could be far more grave.

British AT titudes Toward Collective and National Defensze

50, Future American access to military facilltles in the U.K.,
_particularly those that support U.S3. strategic systems, willl be
dete:mined not only by the continued basic compatlbillty of U.S.
and ﬁ.K. forelign policies, but also by developing Britlish atti-
tudes on issues relating to the security of the U,X.: in par--—""
ticular, the net advantages and reliability df the American
alliance; the risks that U.S. bases pose Eéf‘Britaianwsecurity;
the relative strength of Britlsh armgd forces; and the wisdom,
practicality and morality of a defense policy based on nuclear

deterrence and an independent British deterrent.

51. In recent years, public dlscussion of these issueé_has
taken place within the context of debates on developments in
British defense policy, in the Parliament, within the parties,
in the press and in nonofficizl circles. It is within this con-
text that the major lines of British opinilon wlll be explored
here, inasmuch as the views that determine the future shape’of
British defense pollcy will also have a profound impact on the
ability of the U.S. to retain 1ts British bases.
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52. The debate on Britain's defense requirements has often been
confused. The 1ssues are immensely complex; strategic thinking
in the U.K., even on the highest levéls, s currently 1n a state
of flux; the information necessary to balanced judgments on such

a variety of 1ssues 18 not readily avallable, or can be interpret-

-
—

ed in Jdifferent ways;.and-the cholces are aii élfficult. More-
over, the existence of nuclear weapons with their hitherto in-
concelvable destructive power has introduced an emotional element
into the debate which has scmetimes clouded the more rational
considerations, particularly in nonofficial clrcles. Attitudes
have alsco been condlitloned by single dramatic events -- like the
Bikinl test results, Suez, or the recent RB-47 incident -~ that _
act as catalysts for existing but dormant fears which are then
transformed into an effective political force. FProblems intro-
‘duced 1n this manner are not always debated in terms of the other-
relevént but net so dramatic factors. In short, while heavy
rellance on the American alllance and on the U,X.'s independent
deterrent remains official British policy, few people in the U.K,
can 2ee any certain and valid answer to Britain's security prob-:
lem in the'nﬁclear age thaf i3 anything better than the lesser of
many evil choices. But, from the widesprzad and intense debate
that has been developing on defense issues, it is 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 lssues
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 public reactions falls foughly
into four periods: (1) security unde:s the American nuclear
umbrella, 1945 to 1954; (2) the debate on nuclear testing, 1954
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to 10563 (3) general approval of the "New Look" in Brifish de-
vense pollcy, 1957 to 1958; and (4) increasing doubts on the |
awitish independent deterrent, 1958 to 1960. A bdbrief survey of
thanu periods, together with an analysis (in the following
section) of current attitudes on the specifié subject of the U.S.
wasas, may indicate the trends in British opinion toward reliance
on U.S. military power that will determine the future of the U.S.
vasa system in the U.X.

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

3. In the immediate postwar period, British opinlon generally
regarded.the American atomic bomb as a potentlially important
s-2rce for world peace. As long as the American atomic monopoly
was_maipﬁained therg Wain;itﬁif sentiment in favor of the crea-
tien of a British bomb, although there was some resentment over
tne U.S. }efusal to share its atomic secrets with the nation that
~22 contributed its scientific talents to the wartime developmﬁnt

:f the agtomic bomb.

5. After the Soviets exploded their first atomic bomd in 1949,
rewever, the U.K. became .the cnly cne of the Big Three without
% a2tomlic capability and, many Britons felt, without adequate
FoneD to.influence the policies of either the U.S. or USSR.
Tri: consideration was dramatized in eafly 1951 when developments
<% the Korean War indicated that atomic bombs might be used and
™yt generate a general war in which the U.X. would be involved.
2% ow of the evident weakmesses of Britain's military capa-

“ilities, a public and official reevaluation of British defense

.
e

-

‘4100 took place, which resulted in the decision of Prime
“riatop Attlee's Labor government to produce the British
*vig bomb, successfully tested a year later, The Conservative

“riarnment followed Labor'!s lead in deciding in 1955 to create
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a British thermonuclear capablllty. Both declsions indtially

met wlth substantial public support, for they seemed to promise
that Britain could ageain claim gréat power status, that it would
no longer be totzlly dependent on.the U.S. for deterrence from

strategic atback, and that the British bombs would contribute

both to the deterrent posture of the free World and to Britain's

1/
influence within the Western councils._ The opposition Labor

. Party, vith the notable exception of Ansurin Beven, concurred

g/ :
Prime Minister Churchillis H-bomb decislion.

The Nuclear Testinc Debate, 1954 to 1956

56. Only a few months later, there appeared the first substan-
tizl public doubts about. nuclea&r weapons in general and about
British pucleer weapons in particular, These apprehensions,
which have since rultiplied, initially concentrated on the issue
of nuclear testing 2s the result of 2 wide disseminztion of in-
formation about the destructivensss of the H-bomb and the dangers
of its fall-ouv. Cpposition to the Bripish manufacture and
testing of nuclear wezpons increased uhdgﬁ the lmpact of the
American AEC's report, in February 1955;.on the effects of the
Biljint H-bomb tests of the previous yesar, which was wldely publil.

cized. The testing issue was 2lso brought dramatically before
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the public eye in a major debate in the House of Commons in March
on a resolution to halt all further testing until ah.international

conference determined the long-term radiation hazards,

57. Exploited by the laft wing of the Labnr Party 23 an election
issue in 1055, pudblic zentiment for a tegt ban continued to grow
and reached 2 climax in June 1656 with the publication of a
report by the respected Medical Research Council which expressed
fear over the possitle leong-term genetic effzcts bf Strontium 90,
The effect of thls zeport was such that ?Time Minister Tden was
constrained to announce Britaih's tillingness %o consider nego-
tiations for an International test ban apart from & discussion
of general disarmament. By the summer of 1956, pﬁblic opinion
in the U,XK., favored such a test ban, with or without genéral

-1

¢isarmament, although opinlon was more evenly divided whether
2

the U.K. should proceed with ifs own H-bemb tests,

- 58. By the end of the year, however, perhaps under the impact
of Britein's mlliteary wezlkness at Suez, there was & significant
shift of opinion zgainst the concept of 2 separate test ban and-
zgeinst the unilaterzl postponement of Brifain's thermonuclear

3/ .

tests,

Generesl Apprcvel of the New Defense Policy, 1957 tc 1958

59, By 1857, the Conservative government, now led by Prime

Minister Mzcmillen, adopted 2 tougher line toward the Soviet

.

Unfion and, a2t the Bermuda Conference with President Eisenhowver

in the Spring, reversed its previous test ban policy by agreeing

<L
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not to consider negotiating an azgreement on nuclear production

or testing except within the frazmework of a satlsfactory general

disarmement agreement,

AN

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

1057, marked a significant turning point in the character and

objectives of British defense policy.

62, The Suez operation had brought into_éuesticn not cnly the
2dequacy of Britain's military strength'tblgchieve its vital
nationzal goéls, but 2lso the value of it§ 5verseas deployment.
The conviction grew that the politicél costs of maintaining
overseas bases against mounting anti-colonial pfessures would be
heavy, while the ceclining importence of British economic and
colonial iﬁterests in Asiaz and the Middlé Bzst seemed to suggest
thet 2 reevalussion of iis overseas ccoumitments would de in
oréer, By 1857, the Macmillan government was faced with a
choice between increasing the defense effort to meet the commit--
ments and to agsure thé security of the British Islies as well

and, zlternztively, concentrating the gefense effort to achieve

5 e g T S T P
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more satisfactory results within a narrower rznge. In choosing

the latter course, the government committed the U.X. to a five-

year policy that constituted a radicazl revision of both the size

and character of the whole defense program.

63. The new defense pPolicy, which has;been 11tt1e modified in
succeeding years, was based on two major assumptions: in the
words of the White Peper, (1) "...that there 1s a2t present no
means of providing protection for the people of this country
egainst the consegquenc:s of an attack wi“h nuclear weapons . so
that/ ...the overriding considerztion in all military plenning
must be to prevent war rather then to prepare for 1t;" and (2)
that "...in the true interests of defense...the claims of mili-

da

tary expenditure should be considered in conjunction with the

country's financial and economic strength."” Thus, the U.K. chose
to place primary relilance for its security on the policy of
strategic nuclear deterrencé, wnile limiting the share of its

resources -- particularly manpower -- devoted to defense,

64. It followed from the latter consideration that Britain
should (2) make reductions in the overall étrength of its mili-
tary forces, then 700,000 men, down to 375,000 by 1962;1 (p)
abolish conscription by 1960; and {c) recquce the number of
British forces deployed abroad, on the gréﬁnds that Britain could
not afford to continue its "disproportionately large conmtribution®
to NATO nor the "substantial demands on British manpower" by -
garrisons in British colonies and protectorates; meanwhile,
Britain would (4) arm its forces with atomic weapons, and (e)
create a mobile ceﬁtral reserve force in the British Isies that
couid be rapidly dispatched to any trouble spot by 2 strength-

"
-
i
.

crned RAF Treasport Command or by raval 'commande .carriers™, - PO
. "3 ' by
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an, Por strategic nuclear deterrence, the British-government 3

vae not to rely solely on American capabilities, but rzther

_-: L

Al

npoed the develcpment of its own nucleer deterrent power,
sonsuliing to the 1957 plan, the means of delivering the British
b would femain The British mecdium-~range strategic bombers of
:ne V-clazss which would later be supple$ented by billistic
wasiles, supplied ipitlzlly by the United States,_/,until such

-.mc a5 the U.K, had perfected its own missile capabdbility,

~5, Tnis latter cbjlective of the 1937 White Pzper has never
wen f1FL11ed, In A»xil 1060, under. mounting criticism thet
~~a Britisn fixed-site ZLUE STREAK intermediate Tange missile
;is.alréady obscletce before Lt was cperationéi; tThe Defence
T~ oistry t;pally zbzndoned its military svrategic missile progream,

s T . fa . - ) -
s decided instead that the 1life of the newer V-becmbers would

7,
i

- -
-

s extended into the late 1560's by the provision of the air-

‘2:—=ched ballistic missile, SKY BOLT (GaM-87), to be supplied

=7 ine United Stztes, PR

£7. Tne 1957 Wnite Pzper on defense was;¥Véry well received by

w2 Zritish press where 1t was.widely_reﬁéfted. There was virtu-
.17 unanimous preise for the government's "courzgeous and
~2.ls5%ice" reevaluztion of the national defense policy in the
7% of the country's economic capabilit#és end the development

2/
sinlear weapons,

”

/.. Zy placing primary reliance for Britain's defense on the
neoleair deterrent, the Mzcmillan govermment ferced Labor to
modi £y $4s stand on the issue of nuclear weapons, In the

“s.rant House of Cormons debztes that fellowed in the spring /;

6[ 1987, 1t became apparent thet the Labor Party was divided foe




between two factions which have been unable té'resolve their
positions in subseguent years: (1) the more moderzte Eroun,
which iﬁitially supported the govermment's nuclezr deterrence
policy but whiéh was still willing to postpone British nuclezr
tests until the prospects of an internztional H-boﬁb ciszrm=-
ament agreement were further explored; énd'(z) the left-wing
and pacifist groups which pressed for an unconditionzl ban on
testing and on the mznufacture of ‘che‘E:':‘_tisb thef:ﬁonuclear
bomb, Despite 2 large-scale prepaganda effcrt Dy the latter
sToup led by Aneurin fevin, the governme;t.remained fir=, and
on Mzy 15, 1957, the firgt British H-bomb was successfully

tested,

63, Public opinion polis at the time inciczted that *he

government haC correctly assessed the mood of British opinicn

which appeared little affected by the vigorous anti-test carpelgn --
WARE
of the spring of 1¢37. A groving ccnsensus developed that

nuclear weapons would rem2in necessary 2s long s the USSR re-

fused to negoviate 2 rezscnable disarmameh;ﬂglan, and by Octobér
1957 the annual labtor Party Conference hzd rejected the proposal

for 2 unilateral Brifish nuclear ban, with even Aneurin Bevan

2/ .
reversing his position, Up ©o 1950, the BErditish putrlic gen-

eT2lly wenit 2iong with the government's néw defense policy which
has also commanded the actlve support of the Ler Party!s front

bench in Pariiznent, .

Annex "A" to
Arpendix "A" to

—— Enclosure "IV

o ST (et 100 - W3EG Report No. 50
RO S AT S et : - Al - Sens N pu.‘.b 2 . R

- {.'.‘__ -

L A T, g MG e T Tep oy =L



\ e -
Y . . -

TO. Public avtitudes towzrd ¢ British nuclezr czpadility

Guring this period seemed to vary éirecily wiih estinmztes of

Zrioein's 2bllity Co remsin z grezt power.and with estizzies

I the value ang reliepit‘ty of the Americen zlliznce, Despite
The Suez experience, fouwn-Tifths of 2ritens polled in lzie 1936
hed rejectel the proposition thet Britzin should ebandon iis

clei=e o "greet power" status and should concentrazte instead

Y

cn 2ffzirs in ine British Isles, For the U.XL.'s m2intensnce

o . - P - — - 4 . )
el Zis rolie ol Lnternationzl influence, ~ne ¢f the prime pre-

stex f£roz severe coubts elter the Suez erxperience zs Lo the
Gepenczbllity of the Tnited Stetes zs an zily, Many Briions, .
including those who had opposed the government's Suez policy,

ondereé to whzt extent the U.X. cowld afferd o couni on

¥

American support in the future; in view ol the fzct that <the

U.S, h2d dared cpenly to oppose the UK, when 2t Suez it had
Y

felt that its vitzl interest were 2t sizke, -.. Despite meldndled

British enthusizen for the zlliznee éuring the winter of 1057

-

to 1958, evidence ¢i Soviet missllie zchlevemen<ts provided new

reasons o eoubt the certeinty of Americzn azssistance. Increes-

¢

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

Increasins Doubts Abnut the Independent Deterrent, 1958
Yo 1920

T2. During 1958 and 1959, the 3ritish public generally
remained convinced of the validity of the new defense policy,
as long as the cold war continued and as long as no general
disarmament agreement was reached, Nevertheless, several devel-
opments during these years indicated growihg dissatisfaction
and uneasiness, both in the general public and in responsible
circles, over the value of the independent deterrent and the
risks that it entailed, The resulting debate on Britain's own
nuclear capabilities gz=nerated ideas and political movements
‘that;might well affect British defense policy in the future
and, coﬁceivably, the prospecﬁs of the American base system in

e

the British Isles.

. The .Campaign for Wuclear Disarmament.

73. One of these develepments 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 Aldermaston -- have attracted considerable
public attention and not a little public sympathy., The proposals
of the CND, if taken seriously and carried to their logical cone
clusion, could have grave consequences for American basing rights
in the U.K., for the CID holds that "Britain must...rencunce uni-
laterally the use or production of nuclear weapons, and refuse
to allow thelr use by others in her defense." If ultimately
adopted.by the government, this program woaild mean not only
the withdrawal of all nuclear weapons systems and thelr support
facilitles from British soll, but could easlly lead to Britaint's
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abandonment c¢f 1ts NATC commi{ments and eventual adoption of
& posltion of neutrality in the cold war: results which nost

CND supporters have probably not envisioned,

T4e The CND cannot, however, be dismissed as a pacifist
stunt or even as a temporarily hysterical reaction to the
nuclear menace, Its adherents are growing and include a num-
ber of respected citlzens,l and 1ts 1959 Trafalgar Square rally
drew out Frank Cousins, leader of Britaint's largest trade unlon,
and, as speaker, Robert Willis, chairman 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 Englangd"” concept, nationalism (in the belilef that
other countries cannot ignore Britain's dramatic moral lead),
and antifAmericanism. ﬁut, most importantly, it plays on
British'ﬁeariness with the never-ending cold war and on incress-
ing apprehensions over nuclear weapons, the East-West amms race,
the destructiveness of modern war, the risks and uncertainties
of deterreﬁce policles, and the U.K,'s particular vulnerability
to a strategic strike.2

75. althcugh the CiD attracted <- and h2s since gained Y,

11ttle support in Parliament or in the responsible press, ~at the

4/ lncluding J, B, rriestly, &, J. P, Taylor, Vietor Gollancz,
Philip Toynbee, and Bertrand Ruszell.

g/ 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. 380-386.

3/ It exerts its pressure mainly through the Labor Party in
Parliament, particularly through the Victory for Socialism
wing of the Party., Among thz Laborite Press, the Daily
Herald, the Tribune, and the New Statesman and Nation a1l
supported unilateralism until They abanconed it in ravor
of the new "nonnuclear club” poliey of the Labor Party,
announced 1in June 1959,
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popular level itsksuécesses_have been striking. It is re-
markable ag the cne organizaticn on Britain's ctherwise darab
political landscape that can inspire mass. enthusizasm on a.
political issue, But 1t is most significant because its activ-
ities have happened to coincide with a noticeable shift of
opinion in responsible circles where doubts are growing on the
valldity of the independent deterrent concept, Thus, the first
of the CND's objectlves -- the abandomment of Britain's strate-
gic nuclear capability -- has gained respectabllity, not because
it 1s morally "right" or tecause it will induce other naticns
also to "opt out” of the nuclear race, but because it may

become politically expedient. Should the government decide that
continued maintenance of the independent deterrent is impractical
for a country of Britain's siée, location and resources, 1t is
probable that the CND would be strengthened in the pursult of
its other objectives which would have more serious implicationé

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

Labor Party Coposition to British Nuclear Capabilities

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

had previously presented on the issue of nuclear weapons.

77, In June 1959, the Labor Party adopted its "non-
nuclear club" proposal that would have traded Britain's nuclear
status for a pledge by other nations to restrict nuclear weapons

to the U,S. and USSR zalone,

78. Theoretically, the proposal gave British opinion a
third option beyond the altermatives of unilateral nuclear
disarmament and retention of nuclear weapons pending a general

disarmament agreement.l Practically, the proposal seemed to fall

1/ In 1958, 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 marched all the way. The 1960 merch
showed increased CND strength, with about 30,000 at Aldermaston
and a crowd of 40,000 in Trafalgar Square.
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between those twé exlsting stools, despite its appeal to those
who were seerching for a way to hzlt the spread of nuclear
veapons and calling for positive British leadership 4in the
fleld of disarmement. The necnnuclear ciub idga failed to
elicit more than nominal suppert at ail levels of opinion.i/
Only a handful of papers welcomed the préposal es a new attack

on thg problem of nuclear weapons and disarmament: the semi-

officiel Laborite Daily Herald, the pro-Lebor Dzily Mirrer,

the Socilallst New Stztesman, and the Iiberal News Chronicle,

Only the lndependent-Iiterzl Manchester Guaerdizn and independent-

Conservative Sundzy Otserver supported the nonnuclear club with-
out reservation a2s a "rezsoned and responsitle® policy for
preserving the Atlentic zlliance while seeldng to 1limit the
spread of nuclear weapons and deemphasizing them as symbols of
prestige, In Parliamént, the more pacifist or untlateralisst
backbeﬁch Iz2bor members felt;the new proposal did not go far
enough, tut on the other hand there were signs thet a few Con-
servative M.P,'s were sympathetic to the concept. Wﬁile the
public reaction might have been tested during the general elec-

tion in October, 19594 events conspired to generate public

‘indifference to the proposal, A complicated scheme %o put zercss
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to fhe_electorate, L attracted less public interest than
expected, largely because of the wave of cptimlsm about East-
West relations after Khrushchev's visit to the United States,
If the great powers seemed less llkely to fight, there seemed
to be less reason to worry zbout the bomb, Of those who took
notice of the proposzl, some A smissed i% as 2 cynical -- even
hypocritical -~ preelection maneuver which would have littile
chance of success if put into effect; Frahce or subsequent
nations struggling toward 2 nuclezr capability would not be
willing to renounce their achievements.l.u Otiners felt.that
the proposal hedged the issue and that the Labor Party should
have taken 2 firm Stand elther for or zgeinst the deterrent —-
for retention or for unilatéral nuclear disarmement, Many

others did not understand the nornuclear club 4deza,

- — U —

*

7S. <t was 2lso clear that.the nonnuclear cludb proposal
had doﬁe 1ittle to resolve the fundamental split on defense
policy between the Labor Party's moderzte lgadership and ifs
unilateralist-pacifist wing wnich wes gainiﬁg ground, particu-

larly among the trade unions which hold considerabie power in
2 .

Izbor cilrcles, Against thils wing, Gaitskell and his shadow
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Cabinet defended the U.K,'s retention of the independent deter-
rent untll the nonnuclear club was brought into existence, and he
insisted as well on Britain's responsibilitles td NATC and to

the United States. But Galtskell was also under attack within
the party on other grounds: the party'!s poor showing in the

1959 election under his leadership, his "intellectuzl" approach,
and his abortive attempt to modify the party's constituﬁidnal
clauvse on nationalizatlon policy all had aroused considerable

resentment,

80. To counter the rising unilateralist <icde aiid to but-
tress 1ts posltion of leadership in the approaching Labor Party
Conference, to be held in October 1960, the Galtskell wing im-
plicitly abandoned the nonnuclear club thesis in a new pollcy
ﬁ\“manlfesto,ﬁissued in June 1960 by tﬁe National Executive Cémmittea
that waé intended to resolve the wldening schism on defense
pdlicy.l/ The manifesto admitted that "...2 country of our size
caﬁnot remain in any real sense of the word an !'independent
riclear power'", and it proposed that ",..in fubure our British
contribution to the Westemn armoury,../should/ be in conventional
-terms, leaving to the Americans the provision of the Western

strateglic deterrent,”

81, The Gaitskell group therefore opposed in principle
the maintenance of the U.K,!s own strategic deterrent, but,
unlike the unilateralists, continued to support the concept
of a Western-strategic deterrent, to be supplied by the United
States, The manifesto nevertheless remained equivocal on Britain's
appropriate contribution to that deterrent., While it avoided an

L1/ Foreipn rollcy and Defense, NEC/PS/58, issued by the Labour
Party Press and PuplicIty Department, June 22, 1960, .
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~ .
outright attack on the U,5, bases, 1t criticized patrols of

nuclear-armed ailreraft and called for the abandonment of the

THOR IRBM's deployed in the U.X,

82, Subsequent parliamentary detates have indicated that
the Gaitskell group does not favor the immediate aﬁandonment
of the Britlsh deterrent, but rather envisions a gradual phasing
out of British strategic nuclear capabllities as the present
V-bomber force becomes obsolete, It is evident the Labor front
bench regards with skenticizu the government's contention that
the promised SKY BOLT ASM can substantially extend the life of
the V-bombers as credible and rellable delivery vehicles.;/

83, In contrast to the unilateralist pesition, the defense
manifesto emphasized Britain's continued collectlve defense com-
mitments, particularly to NATO, in other fields than that of the
strategic deterrent., At the same time, the document echoed the
concern of a2 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
capabilities, In proposing full strategic dependence on

1/ SKY BOLY has oeen criticized on the grounds that it is as yet
a hypothetlcal solutlion to the problem of the delivery system;
thet the U,S, might decide to abhzndon its development, leaving
Britaln 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 Laborts stand in
the Manchester Guardian Weckly, 14 July 1960, '

g/ Continuea criticism has Deen directed in particular against
the government!s announcement in the 1958 Defense Wnite Paper
that even a conventional major Soviet attack would be met with
nuclear veapons: ",..it must be well understood that, if
Russla were to launch a major attack on them /The Western
natioqg7; even with conventional forces only, they would have
fo 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.” Cmnd, ‘363, Februacry 1958, p. 2, peragraph 12.
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Americaﬁ power, the manifesto rejected the alternative of a
Zuropean independent deterrent on the grounds that it would
encourage the dangerous spread of nuclear weapons to acdditional
countries; the spectre of 2 Germzny zrmed with nucle r weapons

x/
was particularly decried.

B4, Again, the manifesto failed to bridge the gap between the

moderate Labor leadership and the foremos: proponenfs of unilateral

nuclear cdisarmament, notably Prank Cousins and Earl Russell who
refused to accept 1t 2s 2 ccapromiss and ﬁho continued to gather
support for the immediate abandonment of the nuclear deterrent
and reﬁoval of U.S..bases from the U.X, Then, in September 1960,
the substantlzl confusion with the party on defense was further

compounced by the astounding performance of the delegztes to the

. Trades Urnion Congress, meeting on the Isle of Man, DRefore the com-

ferenéeiweré fwo motions: one’ concerning the official Izkor Party-
T.U.C, defense policy and the other in faver of unilatersl nuclear
disearmament, proposed bv Mr, Cousins. The dglegates voted to adopt
both policies, though the latter by = large*.majority desplte the
egpparent inconnauibility of the two Dvoposals. If the LaYecr Party
Conference in early October either repezts this contrzdictory per-

formance cr votes 2 clear unilateralist'mandate, the leaders of the
2
Parlizmentary Labor Party will be on the soot Either they will

i/ The DTOPOSal 01 & Luropean strete glc deterrent as a alternative
to the British deterrent was presenued in Alastzir Buchan!s
w*aely-c¢ culated Dbook, NATO in the 1660's (Institute for Stre-

tegic Studies; Frederick A, rrzeger, N, Y., 1960), Caitskelil,
¢inse1¢, was in ;avo“ of the NATO dete“ront tbroush May of 1360

: _ 5 7 oa e < XA i 5
2/ Tn tnat con7erence, The unileversiist t*aab Lnions g in TeCD
muster enough votes to reject the June lLzbor-T.U.C. defense
manifesto which had emphasized reliance on the American stra-
tegic deterrent and on NATO. Instead, the conference tacsed +two
laterallist resolutions advoceting Britaints renunciz<ion of
the testing, manufecture, stockplling and basing cf 211 nuclear

weapons in the U,XK,, a2s well as opposing patrols of nuclear-
armed alrcraft from Eritish bases, missile bases in the U.K.,
and any defense policy based on ”‘ne threat of the use of sira-
tegic or tactical nucleazr weapons,” Eowever Parl*anentary
Labor Pa*ty leader Calitskell, who can E\pECu ro cormand the sup-
rort of azbout three-guariters of the Labar M.P.'s, has refused
"to accept these preposzls and has stzted his intention always
to cppose neutrazlist pclicles for the ULXK,
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have to reject the Conference's dictates and proceed on theip
own, or they will have to SUruggle to re;nterp“et thelr policies
in a pretense that they are following the Conferencet's motions,
In either event, their position will not be enviable, and their
ability to present constructive criticlsm on defense policiles
will be seriously compromised by their growlng isolation from
the bulk of Laborts membership,

85, In the meantime, the spokesmen for the Conservative govern-
ment have remained firm against all attacks on the usefulness,
‘credibility or morality of a defense policy emphasizing the inde-~
bPendent nuclear deterrent. Whether the government will continue
to remain firm is yet uncertain, Certainly, the decision to
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 1t illustrates the practical difficulties
that the British deterrent will increasingly face. The BLUE
STREAK decision was, moreover, a severe blow to those Conserva-
tives who feel that only a British-developed- delivery vehicle can
assure the U.X, of a truly independent strategic force,

86, Defense policy has now entered the political arenas and
promises to become a major issue between‘two parties whose
political outlook in other fields is sufprisingly harmonious and
at a time when few other issues can arouse public interest,
Public pressures for the abandonment of Britain!s nuclearpr cap-
abllities can be expécted to rise, if present trends continue,
It may be thatﬁthengovernment wlill feel thnat gych pressures
cannot be ignored and, along wizg‘the\p actical dlfficulties of
maintaining the deterreus, will Justify 1ts abandonment. On
the other hand, for the Sovernmnnt\to admit fhat the major

emphasls of its flve-year defense PXOsw=an was misconceived would
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certainly be regarded as a severe political defeat which the
Conservatlves must hope to avoid, Wnile it is now impossible

to predict with certainty which considerations will become the
dominant ones structuring Conservative policles, it seems pos-
sible that financial, technological and strategic difficulties,
as well as publlc pressures aroused by unilateralist crusaders,
willl lead the government eventually to abandon the deterrent,
whether within ;ts present term of office or shortly after 1964,
Cn the other hand, if 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 prom;sing. The British abandonment
of the deterrent, if it dld take place, would, of course, bring
into sharp focus the question of the U,S5, nuclear strike forces
and sgpport systems relylng on Britlish installations, as well
as thé RAF~manned THOR missiles now deployed in the U, K, As
long as nafional strategic nuclear forces remzin a major element
of the British military establishment, there are fewer grounds
6n which to criticize the employment of British facllities by
similar U}S. forces,  If the British forces were abandoned, for
whatever reasons, public pressures for rescinding U,S, base

rights could be expected markedly to increase.

87. Thus, the future of the British strategic deterrent
will be an impertant determinant of Britlsh attitudes toward
nuclear weapons of 21l kinds, and ultimately toward U.S, nuclear:
weapons systems operating or supported from UK, facilitles,
While the strength and direction of opinidn on the lssués of
nuclear deterrence and defense have been traced in the preceding
pages, a brief summary of the reasoning behind those convictions
may cast some light on the possibllity of shifts In the offlcial

position under the impact of the nuclear debate.
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88, The following arguments represent different stralns
in the thinking of the proponents and opponents of the deter-
rent; within each group are many people clearly influenced by
several but not all of the arguments employed on eilther side,
The vast majority of those who advocate abandorment of the
strategic deterrent, for example, present suggestions of alter-
native defense strategies, éuch as rellance on the Amer can
deterrent, greater British contributions to the conventional
aspect of the overall Western collective defense effort, or
the creation o an inden>ncdent NATO strategic deterrent. Only
a few opponents of the British deterrent now conclude that
Britain should move all the way to a2 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 war.

8a. it should alsc be noted that opinions on the inde-
péndent deﬁerrent do not always split neatly along party lines.
A few p:ominent Congervatives, including ex-Defense Minister
'Antony Head, have declared themselves opposed to the indepehdent
deterrent; while a few back-bench Laborites have vigorousl

1 .
defended it.—/ '

The O0fflclal Position: Arsuments for the Retention of
Britain's inaspendent huclear Cavapilities

G0, The British independent deterrent has been Justified:
&. As a contribution to the strength of the Westemmn
alliance, It is. argued that Britain should share fully

in thc'bﬁrdens of Western defense, and that its nuclear

1/ See, for example, Tne remarks of Labor M.P.'s R. T, Paget
and Woodrow Wyatt during the debate on abandoning BILUE STREAX.
622 H. C. Debs., No, 101, Cols, 247-256, 291-3C0, Anteny

Head'!s positTion was set forth in the same debate, 1bid, Cols.
256-261. .
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capabllifies are a significant addition to U.S. str#tegic
power and to the Western strategic deterrent,

b. 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 policiles
concerned with the deployment and use of U.S. nuciear
weapons;1 (2) in couatering conceivadble future American
isolationist tendencies or reluctance %o participate in
a war conflned to Western Europé, under conditions of a
U.S.-USSR nuclear standoff; and (3) in gaining access to
Amerlcan nuclear 1nform§tion, or to American strategic
delivery systems,

c. For the preservation of tﬁe U.K,'s status as a
major world power, Without strategic nuclear capabilities
in a world 1in which twé other atomic powers are operating,
it 1s felt that the U,K, will no longer retain its great
péwer role, 1ts capacity to sit in on or promote nuclear
dlsarmament negotiations, nor -- with regard to its missile
progrﬁm -= 1ts prospects of gaining additiocnal international
prestige through space achievements,

_g:iAs a minimum deterrent against Soviet attack or
Sovietgmissile blackmail.. It 1s.feared that both the in-
creasiné vulnerability of the continental U.S. to Sovief
missile retaliation and.the diminlshing U,S. strategic de~-
pendehcé.on European bases will undermine the reliability
of U,S. étrategic intervention against limtted Soviet
ﬁggressién in Europe, whether in the form of a mzjor con-
vcntionaf attack or a mlssile strike confined to one country.

The UK, must therefore provide its own strategic deterrent,

l/rTn . public InTervieaw in 1958, Prime Minister Mecmillan stated
Lhnt possession of the H-bomb had had a great influence on U.,S.
Lillcy and ",,.made them pay greater regard to our point of
7Yow,"  Department of State/Bureau of Intelligence and Research,
Lritain and the Weatern Alllance, Intelligence Aeport No. 8093,
"0 hupust 1059, p. 2.  SECREL/NOFORN.
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2. As a support for British freedom of action abroad,
It is argued that the independent nuclear capability will
help the U,K, preserve its relative freedom of action to
defend or assert its interests in situations where Amer-
ican and British interests diverge.i/

f. As an economic means of achieving security. It is
argued that an essentialiy nuclear force would provide the
most detense for the least cost ("a biéger bang for the
pound"), while the consequeﬁt reduced reliance on massive
ground forces Jus%ifies the politically popular abolitlon

2/
of conscription.

The Position of the Cpponents of Continued Retention of an
Indenendent Nuclear Deterrent

91. Some of the arguments against the independent deterrent
concern its nuclear aspect, but dtherg relate to the practical .-
difficulties of maintaining an effective British delivery system
under developing strategic conditions. Questions are also raised -
about the value of an independent deterrent capability within the
context of a reputedl& "interdependent"Aalliance systen, and the
adverse effects of the British deterrent effort on NATO's soll-
darity and milltary éffectiveness are deplored.

i/ While tnis zrgument nas peen less prominent as the limlts of
British freedom of action are more generally accepted, 1t 1s
gtill 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 anywhere without first
obtaining American support, If we ever have occasicn to assert
our rights anywhere in the world, I do not want to be entirely
naked in front of a Russian threat or Russian blackmail," 622
H. C. Debs, 289, 27 April 1960, '

2/ This argument, an important factor in the initlal popularity
of the 1957 Defense White Paper, no longer appears very per-
gsuasive in view of the apparent costs of maintaining the
deterrent, '
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92,

The arguments against the independent deterrent, a

number of which indicate developing British attitudes toward

American strategic forces based in the UK., may be summnarized

in the following categories:

too

and

2. That a British strategic retaliatory force will be
vulnerable or too expénsive to maintain as an effectlve
credible independent deterrent, beqause:
(1) The attack warning time available to forces in
the British Isles will be mirnimal or nonexistent;
. (2) £ political decislon to retaliate would be

extremely difficult to reach within this time limit;

(3) Britain is too small for the adequate'dispersal
of a land-based retaliatory force;

.(4) _Increasing enemy missile accuracy rules out even

the costly expedient of hardening;

(5) Budget limitations preclude the development of
more than one British strategic delivery system, on which
the enemy can concentrate both his attack and his def'enses;
(6) And even the currently planned delivery system
for the mid-sixtles (the advanced V-bombers equipped with
the American SKY BOLT, GAM-87) will be too vulnerable, if

‘based in Britain, in view of the prohibitive costs of an

extensive alrborne alert,

Alternative retaliatory systems or alternative deployments

are

rejected on other grounds: that land-based POLARIS

would be hearly as vulnerable ag BLUE STREAK or the

V-bombers and THOR's; POLARIS dlspersed on surface

8hips would be too detectable; and a POLARIS submarine

program i1s considered beyond the limits of the British

fconomy. Moreover, it 1s argued, the joint-control

Problem that might be raised by the dispersal of the
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V-bombers to a global network of Americzn or other bases
outside the U,.K, would compromise the independent charactef
of the deterrent. Thus, that the destrucﬁive potential
that a vulnerable and limited British force could be ex-
pected to mount in response to an enemy strike would be

so small as to be ineffective as a deterrent,

b. That, if the Eritish strategic force is ineffective
as a deterrent, 1t will not strengthen Britain'!s ability
to stand up to the USSR in the absence of American support.
If -- it is argued -- the British force cannot provide
reliable insurance against Soviet missile blaekmail, it
will not significantly lncrease Britain's resclution to
act independently of the U,S5. in defense of vital British
overseas Interests, even by conventional means, in the
gace of Soviet retaliatory threats, Nor can the British
deterrent ensure Britain's security Lf the United States.
should, for scme reason, renege on‘its commitments to come
te Britain's assistance,

In answer to the specific points made by the sup-
porters of the independent deterrent:

¢, That the British strateglc force 1s such a minimal
contribution to the total strateglc peosture of the West
that 1t cannot be considered slgnificant or decisive,

d. That British international prestige and influence,
both vis—a-vis.the U.S.'and vis-a-vis other nations, are
bullt cn other U.K, assets besides the independent deter-
rent: its long experience in International affairs,
Macmillan's proven ablliity and world position as a leader
and dlplomat, the U, K,!'s leading role in the Commonwealth,
;ts pivotal position in NATO and other collectlve defense
arrangements, and l1ts economic power. 'Moreover, it is
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argued, 1t would be dangerous if its possession. of

nuclear weapons should encourage the U,K, to pursue lines
of policy not supported by actuai British military capa-
bllities, |
e. That the possibilities of Britain's strategic

lsolation are slim: a major Soviet attack on any NATO
country -- or the threat of such an attack -- that does
not evoke American support is highly ﬁnlikely; if, however,
either event should occur without U.S, reaffirmation or
fulfiliment of 1%8 alllance ccemmlitments, the U.K, is lost,
whether or not 1t possesses a strategle force,

| Two further arguments 11lustrate the ambivalent
‘attitudes of the opponents of the independent deterrent
,Eowa:d t@e ngigf miliggry threat; they both discount
1#3 gravity and fear 1ts possible consequences for the U.K,:

. £, That the Soviet threat has shifted from the military
sphere to the political, economic¢, and psychologiceal
bgttlefields; Britain's resources should therefore be
concentrated on efforts to combat the threats in those
areas.. _

g. That Britain's nuclear force, 1f not effective as
a deterrent, makes the U, X, a certain target if a general
war occurs, Feaprs are directed particularly against any
fixed-site missile systems deployed in the U.K, -~ whether
the abandoned BLUE STHREAK orithe American-supplied THOR
sguadrons -- and to a lesser extent against 1gnd-based
strategic bombers -- the V-bember force, as well as those
elements of SAC deployed on British bases. In view of
their assuned vulnerability and primary utility as "first-
strike" weapons, these systems are regarded less as deter-
rents than as invitations to attack, and it 1s supposed
that such an attack would turn the U,K, into 2 "nuclear
Annei."A" Lo
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incinerator", The logic of this argument, 1f uccepted as

a major justification for a declsion to abandon the deterrent,
would have profound implications for the future deployment
of U,S. strategic forces in the UK., inasmuch as the U.,K,'s
strike force 1s only one element of the military forces on
British soil that might lead the enemy to regard the U.X,
s a worthwhile target in a general war., To eliminate all
elements that serve as "lightning rods" to attack, the U.K,
would have to demand the removal of U.S. forces and support
systems -- particulariy any nuclear-armed aircraft and
missiles -- and if this approach were carried to its logleal
conclusion, the U.X, might even sérap substantial amounts
of 1ts own nonnuclear defense capabilities, withdraw from
NATO, and contract out of the cold war,

h. That 2 reductlion in the number of nuclear powers
lessens the risks of war'by accldent;

é,lThat Britain's renunciation of its nuclear capabil-
1tles will facilitate generzl nuclear disarmament by encoun
aging other would-be "Nth nations" also to abandon theirp
efforfs to create independent deterrents;

J+ And that the policy of the independent deterrent
1s based on the "exploded fallacy" that "we shall prevent
war by preparing for war".'1 As é number of old-school
Sociaiists believe, the independent deterrent represents
Britain's involvement in the inevitable progression from
balance of power policies to alilances and counteralliances,
to a spiraling arms racc, vo rising tensions, to bluff and
counterbluff, and finally to war, The U,K., they argue,
must somehow break out of this chain of events and lead

other nations to abandon the balance of power principle

I/, «11T32cus, an ex-League of Nations official, in the
iﬁgo fefense debate, 618 H. C. Debs. 67, 1 March 1960, .cl. i«
1 Ls 1090,
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1anavor of some form of federative or supranational polit-
ical system,

k. That the UK., unable to provide a2 reliable deterrent
of its own, must seek to preserve its security through
policles bésed on the principle of 2lllance interdependence,
To date, it 1s argued, British defense policy has been a
factor of increasing NATO dlsunity, -The British nuclear
deterrent has arousad the concern of otﬁer NATO govern-
ments that the U.X, might follow an independent course of
action 1In the event of a seriocus challenge to the security
of continental Europe., This suspiclon has accelerated the
trend that has been plaguing SHAPE'!s efforts to coordinate
and Iintegrate NATO forces in recent years -- the increas-

..ingly national orientation of the defense policies of NATO

members and thelr reluctance to place thelr forces under

NATO control.,

93. Similarly, it is charged, NATO's growing rellance on a
nuclear strategy -- in part a consequence of Britain's post-1957

defense policles ~- operates as a divisive force in the alliance,

_ Such a strategy will greatly compound the problem of Joint deci-

sion-making in a2 ecrisis by increasing the risks of Europe's
nuclear devastation if war should.occur and thereby encouraging'
neutralist or'independent action, The possibility that NATO

might prove unreliable és a collective defense organization may
force other NATO members, besides France, to consider the feasi-
bility of developing their own national sgtrategic deterrents.

And the further proliferation of nuclear weapons, whewher abquired
from the U.S, or through national development programs, will aggra-
vate interalliance suspiclons, especially if Germany should obtain

even tactical nuclear weaponsg.
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94, ioreover, it 13 arzued, the concept of alliance -
interdependence -« already nominally official British policy --
implies a division of labor and specialization of functions
among NATO members which would maximize NATO's abllity to create
a graduated system of deterrents, from the strategie-nuclear
level down to the level of deterring a limited conventional
coenflict., In this allocation of roles, it is felt, the U,S., 1isg
in fhe best position to make the straeteglic-nuclear contribution,
while the other NATO countries, including the U.K,; should con-

centrate on conventicnal forces.

95, A mumber ef critics of efficial policy are concerned.
that Britain's concentrztion on strategic deterrence has reduced
the effectiveness of its conventional forces. Not only hag this
strategy been used to Justify the intended reduction of the
British ammy and of the forces cermitted to the Continent, but
it has also encouraged other-European NATO states to relax their
effcrts to meet NATO!'s ground force objectives. It is argued
that the present inadequacy of NATO's Shield force endangers
NATO's ability to deal with minor disputes or to "enforce a pause"
ané buy time for diplomatic intervention or for a decision whether

" to initiate the use of nuclear weapons.

96. inile most opponents of the independent deterrent.
insist that interdependence means reliance on the U.S. strategic
deterrent, others suggest that Britain should join with certain
continental NATO members in the development of a NATO or WEU
deterrent, Such a force, established separately from the American
deterrent, wduld hopefully achieve many of the objectives'that
the independent British deterrent was ﬁnable to obtain. A cred.-
ible NATO deterrent coﬁld be created, its proponents belleve,

because 1ts Eurcpean basis would (1) reduce its vulnerabllity by
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providing greater scope for dlspersal and mobility, and (2)
allcd a pooling of the financial, material, and scientific
resources of a number of countries in an effort that is beyond
the iimits of any single country. And, Af achleved, it would
be expected (3) to provide insurance against the possibility
that the U,S. might decide not to "commit sulcide" for the
defense of Europe; (4) to give the European countries a larger
volce in NATO peliciles by reducing their dependence on the U oS
(5) to reverse present trends toward MNATO disunity by removing
the incentlve for national deterrents; (6) to mitigate the "Nth
country” problem, thereby facilitat clng future dlsarmement efforts.,
It may be supposed that proponents of the NATO deterrent are
among those convinced of the hopelessness of maintaining an
effective British deterrent but anxious to find some means of

aF —_—

avoiding complete strateaic - and hence substantial political --

' dependence on the U,S., There are gerious objections to the

concept, especlally with regard to the difficulties of decisione

making,

British Attitudes Toward U.S. Bases

7. The recent U-2 and KB-47 incidents prompted a wide-ranging
discussion which has been valuable in clarifying British attitudes
toward the presence of U.S. bases in the British Isles. From the
debate in press and Parliament and from recent opinion surveys,
it appears that there is widespread sentiment in favor of con-
tinued U,S, access to British facilities, but that there is also
a2 strong desire for tighter British survelllance and control

over the purposes for which the bases are used.

90, Only from the extreme left and from the small but articu-
late pacifist groups are there demands for the total withdrawal
of U,S. forces of all types from British bases, but these

demands are not new. From its inception in 1958, the Campaign
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for Nuclear Disarmament had advocated the dismantlirg of U,S.
strategic bases as part of its scheme for ridding the U.K., of
the "nuclear menace", This follows from the premise of the CND
leaders that the risks of an outbreak of nuclear war -- almost
inevitable, they say, with a continuing arﬁs race aﬁd with
American strategic aircraft-and missiles polsed for a strike at
the USSR or on alert overhead -- are far greater and far more
appalling than the risks or consequences of the military dom-
ination of the U.K. and Western Europe by Soviet forces. it

is better, Philip Toynbee.contends, to betray an alliance than
to betray the human race.1 Bertrand Russell, anotper CHD
leader, holds that Britain'must break ﬁith NATO and abandon
the "protection" provided by nuclear weapons: "Britain derives
no degree éf safety whatever from the American alliance or
from nqclear weapons, whether British or American, On the con-
trary, reliance upon America and nuclear weapons increases the
- 1ikelihood 6f the total destruction of the pepulation of
Britain.ﬁg/ Whether or not the Britlsh government or people
like it, he argues, British territory will be used in the future
by the Ameficans for some purpose as obnoxious to the Soviet
Union as the U-2 reconnalssance flight. For this minority
pécifist group, the RB-47 incident, originating.from the Brize
Norton SAC base agalnst which the CND had marched in past years,

seemed to confirm thelr fears,

99. In the trade union movement is the heaviest and most
polltically potent support for rescinding U.S, basing rights
in the UK, Leader of the trade union unilateralists, Frank

Cousins, pointed to the U-2 incident as dramatic evidence of the

i/ rnilip Toynoee, the rearrul Choice: A Debate on Nuclear
Policy (London: Victor Gollancz, Ltd., 1558).

2/ From a letter by Lord Russell to the Manchester Guardian,
guoted iIn the New York Times, 22 June 19¢0,
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need to abolish American bases in Britzin, and most unions

cormitied fto unilaterzl nuclear dlsarmament for the U.K, also .

favor the withdrawal of 211 "foreign bases”,

10Z. Such sentiments are not, however, shared by the majority
of the Parliamentary Labor D"r‘y or by * ¢s moGerate leadership.
Zven Ermest Shinwell, on the left of ILebor's pelitical spectrum,
admltted that, while Britain must go on boldly advocat t¢ing dis-~
armzment, it must nevertheless continue to rely on the American
stretegic deterrent: "I 3o noct oel*eve tb“‘ the time has yet
arrived to say to the Uni ed States: !'Take your aircraft and
your missiles out of this couniry,! but I think the time will

2/

come when that mey happen,

101+ It.-hes-been Labor‘pe%idy to support Britain's cormitments
to NAWO and its respopsiail*t*es for Western aofense. While in
<the 1359 two years the dabor Party has broken with the govern-
ment's defense policy on the issue of the independent nuclear
deterrent, ifs leaders in Par?iamenu_-- Gait sPell, Brown, Healey,
2nd Wilson -~ have plazced no less emphasis;on the need for =2

. Western strategic deterrent as 2 condition of Britain's security.
Izbor!s June 1960 mznifesto on defense expliciily recognized
that, in the zbsence of z credible Brivish deterrent, reliance
would have to be placed on the strategic deterrent supplied by

the U.,S.

102, The position cf the Labor Party on the necessity of Amer-

- . s

lcan strategic bases and support facilities in the U,K, will,

however, remzin eguivocal until the current intrapariy conflict

. 3 & PP : LY L ] Y
( ﬂ! ey SR S § 74 £ o 3 A Ei el 2o LI e AT

__/622:{ C. De tes 101 Col 267. Apr:Ll 27, 1960,
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on defense policy is resolved, To date, it should te emphasized,

the party's official platform has not opposed the continuation
of the American bases, although 1t has pressed for increased
British surveillance and control over the purposes for which
the bases are used, measures advocated over a year ago in ite
1959 election platform,i/ While the 1960 defense manifesto
expressed concern over the dangers of patrols of nucleaf-érmed
aircraft, 1ts reaffirmation of Britain's NATO responsiblilities
and reliance on U,S, deterrent power seemed to imply official

Labor support for continued U.S. access to those facilities

necessary to the maintenance of the U,S, deterrent,

103. That the Gaitskell group opposes any moves to rescind U,S.
base rights was evident in the debates on the RB-47 incident in
July, where the discussion was confined to the issue of British
surveiilance and control, But this official position will un-
doubtedly be challenged in the future as in the present by left-
wing Laborites, and it is doubtful if the leaders of the Pariia-
mentary Labor Party can meke any further.concessions on defense
policy or American base rights without abandoning the party alto-

-gether to the unilateralists! viewpoint,

104, The Conservatives, on the other hand, have stood firmly
for the necessity and desirabllity of American strategic bases
and support.systems in the U.K. Few of them feel that the U.K.'s
independent deterrsnt, if as they hope it can be maintained, can
ever be a reliable substitute for American strategic power,

Prime Minlster Macmillan has nevertheless agreed that American

i/ On June 23, 1859, The Lavor Party agreed to advocate "tighter
control” over American bases in the U.K., but reaffirmed that
the next Labor government would honor Britain's commitments to

NATO,
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use of the bases must be supervised in Britain's incerests, and
that he will seek closer liaison and continuous and intimate
consultation on such American flights as could be regarded as
provocative by the Soviet Union, 1In requesting a review of

the original Truman-Attlee bases agreement of 1951, the govern=-
ment was responding to strong public pressures for measures that
would insure the U.K, against the possibllity that future U-2 and
RB-47 incidents might occur from British bases. The government
feels that new understandings that will coordinate U.S. operations
with British policies will, in'facf; strengthen the Anglo-
American alliance by allaying public susplclons or apprehensions

about U,S. employment of the bases,

105. In the British press, comments upon the plane incidents
have generally concenfrated on the need for adequate joint con-
trols aver American reconnaissance or other "provocative" activ-
itles originating from the British bases, It is significant
that few dailies or journals have questioned the desirability
of retaining the U.S. bases themselves. As the conservative

Sunday Times asserts, vhe bases are part of the Jjoint defense

system for the advantage of the whole Westemm alllance; they are
an agency of the deterrent under which we all shelter and whose
Protection is all the more vital, the less independent power
Britain itself has.;/ But, the Times cautions, the U.K.,has the
right and duty to insist on certain overall conditions or limit-
ations -- that the program of operations from the bases should
be lmown to the U.K, as party to the joint activities, and

nhould be open to negotiation between the two parties; and that

1/ British Informetion Services, Today's British Pzpers, 18 July
1960: Pe 5.
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no operation should be carried out in such a way as to effect a

casus belli, to be needlessly provocative, or to risk damaging
Britain's relations with ;ts other éllies by use of their alre.
space without their knowledge.l/

106. Much emphasis in the Press was glven to the so-called
"orovocative" charactér of the flights which was regarded as
unjustifiable -- especially in the case of the RB-U7 =- in terms
of the military advantages that might be reaped by such recon-
naissance.2 Fears were alsc expressed that there might be
inadequate U.S. political controls overrmilitany and intelligence
activities. At the same time, however, the Soviet threats of
missile retallation appeared to be encountering the law of dimin-
ishing returns. Iy mid-summer, the British press was generally
‘discounting the gravity of*“the Soviet threats on the grounds
that phey were primarlly designed to split the Anglo-American
alliance. Instead, the predominant British reaction was in favor
of measures to strengtheﬂ the alliance through improving liaison

on the use of the bases.

107, The'"spy plane" incidents have been useful in clarifying
the present state of BEritlish opinion on American base rights

1/ British Information Servieces, Today's British Papers,
18 July 1960, p. 5.

2/ See, e.g., the Observer, 18 July 1960,
ihe Economist commented: "If there is British uneasiness today
about trusting to the apparently unwritten understanding
between Mr. Truman and Mr. Attlee in 1951, it is chiefly
because the effectiveness of American political contrcl of the
intelligence services has come increasingly to be doubted."
From the article "Intelligence Should Be Intelligent," The
Economist, 16 July 1960, p. 247.

4/ See the Manchester Guardian Weekly, 14 July 1960, p. 1: YA
new and fuller agreenent...ls a step talen to strangthen our
alliance.,.The one thing that could shale the alliance would
be the sense that the Americans were not playing fair with
thelr allles. That 18 what the revised agreement on consulta-
tion...should guarantee and be known to guarantee."
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in the U.X, When the issue suddenly and dramatically becames 2
question of urgent importance, the British public betrayed its-
uneasiness over the use -~ or misuse -- ¢f the bases, Public
opinion surveys following the U-2 incident indicated continued
approval of the Amerdican militery preseﬁce in the U.X,, though
slgnificantly less favorable attitudes toward the U.S. air bases
specifically than toward the stationing of U,S., aymed forces in
general.l At the same time, however, the polls discoversd &
rmarked rise in neutralist public semtimerts: the British publicts

willingness to side witn the U.S. in the present world situztion
: 2

ld} dropped to the lowest point yet recorded 5

Moreover, a2 majority felt that the U.,S. was not Justifie& in

malting the U-2 flights, despite the .S, arzument that they were
T 2

necessary to prevent surprise attacks,

103, Nevertheless, The Economist's anzlysis of the public

reaction is encouraging:
"This disquiet concerns the workings of the alliance. It does
not, except among & familiar minerity, gali in question either
the valiaity of the alliancé or the exteﬁt of British obliga-
tions under 1%, The bulk of feeling in the country, and on
both front benches in the COmmons,...hgs?been plainly thet the
Atlantic 2lllance ig indispenszable andifhat, within the 211i-

ance, British bases ought to be avallable to the Americeans for

£ - i
et Y,
b A

E
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all militery purpcses.,,.The 2ritich peint 1z Jonl
flights,..must be carried out witﬁin the common eﬁligations of
the alliance and for the common advantages of the allies;.mThe"
| Government ought-to be aware of, and approve, all the purposes
for which British bases are being used, and ought to possess
the demonstrable right of final sanction of =zctivities,,.that
have direct political implicatiens and require the use of
political Judgment.l ' .

108, One can expect, therefore, thét the United States will con-

tinue to have access tp the bases for military strike, reconnais-

~ sance, and loglstic operations. While these operations will

require the knowledge and approval of the British govermment, it
is dbubtful that this will seriously restrict thelr scope while
the presént government remains ln office ~- another three years,
at least, in the absence of some unlikely and unforeseen crisils,
When éﬁd 1f the labor Party regains of;ice, current trends within
the party seem to support the pessimistlic prediction that the mod-
erate wing may have lost control in the face of powerful unilater-
alist pressures, If this occurs, the lebor platform will include
proposals for the removal of, at a minimum, the most "provocative"
of the American forces or installations in the U.K,: almost cer-
tainly any nuclear-armed aireraft of ﬁhe U.S. Air Force and the
RAF-manned, American supplied and controlled THOR missiles.2
Whether under new leadership the party would also advocate the
withérawal of all U.S. base rights, including those rights that
the U,S8, is now requesting for the support of FBM submarlnes as :.:i%

well as access to other facilities for naval support and for stra-

teglc warning and recornalissance, 1s more questionable, ﬁnless

%/ July 16, 1680, p. z47.

_J/ In 1958, Labor had proposed a suspension of the construction
of 21l miselle bases in Britain until Summit talks had explored
the possibilities of a wider understanding with the USSR. See

ILabour's Fovelen Folicy, 1958, p. 3.
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the Labor Party determines to go-the full way to neutralism and

abandnnm¢n£ of all British commitments to the Western alliance,

110, Current estlmates of public attitudes suggest that a Labor
program advocating the withdrawal of all U.s:HS%riRE“and-support
- systems would find little appeal among British votgrs,lunless -
some grave and major crilsls seriously shakes confidence 1in U.S,
strategic support and protecticn or greatly intensifles fears
of unjustifiably rash and "provocative" U.S. actions. It is much
more likely that the British people would accept the abéndonment
of Britain's independent deterrent in the future, should it
prove necessary for military, finanelal and political reasons,
But it is also iikely that they would favor continued reliance
on the American strategic deterrvent and contribute those facil-
ities in the U.K. that are necessary to its effectiveness, though
preferably nct alrbases for strategic'nuclear gstrike forces of

launching sites for IREM's,

CONCLUSIONS

111, The United States places high value on its alllance tles

with the United Kingdom for a number of reasons, among them: the
basic similarity of American and British international objectives
and policies, the U.K.'s influence as a world power, its technolog-
;pal, industrizl and financial resources, 1ts strateglc location
off the Burcpean Continent and its outposts in otner areas, 1ts -
active military contributions to the Free World's arsenal, and its
proviéion of extensive facilities for the deployment and support cof

U.S. ground, sea, and air forces.

112. The Anglo-American alliance with the Canadian alliance, the
firmest in the American allliance gystem, rests ultimately on the con-

tinued unity of British and American international objectives and on
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thelr continued concurrence on. the foreign and defense policiga
best suited to achleve these ends. As long as the'Cohservative
govermment remains in office, substantlial agreement can be -
expected to prevall in both these fields, although oécasional
differences in approach and priority may arise, Particular
difficulties may stem from increaged Brltish pressure for a
greater volce in the West's military and pelitical approach
toward the Communist Bloc, While 1t does not now appear likely
that the Labor Party can gain office before 1964 and possibly
not for several years thereafter, present trends within the
party suggest that many of the forelgn and defense policies of
a future Labor government would be incompatible with U,S,
interests. One such pollcy might be that of unilateral nuclear
disarﬁamentnandutheﬁremoval of U,S, bases from British soill,
presently urged by-an apparent majority of the party's trade
‘union membership.

113, The most important single factor affecting British atti-
tudes toward the alliance wlll be the degree of official and
public confidence that U,S, miliftary policies and deployments
will, on balance, enhance the security of the U,K, againat both
-nuclear devastatlion and Communist dominétion. Such an estimate
wlll depend on the future dominant evaluatidn of the primary
threat to U.K. national interests,

114, In this réspect it 1s conceivable but not likely that the
evident dangers of Communist aggression could, in the future, be
eclipsed by severely intensified British fears of invelvement
in a general nuclear war, The effects of such a2 deve]opmgnt on
British national and collective cdefense policles would be far-

reaching. At present, only a small (but vocal)} minority conclude
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that the pqssiblemdangers of_the "nuclear menace" would Justify

the risks involved in Britlish nuclear disarmzment and in a
neutrallist reorientation of British policies, The vast majority
of Britons now reject that conclusion and 1ts impliclit assumption

that nuclear devastation and neutralism are the only alternatives,

115, Iﬁ is nevertheless significant that the wildespread disposi-
tion at present to downgrzde the likelihood of general war has
not offset the steady increase in pudblic apprehensions about
the consequences for the U.K, of such a2 war, These apprehensions
have led to more skeptical opilnions on the practicality and
desirability of a national or collective nucleér deterrence
strategy for the preservation of Britaln's security, 1f such a

strategy requires strategic bases on the British Isles,

115, Public apprehensions concerning nuclear war are not
likely to affect the Conservétive government's present reliance
on thé‘threat of strateglc retaliation to deter an attack on
the UK., against which =- the government has a@mitted ~-= the
U.K, could not be defended, However, the practical difficultles
and expense of maintzining an adequate and secure British retal-
iatory force may lead the U,K. to abandon its independent deter-
rent within a2 few years and to place total reliance for its
strategic protection on the American strlke force, Such a move
would proﬁably not be accompanied by reductions in British mil-
ltary contribut;ons in other fields to NATO or other collectlve
defenée arrangements, and British faclilities fcr the support of
U.S. strateglc systems would likely remain available, Neverthe-
less, continued British pressure can be expected for full lmowl-
edge and greater control of U,S. mllitary operations fr&m U.K.
bases and for Joint qonsultation cn the use of nuclear weapons

-

both from British soll and elsewhere,
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JAPANESE ATTITUDES TOWARD COLLECTIVE DEFENAE

PURPOSE
1, To examine current trends in Japanese attitudes toward
defense problems, and identify those likely to affect Japan's
military collaboration with the United States through the
mid-19601s,

SCOPE
2. Japanese publie and official attitudes toward the cold war,
rearmament, nuclear weapons, and military collaboration with the
U.S, are reviewed in the context of Japan's postwar. political
development and military importance to the Unitgd'States._ The
future implications of these attitudes for the U.S.-Japanese
military alliance are then examined,

SACKGROUND

3. Follewing Japan's military defeat in 1945, the country was
governed for seven years through the offices of the Supreme
Commander for the Allied Powers, A primary objective of this
govermment was to provide for the basic democratization of Japan
"and to insure that 1t would never again commlt armed aggression,
To this end a series of major social, economic and political
reforms were instituted by SCAP, including a Constitution that
barred war as an instrument of Japanese policy, Militarists
were purged from the Japanese political parties; the Emperor
reduced to the titular head of government; local autonomy
encouraged; labor unions established; and large land holdings
broken up, There were also major "trust busting”, taxati&n,

vqtiﬁg and educational reforms,

4, To a surprising degree these institutional reforms were
accepted by the Japanese people and have interacted with
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1deolopleal, social and economic forces to produce permanent
socinl chnnge. Thi; factor, coupled to a widespread Japanese
recpect for Mmerica, and Jepan's continued dependenéé on the U.S.
for botlh defeﬁse and trade, made it easy to assume that Japan
would cndure as both a Western democracy and 2 U.S. military ally.
For this reason the wrath and violence that erupted in Japan

over ratification of the U.S.-Japanese security treaf last May,
the cancellation of President Elsenhower's visit, and the down-

£all of the Kishi government all came as considerable shocks to

the United States.

5. These events made 1t apparent that there was a measure of
public discontent with the foreign and military policies pursued
by the Japanese goyernment gince the nation became independent
1n 1952, As most Western observers agreed that the new treaty
was in.fact acceptable to the large majority of the Jzpanese
people, the May 1960 riots were perhaps most significant in the
questioﬁs they raised about the durability of Japan's new
political institutions. It appeared that the concept of a
parliamentary democracy was still threatened by such Japanese
political traditions as minority intransigence and “direct

action,"

6. The scope, duration, and intensity of the Spring riots and

demonstrations also highlighted several trends in Japanese public'

opinion on defense matters that had been gaining in strength
during the pastfseveral years. As these attitudes bear directly
on Japan's futu;e role as an ally of the United States they are
of considérable 1mportancé. It should be remembered that Japan,
since the occupation, has become the most prosperous and dynamic
éf the non-Communist nations 6f Asia., It is in a unique position

and has great potential for contributing to the developmer.t of
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the newer Asian and even African states, In 1959, 1its 90 million
people produced a GNP of $30.billion and provided an export:

rnarket for over $1 tillion worth of U.S, goods, a new high in

both categories, Militarily, Japan is the most important link

in the chain of islands which provides logistic faecillties and
bases indispensable to an economical and effective defensive posl-
tion in the Weatern Pacific, These profound changes in Japan's
domestic life and international pocition over the past fifteen
years are the background against which the Japanese attitudes and

opinions, discussed 1h the following paragrephs, must be placed,

DISCUSSION

JAPAN'S CONTRIBUTIONS TO COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

7. In terms of 1ts present military potentlal, the active
contributions that Japan can make to Western collectlve defense

efforts are relatively small,

8. While Japanese ground forces have progressed during the
last ten years from what was essentially a police reserve into
a relatively well-trained force capable of cperations at the
division level, this force;is considered incapable of sustained
.defensive operations without heavy U.S. strategic, naval and
air support. The Groﬁnd Self-Defense Force, created in 1950, to
replace the National Pollice Reserve, was granted an alr force
in 1954, and its mission expanded from the maintenance of public
order to include the repulsion of foreign attack, At present,
1ts strength is estimeted at 171,500 men, an increase of about
41,000 over its 1954 strength. Unofficial plaﬁs are for a
180,000 man ground force, ccusisting of twelve infantry and one
mechanized division organized on pentémic lines. The GSDF
suffers from inadequate maneuver aress and 1ts naval and

alr forces are considered incapable of providing adequate
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troop 1lift support. These millitary shoftcomings result ip large
part from the continued absence of any subtstantizl public or
official support for large-scale rearmament efforts. For the
foreseeable future i1t 13 likely that Japan will remain heavily
dependent on U.S. advice and assistance in the defense fleld
and that thé GSDF will continue to be almost totallylgependent

on U.S. naval and air support for its effectiveness.

g, Japan's most significant contribution to U.S. military
objectives in *he Far East 1s therefore its avallability as a
base for logiztle and combat operations. Without access to
present storage, alr, and naval base facilitles on the Japanese
41slands, the ditficulties of establishing an effectlve deterrent/
defenszive posture in the Far East would be greatly compounded.

In addition to their support of U.S. fcrces deployed in Korea,
5apaﬁeseufacflities'§fe ofabérticular importahce to operation of
U.S. naval forces in the Western Pacific. Yokosuka, Honshu,
Japan, 1s the principal navél base for WESTPAC forces, providing
bulk supplies of POL and ammunition in addition to major facili-
ties for ship repalr. Sasebo, Kyushu, Japan, 1s a najor fleet .
anchorage and includes the largest POL reserve west of Péarl
Harbor. It has been estimated that loss cf these two bases alone
would require upwards of 50 additional supply ships to maintain
the present readiness of the Seventh Fleet. Possible alternatives
to the Japanése bases, such as Guan and.Okinawa, do not have ‘
commensurate facilities. Other U:S. military 1nstallations on
the Japanese Islands, such as electfonic intercept and target-
Tixing facillities, woula be difficult or even impossible to

duplicate elsewhere,

17 See Dally Intelligence Builletin, No. 2891, 25 July 1960, SECRET.
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JAPANESE ATTITUDES ON NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

The Political Climate

10, The politilcal backgrdund for examination of Japanese
opinion on security relations with the U.S, can perhaps best be
characterized as an uneasy parliamentary democracy, The great
majority of public offices in Japan are held by members of the
conservative Liberal Democratic Party (LPD). A minority oppo-
sition is furnished by the Japanese Socialist Party (JSP), which
has won approeximately one-third of the total number of seats in
the Upper and Lower Houses of the Diet since the war, and a
small Japanese Conmunist Party (JCP).1 But this strong plurality
of the LPD overestimates its ability to incorporate into legls-
lation public and party opinion on many issues, Several reasons,
arising from difficulties encountered in merging traditional
Japanese practices with the postwar polltical institutions, may
be g}ven for this disparity. The first is that many Japanese
do nét yet trust the political parties to be responsive to thelr
desires, AT the mass level; there are many adherents to the
thesis that politics is synonymous with graft and corruption.
Thus the partiles often find it difficult to attract and hold
popular loyalties and support, Secondly, a straightforward legis-

lative program in Japan is constantly threatened by factionalism

-within the parties, It is selcdom tThat a party leader can guide

through the Diet major bills for mere than two years at a time

thout suffering such bitter opposlition that he loses nominztion

1707 The “of SSaTs In the Lower House nf the Diet, the LPD now
controls 286; the JSP, 153; the JCP, 1; and 15 are vacant, The
Socialists enjoy thelr greatest strength at this nationz2l level,
At the prefectural level they are much weaker, with 482 Sociali-
igts in the prefectural assemblies, representing 18,5 percent
of the total number, Further drastic declines are shown at
the city and distriet levels where they have 908 Assemblymen
or 4.6 percent, and at the rural tewn level where the Scecizl=-
ists represent only 0.5 vercent of the elected officlals,
Robert A. Scalapinc, "Jazpenese Socialism in Crisis," Foreizn
Affairs, January 1960, Although the Communists control 1ew
oiTices anywhere, they still are supported by 1 million voters
out of 4O million, They are particularly active on issues con-
cerning security policy and often attempt to infiltrate or con-
solidzte with the Socialists in order to be heard, See C.I.W.,
U Japanese Cormmunist Party," 25 August 1950 (SECRET).
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as his own party's candidate in the nexf election, Either he
does nothing 1m§ortant, or he ieads and falls, TFinally, there
gtill exlsts in Japan a basic discomfort with the principles of
majoritarianism, Historically, the Japanese are used to long

and arduous compromlises on important issues, rather than to that
acqulescence by the minority to the will of the majority upon
which effective parliamentary democracy rests, The tendency of
the Sociallsts and Communists to revert to direct action and pro-
test demonstrations to force their views'onto the majority has
contributed to this distrust, even among conservatives., Minority
rights are not enthusiastically guarded by the majority when the

minority resorts to the subversion of basic institutions.

11. An example of these aspects of Jepan's political climate
was furnished by the political machinations during ratification
of the U,S.-Japan security treaty. Suspiclons were first arcused
about the Kishi administration's conduct in negotiating and rati-
fying the treaty -- and by'inference about the treaty i1tsell --
by factions within his own Lilberal Democratic Party.l These fac-
tional leaders attacked Prime Minister Kichi for more than a
year, often to advance thelr personal interests, though less than
10 percént of the Liberal Democratic Party members in the lower
house failed to support him when it actually came to a vote, This
' provided an opening for the left wing opposition parties and

organizations to mount a campalgn against the government. These

17 For exemple, Xono ichiro, one of the most powerful conservative
factionzl leaders arraigned against Kishi, contended that a
change in leadership was necessary to meintain any relations
with Communist China and the Soviet Union after the ratifica-
tion of a treaty of such duration (ten years), Kono leads a
group lmown as the Shunjukkai, some of whom absented themselves
from Diet debate and voting through "ill health" in oppesition

" to Kishi. Other "anti-mainstream" factions in the LDP were
headed by Matsumara, Miki, and Ikeda. Factionallsm on 1lssues
other than the security treaty, and cther problems, also
threaten the unity and even existence of the JSP.
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groups, which oppose the conservative administration on almost

all lssues and are vocal, aggressive, and well—érganized, resorted
to the violent tactics which brought down the Kishl administra-
tion., With the help of a leftist préss Jealously conscious of

its new rights of free expression, they created a widespread
impression that their actions were Justified by the government's
suppression of i1ts legislative opposition., This impression was a
major factor in the publlc's toleration of the subsequent

demonstrations and vioclence,

12, The difficulties attending revision of the securlty treaty
are only the most dramatic of a series of open controversies
which have developed over the ro}e of the U.3. in the general
area of Japan's national security., PFundamentally, these differ-
ences have arisen as a result of another general trend in Japanese
politics, This 1s a tacit but growing desire of many Jananeﬂé to
see Japan re-emerge eventually as a leading country in Asia and -
to occupy a position as a "bridge" between Asiz and the Vest,
The probable path of such a development has been intensively
studied.l To provide larger markets for her burgeoning indusiry,
1t is expected that Japan will particularly seek %o extend her
political and economic contacts with the states of Southeast Asla,
For example, Japan has continued to term near-fucture "normalization®

2/
of her relations with Communist China a necessity. That most

I/ See "ine rosition ol Japah in the Far Zast and in International
Politics 1965-1970," Tempo Report No, S58TP-41, Technical Mill-
tary Pianning Operation, General Electric Company, Santa
Barbara, California, 31 Décember 1958,

2/ In early August 1960, a Chinese Communist delegation attended
the Tokyo Labor Conventlon and the Sixth lWicrld Conference Against
Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs. They were the Iirst Chinese visltors
to Japan since Peiping broke 21l but nominal trade relaticns in
mid-1958 after Japan refused to make political concessions verg-
ing on recognition, The group was refused an extension of their
two-week visas by the Ikeda adéministraticn, which considers
their political demands for resumpiion of trade out of porpor-
tion to its value when compzred %o the $: billion U.S. trade
balanced in Japan's favor, O.N,I.B., 25 July 1500,

11 August 1950 (SECRET).
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Japanese would not advocate such a rapproaehment without the
approval of the U.S. 1s alsoc symptomatic of her geal of maintain-
ing her Western ties while moving into this more neutralistlc
pesition. The present wide debate in Japan on national security
{ssues illuctrates the development of this trend. These issues
include, but are not limited to: the extent of Japan's involve-
ment in the cold war; the nature and control of U.S. bases in
Japan, and the stationing of‘U.S. troops on Japanese soil; Japan-
ese rearmament; and nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons testing and

the establishment of missile bases in Japan.

Japanese Attitudes Toward Present Involvement 1in the Cold War

13. The attitudes of the Japanese concerning Japan's present
involvement in the cold war reflect considerable ambivalence. Gn
the one hand, the practical advantages that accrue to Japan from
her present economic and military ties to the U.S. and the West
are cleerly and obviously appreciated by the conservatives in
general; on the other hand, there are many -- including
ccnservativee —— who feel, explicitly or implicltly, that the
alliance with the U.S. preciudes real independence (do}:uritsu)1
and freedom of action for Japan. The continued presence of U.S.
forces in Japan and the evident U.S. influence on the foreign
policy of 1its government is often interpreted to mean that the
U.S. is simply conducting the occupation in a new, more subtle,
form. The contention of the leftists and some conservatives that
the alliance with the U.S. does not really leave Japan free to
develop and pursue an independent, genuinely Japanese, foreign
policy, 1s a charge that evokes considerable popular mass appeal.

The slogan doluritsu is one of the few slogans used by all

1/ The slogan dokurivsu (independence) became popular, interest-
ingly enough, aiter Japan emerged from the era of American
Occupation, and is lnvariably employed cnly in relaticn to
Jepan's ties with the U.S.
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political pafties, and 1s clearly a reflectlion of renascent
natlonallst feellng. The call for greater Jépanese independence
implies that Japan must reduce her ties with the U.S., and from
this 1t 1s only a short step to the afgument that Japanese

pollcy must move in a direction of greater neutrality in the
1/ .

cold war.

14, Despite indications that the Japanese desire greater
independence, and that at least one-third of the electorate
supports the Soclalists and thelr policy of neutralism, the fact
remains that the cornerstone of present Japanese foreign policy
is c¢lose cooperation and alliance with thé U.S. and the Free
‘World.  Nonetheless, it is clear that no Japanese Government
can afferd to 1gnore the wldespread sentiments which.favor
neutrélity, and 1t is in recozyniticn of tihese attitudes that the
predominant goal of Jzpanesg™conservatives can best be described
as thatnof securing greater freedom of action for Japan within
the framework of close Japanese-American relations, rather than

in terms of independence per se or neutrality.

Attitudes Towards the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation
and Security

15. The aligrment of Japan with the Pree World 1s most
grapnlcally expressed by its defensive treaty arrangements
with tﬁe U.S. Since the end of the occupation on April 28, 1852,
when the Treaﬁy of Peace restored Japén's sovereignty, the

security relationship with the U.S. has been determined by the

1/ Indicative of Jepanese crientatlons toward the cold war are
the results of the following question put to Jaranese parlia-
mentarizns during early 1958: "ieuld you approve or disapprove
of Japan being as neutral as possible 1n the cold war under
present circumstances?"

Total Iibersl-Democrats  Socialists
Approve 60% 52§ 93%
Disapprove _ 4% 37% ’
@ualified Answer 5% §§ gg
No Opinion 3% 5% 3
. 100% 100% 100%
Tt will be noted that one-half of the Liberal-Democrats Join

almost all. Soclalists in approving a pollcy of as high a
degree of neutrality as possible for Japan. See Lloyd A.
Free, Six Allies and a Neutral (The Free Press, Glencoe, Ill.,
1959), pp. #2-47, 50-32. e
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Security Treaty signed at San Francisco on September 8, 1951.
The Securit& Treaty contlnued to a substantial degree the pights
to bases ip Japan that the U.S. had exercised during the occupa-
tion. lt provided the U.S. with unlimited rights to station in
Japan forces for the maintenance of peace in the Far East and
the security of Japan, while not binding the U.S. te defend Japan.
By 1957, however, Jepan had made great progress toward lessening
1ts dependence on the U.S. Its regaining of stature in the
family of nations was attested by its election to the Security
Council of the United Nations, 1its growing defense capabllities,
~and its lmproving economlc vigof. It was at this time that Japan
began to press for revision of some of.the "one-sided” treaty

arrangements,

16, The process of negotlaticn for this revision continued until
the U.S.=-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Securify was
signed by the foreign ministers of both countries on January 20,
1960, kThe overall aim of the Kishi administration cduring the
bargaining was to achieve a greater degree of control over the
use of U.S. bases and to clothe the treaty with more indicia of
partnership and equality between the partles. Kishi's purpose
was to meet the growing uneasiness in Japan over the provisions
of the former trezaty and to remove the stigma of coercion that had
attéched to 1t; i.e., that the arrangement was one which was
prenegotiated by SCAP during the preparations for wlthdrawal
and hence was part of the price Jazpan paid for the ending of the
occupafion. The U.S. was, in general, anxious to avold any
serious breakdown in relations with Japan that might occur if
the U.S. appeared so truculent as to antagonize a large number

of Japanese.

17. The new treaty included a number of significant revislons,
The U.S. right to veto arrangements for the entry of a third

power into Japan was removed, as was the rignt of intervention
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by U.S. forces into any large-scale internal disturbance in
Japan. The U,S. undertock a specific commitment to regard attack
upon Japan as one on itself, thus placing Japan in. the same
poslition as Amerlican's NATO allies. These changes were intended -
to remove any considered derogation of Japan's equal sovereignty
and dignity. The treaty was also changed from one of unlimited
duration to one lasting only ten years. Finally, there were
1ncorporated the following changes: 7

"Article IV: The parties will consulé togé%her from time

to time regarding the implementation of the Treaty, and,

at the reque5u of elther Party, whenever the securdity of

Japan or international peace and security in the Far East
is threatened, . .

"Article VI: . ., . The U.S., 1s granted the use by its land,
air, and naval forces of facilities and areas in Japan.

.The use of these facilities and arcas as well as the
status of U.S, armed forces in Japan shall be govermed by
separate agreement. . ."

The latter agreement, commonly described as the Japan Status of
Forces ggreement, includes many provisions of similar agreements
with NATO countries in addition to the following diplematic note
of January 19, 1960:

"Major changes in the deployment into Japan of U.S. armed
forces, major changes in their eguipment, and the use of
facilities and areas 1n Japan as bases for military combat
operaticns to be undertaken from Japan other than those
conducted under Article V (reply to ammed attack against
either party in the territories under the administraticn of
Japan) shall be the subjeci? of prior consultation with
the Government of Japan.'

18. There was also established a special committee to be used as
appropriate for the consultations specified above, Called the
Security Ceonsultative Committee, the membership includes for
Japan: the Minlster for Foreign Affairs and the Director General

of the Defense Agency; and on the U.S. side, the U.S. Ambassador

;/ Fer the text of the entire treaty pacliage as well as discussion
of its meaning and application see Treaty of Mutual Cooperation
and Security with Javan, Hearing berore the Comnittee on soreign
Relztions, U.S. Senate, 86th Congress, 2d Session, June 7, 1960.
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19, Although the wording of the treaty is somewhat open to in-

terpretation, it was understood by the U.S. negotiztors to mean
thet prior consultaticn through the Secufity Consultztive
Committee would be required before the introduction into Jzpan

of muclear wezpons and "large missiles" (i.e., changes in

"Geployment") and pefcre the initiation of military combat ﬁ’}

ﬂ}.‘fth Yy

cutslde Japan,=
s e S E iy

operztions from Japan ageinst areas

consulietion in the event of & U.S. desire to use the Jazpanese

bases. for combat operztions.in the Formosz Straits, Vietnam, or
elsewnere in Southeazst Asia, their availeblility is of substantial
value.h'The bases and fzeilities are first of high lcgistic
importance. For example, it i1s estimated that the availability
2% the Yokosuka Raval Base of overhzul and repalr faci}ities
permits the maintenance of the Seventh Fleg#;at a high level of
betile-readiness at a saving oflhundreds of"ﬁillions of dollars

2 year compared to 'the cost of maintaining these vessels from bases
nearer the U.S. Secondly, the ver§ presence of the bases is of
psychological -import as the perimeter of feéistance to Bloc
expansion, somewhat.in znalogy with Berlin, Their existence &ls0
implies that the Soviet Union can never totally discount their .

possible use to a grezter degree than the Jzpanese government

would now z2llow.

20, After the text of the new treaty was made public on

January 20, 1960, the Kishi administration began the process of

poperatlo
Z3 i "-f:‘?.’?i"'zr
B oy I e R e R B R .-; ..%_ i;“‘?gﬁ “F
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its presentatlion to the Japanese people and to the Diet for
ratification. The terms of the treaty evoked a national debate'
of major proportions. The spectrum of Japanese attitudes towards
the treaty ranged from absolute opposition by the Socialists and
Communists, who favored immediate neutrality,é/ to a somewhat
reluctant acknowledgement by the majority of the people that it
was & necessary requirement for continued Jzpanese security. The
varlous arguments employed by those who opposed the treaty were
not without appeal to many Japanese who, while supportiﬁg the
government's position, would nonetheless prefer a situation in
which U.S. bases and other concomitants of the security treaty
were no longer needed, These arguments may be summarized as
follows: _

2, Close ties with the U.S. preclude Japan from being
completely independent,

b. Japan's present relations with the U.S., though intended
to defend her against external aggression, actually invite
attack, If a major confliét should break out between the Sino=-
Soviet Bloc and the U,S., Japan would be caught in the middle
and subjected to both offensive and defensive actions, while
abrogation of the treaty and other ties with the U.S. would
reduce this risk of involvement in nuclear war.

c. The countries of Southeast Asia would be much readier to

“cooperate with Japan 1if she were no longer closely tied to the
U. 8.

d. Japan, together with Indla, would become a powerful

"third force" to which other uncommitted naticns can rally,

and 1ntefnational tension and the risk of another world war

1/ it is only quite recently that the Communists adopted their
present, though undoubtedly interim, position urging Japanese
espousal of neutrality. During the Korean War, for exampmle,
the Communist poslition was that Japan should reject neutraliam
on the sccre that one could not be neutral between the forces
of aggression led by the U.S. and those of peace led by the
Sino-Scviet Bloc. The Central Committee of the Japanese Com-
munist Party passed a resolutlon on i8 January 155G, proposing
the zbrogation of the Security Treaty with the U.S., together
with abolitlon of all mllitary bases, It further urged that
Japan should establish "honorable relations” with the U.S. and
all nations of the world, and that Japan should remain neutral
and refuse to Jjoin any military alliance.
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would be lessenedhby addiné-Japan's industrial base and
technology to the neutralist camp.
e. Japan would get the best of both worlds by playing an
uncommitted role in the ceold war, since both sides reslize
that a breakdown of the Japanese economy might force Japan

into the arms of the other side.

21. These arguments exerﬁ a sufficiently'powerful attraction
on the electorate that even the Lliberal Democrats feel compelled
to take them into account by émploying soclzlist and neutralist
slogans.;/ However, both the Kishl and Ikeda administrations
clearly rejected their main thrust, and remalined for c¢lose though
qualified cooperation with the U.S., as has most of the electorate.
In the Diet elegtions of 1958 and 1959, in which foreign policy
issues played an unusually significant part, the voters were

given an opportunity to decide between two clearly opposing

positions -- that of the Soclalists who advocated rapprochement

with Communist China and the Soviet Union (and whose platform
called for a policy of Japanese neutralism in the cold war) and
that of the Liberal Democrats who stood for a continuation of

the status quo -~ that is, alliance with the U.S. and the Free

World. The outcome 6f both the elections was a victory for the

Kishi administration.

22. The new treaty was presented to the Japanese Diet for
ratification on 5 February 1960. The legislative battle which

ensued, the most bitter and protracted in the postwar pelitical

1/ The Japanese Soclalist Party has recelved about one-third of
the total vote in national elections since World War II. This
strength has induced the Conservatives to adopt for themselves
certaln elements of the Socialist foreign policy platform. In
the past these borrowed policles and slogans have included
demands for closer ties between Japan and other Aslan ccuntries,
and for complete equality in Japan's relations with the U.S,
See I.I, Morris, "Foreign Pollcy 1in Japan's 1958 Elections,"”
Pacific Affairs, September 1555, pp. 229-235.
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hlstory of Japan, terminated with final effective ratification on ’
19 June 19060. Some of the legislative oppecsition sprang from a
fear of exacervating tensions 1n the Far East, particularly with
respect tc negotiation of certain territorial claims with Russiai
and hope for improvement of trade relations with Communist China.
If the Bloc had taken offense at the terms of the 1951 U.S.-
Jepanese treaty, Japan could have explained that 1t had not been
voluntarlly undertaken. By hegotiating a new treaty, Japan
could no longer deny its responsibility for its orientation
toward and commitments to the United States. The anti-treaty
forces also attacked i1t on the score that it permitted U.S.
forces stationed in Japan to fight in other areas in the Far
East, such as Formosa and South Korea, and that this might
involve Japan 1n hestilities between the U.S. and a third power.
The Kishl administration attempted to counter this argument by
making the most of itfs success in securing the U.S.'s agreement
to "pribr consultation,” arguing that such consultation would

prevent Japan from becoming engaged in hostilities zgainst its

1/ The Japanese have declined to conclude a peace treaty

officially ending World War II with the Soviet Union until
the USSR recognizes these claims, ¢ one point the Soviet
Union had agreed to return part of the claimed 1slands in
return for Japan's signature to the peace treaty, but in
November; 1659, wlthdrew the offer as diplomatic retalia-
Cuaecn for the {ishi administraztion's refuszl to sesik abirega-
tion oi tine 1952 U.3.,-Japar Security Treaty and nezy opting
instead for tihis revision of it. Japanese public opinion
was outrazged oy this Soviet acticn, and even extreme non-
Comaunist lefe-wing elenents Joinad in suprvort of the
governmentis Geclorztion deploring the Soviet zetion.
Paradoxically this probably helped rather than hindered
ratification.
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will, However, even some supporters of the government appeared

to :llscount the right of prior consultation as such a guarantee.l/
23, In gulding the treaty through to Diet ratification,
Prime Minlster Kishl was subjected to much personal vilification,
Although he had allowed more than three months' debate on the
treaty, hls opposition had used this time largely for emotional
appeals to the public, In late May, when Klishl moved to cut
discussion and ratify the treaty, the Sociélists were stlll
demanding additional time for debate. Immediately before the
balleoting they resorted to a sitdown strike, a boycott of the
Diet, and strong-arm tactics, but 2 majority of the Lower House
approved the treaty on 20 Mzy 1960. Action by the Lower House
becomes final if the Upper House remains in session for thirty
more days without acting to_change 1t. Hence, when the Dlet
‘session, which ordinarily would have terminated on May 26, was
extendeé‘for fi1fty days by another majority vote on May 26, the
demonstratlons whiclh had punctuated opposition to the treaty
since early November 1659, reached a climex. Reports indicate
that 62,000 took part in Tokyo and 202,000 throughout the
country, many of the participants being_members of the
Socizlist and Comrmunist parties, the Generzl Council of
Japanese Trade Unlons, and the Federation of Student Self-

Government Assoclaticns. While the demonstrations falled to halt

i/ The Asahi and Yomiuril, two of Japan's largest and most
influential newspapers,. criticlzed the revised treaty for
not centeoining a firmer guzrantee that the U.S. would not
act without Japanese consent on any aspect of the new
securlty agreement requiring consultation between tl.e two
countries. The Yomiurl stated: "The phrasing of the Jjoint
communique (referring to. the Elsenhower-Xishl communique of
19 January 1960) indicates that assurance of pricr con-
sultatlon 1is not a right to be enjoyed by Japan but some-
thing to be granted when America deems 1t necessary. The
implications are obvious . . ." Yomiurl, January 20, 1960.
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the final effective ratification of the treaty on 19 June 1960,
they did succeed in feorelng Kizhi to prbmise his reéignation and .
request the cancellation of President Eicenhower!'s visit, the
timing of which made many belleve 1t was deslgned to bolster
Kishi's own prestige. The strong minority opposition, aided by

" the Liberal Democratic party factionalism, thus made'ratification
a Pyrrhic yictory for Kishi personally. The election of Ikeda
to replace Kishi has done ji1ttle to heal this factionalism, and
herein may lie the seeds for the future downfall of another con-
servative administration.l/

«

oL, mhe process of securing ratification for the treaty has
brought home the fact that, while the treaty has the support of
the majority of the Liberal Democrats and most important business
groups, their support was by no means unqualified. Further, the
general public's acceptance of the Liberal Democrats! stress on-
Japan's peed o1 close cooperation with the United States and
protection against Cormunist attack does not necessarily imply
popular enthusiasm for these positions on the part of the Japanese
people. The 1ndications are that, for the pre s=nt at least, most
Japanese look upon the question of élose ties with America as
necessary in view of Japan's weak military and economic position,
.nd that the security tresty, although not desirable in and of
itself, is something which, in the circumstances, cannoﬁ be
helped. This attitude reflects & pragmatic rather than an
i1declogical approach to the ties with the U.S. From thé Japanese
point of view, the relationship has risks and drawbacks, but 2t

-

1/ Keno and the Shun ulal were not included in the new cabinet

ennounced by Ikeda in early July, 1960. Kono presently favers
the creation of a new conservative party in Japan as a result.
gee Tokyo newspaper Kyodo, in English, 12 August 1860.
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the same time it is looked upon as one in which the advaniagzesd

outweigh those to be gained from pursuingvthe alternative

advocated by the Sociallsts,

25, The violent success of the public cemonstratlons brought
out the fact that a militantly organized minority can impose
its will against the wiéhes of the majofity. While Ikeda has
pledged himgelfl repeatedly to the same policles as Kishi, and
to the implementation of the new treaty as the foundatién df his
dcmestic and diplomatic policies, the possibility of jeopardiza-
tion of the U.S, military position in'Jqpan by demonstrations or
strikes against fhe bases must not—bé pverlooked. The Socialist
and Communist partieé'and-the Sohyo ﬁabor Organization have
addpted'resolutions %o oppose the implementation of the treaty
Whenevef possible. ﬁowever, the excesses of these groups will
more 1;kely have the opposite effect.‘,A recent public opinion
poll‘shpws that the Socialists have reached & new low in populér
estimation.l The sevefal prefectural elections since Ikeda's
election by his party have resulted in wide margin wins for
Liberal Democrats, especially in the-rural areas, desplte ag

intense effort by the Socialists to expand theilr influence.

showed the Ikeda administration enjoys greater popular support
than any other government since 1951, The publilc presently

. favors the Liberal Democratic Party 3 to 1 over the Socialists,
who were at their lowest ebb in the Party's history. Of par-
ticular interest is the shift away from the Socialists in
youth and highly educated groups:

1/ The poldl, JGst concluaed by Asahi, & large Tolkyo newsDaper,

LPD J3D * ]
Age 20-29 3355 20% '
Highly Educated 375 27%

J.o Tntelligence Bulletin, 12 August 1960 (SECRET, limited
gistripution}. ' .
2/ ONIB, 29 July 1960 (SECRET). :
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The violent minority has also weakened public opposition to thé:'%
use o the Self-Defense Forces to quell serious ricta,'-thou.gh this
would still be an unpopular mcve., There have been investigations
and arrgsts of leaders of the anti-pact rallies by local police |
boarﬁs._/ Finally, as & result of the public relaztions efforts
ty each of tﬁe U.S,., bases, combined with the eccnomic znd sceizl
benefits of employment 2t the bases, it bgcame more difficult

for the 3.7 mlllion workers of Sohyo to leave uheir Jo--, how-

ever willing they were to pass resoluuions 2t union conventlions,

Ttitudes Toward Rezrmazment

26, Jazpanese popular reaciions to the réarmament issue are not
easy to define, Polls and other surveyég/ indiczte a graduzl,
albeit reluctant, acceptance by the Japanese.people.of the need
for some sort of national defense force, Beyond this nﬁ consensus

1s discernzble, A48 2 GémesTic political issue the entire question

has become one of the most controversial in Japén. The Socizlists

oppose reérma:ent strenuously and make it a major issue in their
election campaligns, The Liberal Democrats support limited re-
ermament, but the enthuslesm of their supporénhas wavered in the
past. The future strength of a2 nztional def?ﬂée force may well
have received a boost from the recent June riots, While political
considerztions may continue to militete against the use 6f the

military to quell internzl disturbances, the Ikeda administration

_/*’he pociice investigetions zlso establlshed that the mobbting .
of U.S. Presidentizl Press Secretary James magerty &t Haneda
Airport on- 10 June 1960 wzs planned and directed Dy members

of the JCP and the extremist Zengarxuren student organization,
FOPE‘E“ Hro;dcast Tn*c:mg*ion Service, Daily Report, 28 July
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had pledged i1tself to prevent such occurrénces and 1s expected

to move ahead quietly with contingency plans to cope with possible
new outbreaks of serious violence.l The primary reasons cited
against rearmament may be summarized as follows:

&. Article IX of the 1947 Constitution,g/the so-called
anti-war clause, calls for Japan to become a completely
demilicarized state;

b. The economic and finanelal resources of Japan cannot
stand the burcen which rearmament would entail without reducing
the sgtandard of living and thus adversely affecting or even
destroying its democratic freedoms and institutions.

¢. Small scazle rearmament would not contribute to the
security of Japan since 1t would be militarily insignificant
in an era of nuclear weapons and ICBM's..

d. L§rge:;qa%g yia;magggt, as well as U.S. bases and U.S.
forces on Japanese soil, invites attack from the Soviet Union

and Comunist China.

27. The supporters of some kind of rearmament, particularly the
Kishi government and the conservatives in general, have argued

that 1f Japan 1s to exercise any werld influence it can‘do s0

y ONIE, 9 August IC00 (SECRET).

2/ IT reads as follows: "Aspiring sincerely to an international
peace based on justice &nd order, the Japanese people forever
renounce war 23 a soverelgn right of the nation anéd the threat
or the use of force zs & means of settling internaticnal disg-
putes., In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding para-
‘graph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war
potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency
of the state will not be recognized.®
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only by having its own military forces ~- that is, something

i

;/ .

mere fermldable than the present Nationzl Self-Defense Force,”

The conservatives corteng that world Commmunism is a definite

threat to Japanese independence and th

de de

che pacifist and neu-

frelist argument of strength throuzh wezlmess is not impressive

in the light of the cold wer. The Xishi government favored

en amendment to the Japanese

of rearmement and woulgd have

H

could have afipred itself ¢
2
of the Diet. In prezcticzl

Democrats, although spearheading the ériv- for constisutionzl

revision, made no mention of it in their pletform

Constitution to clarify the right
[ &

pessed such an amendment Af it

2 two-thirds mejority in both Houses

political terms, however, the Liberzl

1

in the May 1959

general elections beczuse .fhey feared that it was = politically

dlsadvantageous lssue. Even among conservatives there is ambiva-

lence at the grass roots level on this issue angd, at least on .

T L e 1 s i SO faini
ey 1"%« m"’-‘:—ﬁ&-m
: P‘v”ﬁ? Ty
TR O R

The present.

Iy
P

T

né-énd

. staunchly anti-revisionist segment of the Lower House can
apparently count on at least 166 vetes; six more than zre
necessary to ca2feat 2 bill or amendment. At 2 minimum,

conservatives must lncrease their support

lezst this margin befors rsvisiorn beccomes feasible; in
Mey 1959 elections the Socizlist Party captured 165 sezts, an

increase of six over the February 1C55 elisctiona.
g2ins have, in'generzl, been cue to their use of slogans coposing

the

in the House by at

the

Socialist’

censtitutional revision, rearmement, nuclesr testing, end the

Security Trezty with the U.S.

existing alignment of forces orposed to this particuizr
it is elmost certain that only fubture general electicn

ing in an extrzcrdinary victory for the pro-revisioniss
could bring about constitutienal revision,

(
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the emotional level, the appeal of the Soclazlists'on.this par-
ticular question is not without some atiractien to.qény conser-

vative Japanese voters.

28. One final factor of relevance to Japanese attitudes toward
rearmawent is the economic factor. There 1s widespread belilel,
shared by z2ll parties, thet the costs of rezrmznent on a meaningfui
'scegle would place an Intelerable strain én the Japanese econom;.’/
This position ls taicen by a numbér of conservatives who are in-
clined to favor rearmament on other grounds, and was reflected
in the negetive a2ttiiude of the Kishi administration to United
States urging that Jzpan assume z larger éhare of 1ts defense
burden. The poiiticzl attractiveness of this argument 1s nov

lost to the Jzpanese who see in it a lever to obtain the maximmm

emount of financiz) assistence from the United States.

. - - . e T - —_— .
Attisudes Toward Nuclezr Weapons, Nuclezr Weapons Testing, &nd
The =STED.iSnment CI iMiSsile Rases in Javan

29. The subject of nuclear wezpons has been hotly dedbated in
+he Diet, with the Socialists and Communists bitterly attacling
any.proposal to introduce éither nuclezar weapons or guided missiles
into Jaﬁan as & violation of the Constitut;én. In 1958 the
Jepanese Government decided that the possession of offensive
nuclezr weapons would be unconstitutional, but on the guestion of

vwnether or not defensive nuclear wezpons also ran counter to the

Constitution, 1t remained noncommittazl, In assessing Jjapanese

CEEr e B3 et
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popular attitudes toward the nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon;
festing, 1% must be borne in mind that Jaﬁan's experiences at
Hiroshima and Naéasaki have understandably generated an ask a-
ordinary degree of emotional sensitivity on this point.i/ The
Japanese suffer from what some have termed Fradioactibe neurosis,”
expressed by extreme hostility to any further~nucléar weapons
testing, and particulerly to testing in the Pacific which, in the
past, has contaminated Japanese fish catches. The antinuclear
movement in Japan has been able,;with fhe fishing issue, to pro-
vide 1tself with zan ebonomic basls for its emotional appeal for

the cessation of nuclear testing and the abollition of all nuclear

weapons.,

30. After the "Lucky Dragon" incident, the Japanese Diet urged

that further nucleanr weapons testing by all parties be cancelled.

dal

The Soviet Union appeared to accede to this demand seven month
later énd thereby scored a substaﬁﬁial propagandé victory in
Japan, one reinforced by the United States! rejection of the
proposal., The fact that the U.S.'s offer o suspend testins cane
s1X months after the Soviet offer apparently contributed to the
relatively meager 1ﬁpression it made on the general public, |
The Soviet resumption of testing undoubtedly neutralized scﬁe of
the favorable fesponses generated by the original announcement of

a'test btan, but Soviet propaganda and psychological warfare was

1/ Jepancse-American relzilons Wore seriously affected by the 1954
"Lucky Dragon" incident in which the Jepanese tuna boat was
caught In radioactive fallout nezr Biliini 2toll, a2nd a creyw
member subsequently died. There was another near crisis in 1659
when the oceanographic survey ship “Telkkuyc Maru" passed through
heavy radiation to the west of the U.S, Central Pacific testing
grounds and crewmen only avoided the*injuries of the "Lucky
Dragon" crew by prompt Qecontamination rrocedures. :
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able to mitigate much of the unfavorsble response byishifting

the onus for the resumption of testing to the U.S.

31. Closely related io the widesprezd Japznese opposition to

The pressure of pﬁoiic opinion on thnis issue ferced both Kishi
and Ixeda to issue Jumerable assurznces that the U.s. will not
be pPermitted either to stockpilé nuclear weapoﬁs in Japan or to
establish missile bases on Jaranese soil, Given thé teuper of
the generzl public on this issue, 1t ig hoghly tnlikely that any
Liberal Democerat would Jecrardize hisg Dolitical careerp by publicly
Tecognizing ‘that the denizl of nuclezr weapons to U.S. forces in
Japah may seriously degrade. the very pdrpose for which they are
there. It appears 2lmeost certain tha: Jepan will not permit
elther the“introduction of nueclezr wezpons into Japan or to the
use of U.S. bases to iaunch combat ocverations involving conven-

ticnal weapons agzinst targets elsewhere in the Far Eazst,

L/ L3 WIIT be Teccllectéd tAzs tThe Soviet. anncuncement calling for
the cessztion of nuclear weapons cesting was timegd in the hope
of forcing the U.S. to cancel its long seheduleg Hardtack test

series, and in Lhe knowledge that ir the ‘U.S. rsfused io do so,

the Soviet Umion would be in & Dosition o employ such refusal

Lo resume itg o) nuclezn weapons,
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32, During the past fear the issue of nuclear weéppns haé been
relutively quiescent, probzbly Lecause thefe have beén no recenéi
pnuclear tests in the Pacific; however, public revulsion against
nuclear weapons continues unabated, with left-wing elementsl/
raising the issue again in connecfidﬁ with the natlionzl debate
on the revised security trezfy. By the terms of the revision the
Kishi aéministration made the subject oftprior consultation any
innovations which would intreduce nuclear wéapons or strateglc
rissiles on Japanese soil. If the U.S. approached the Japanese
Government for permission to dc so, the U.S. would rzise an issue _
which wouléd not only be vigorously oppeosel by the Liberzl Demdo-
cracic aéministrat;on tut which would also generate considerable
opposition from the general public, In & poll of Japanese
parliamentarianég/ in early 1958, more then eight But of ten
opposed theJ“...establishment of long-range missile bases here
in Japan," with 77 percent of the Libderal Dechratéhagreeing

with the negative view,

- I/ The Sixch wWorld Convention Against Atomlc and Hydrogen Bombs
on 2 August 1960 adepted several resolutiens militantly oppos-
ing both the development and deployment of nuclezr weapons znd
the revised security treaty. The sponsor of the convention,
the Japanese Council Against Atomic and Hydrogen Borbs, wnlle
the azuther of considerable propagandz appearing in public rnews
mediz, is publicly opposed by the conservative acmipistration,

2/ Cenducted under the auspices of the Institute for internationel
Socizl Resezrch by The Centrzl Research Services, Inc., Tokyo,
in 1958, Approximately 100 parliamentarians, preportioned be-
tween the Upper and Lower Houses in accordance with their Total
respective meoperships and in proper proportions in terms of
political parties, were interviewed.

3/ See Lloyd A. Free, $ix Allies and a Neutral, op. cit., p. 50.

Annex "B" to
Appendix "AY to
: Enclosure "IV
SECRET 0 TMTEDS - 167 - WSEG Report No. 50
IS 3 _



34, Tne general public seems to have accepted with aplomb the

Kishi acainistration's announcement that it intends to acguire
for the Self-Defense Force su:face-to-aif 2:d air-to-air missiles.
HAWK missile bazses have been bullt by the U.S. on Okinawz, and
MACE sites are being introduced on the Ryukyuan Islands, although
loczl legisiztures have cpposed them because of the land they

require and the offensive capabilities of the MACE (range 650

to idoowmiiés).;/' Socialists have continued £0'descry these
activitigs 2s leading inevitably to the establishment of larger
. missllie bases, the introductioﬁ ¢f nucliezar weapons &nd as sub-
jecting Japan to an ever greater danger of béééming a target for
‘nuclezr weapons,

1/ Sizning or the new U.S. - Jzpan Treaty of Mutusl Cooperaticn
anc¢ Securivy; OA3D (1SA); Memo 1-12, 350/60 (SECA=T, limited
officizl use only). : '
* 2/ Following Khrushchev's threats to strike a2t U-2 bases, 8000 \
.Japanese parzded before the USN Air Station 2t Afsugi on 10 %~ /ﬁ)
July 1960 protesting the presence of U-2 %ircragt.__By 18 July Gb/ -
to the U.S8. ATmrme

a1l b
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Tromptly leunded the U.S. fOT Cocatmrn e pintaining this
was in the spirit of the true meaning cf prior consultztion,
Foreign Brozdcast Information Service, Daily Report, 1z July

3/ DIB, 13 May 1960 (SECEET). B
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CONCLUSIONS

2%, Tor the next several years, Japan's common interests with
the United Stateg-ant the acdventages she derives from the U.S.
Alliance wxll probebly be sufficientlj'great to preclucde any real
breai Trom this tie. At‘the same tine, however, Japan can be‘
expected to seek those opportunities which will decrease her
dependency on the U.S. This effort will continue to be strength—
ened by strong-Japanese desires for an international detente,
Japanese fears of possible nuclear war; and.Japanese hopes that
accommodation bet{ween East and West would permit Japan to reappear

on the international scene as a2 spoxesman for Asia and as an

Asien power.

36. The Japanese are likely to remailn stronglj'opposed to
increasing thelr participation in the military aspects of the
Japanose-American.alliance. While continuing bto seek the benefits
of U.S. military protection, Japan will probably resist U.S.
pressure that she assume greater responsibilities and 2 larger
share of the uefense burden, Hovever, with the revised Security
Treaty now ratified, 1t seems reasonable to believe that the

present U,S, military position 1in Japan might be maintained for

‘several years, inasmuch as present trends in Japanese politics

would seem to auger a continuance of conservatlive rule.

37.'Japan's'future military collaboration with the United States
cannot, however, be regarded with ccmplacency.- There are several
developments that could adversely affect this collaboration.
These would include Chinese Comiunist acquisition of nuclear
weapons or‘the occurrence of even a limited nuclear war in the
Asian area, While such developments might, in theory, be expected
to stifien Japanese efforts to resist aggression, the opposite
reactionh 1is foreshadowed by the longstanding Japanese‘aversion to
nuclear weapons and by the recent weakening of confidence in the

abllity of the U.S. to protect Japan in time of war, At a minimum
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there La .. ..:. tp be continued friction over the presence of
v e ly

U.S. WLi{:w wases in Japan and efforts by the Japanese govern-

ment to aal. a2y public opinton by appearing to exercise greater

........

contivl ovee 2.5, use of these bases,

-
-

38, e txnoreance of Japanese military collaboration is under-

lined by =~s -aot that many of the facilities that the United

States woulld mezuire for wartime operafions -=- particularly those
relevant o wna augmentatlon or evacuation of U.S. forces in
KAaraa —m wava -een returned in recent years to the control of the
Japane~ STvermzment., Moreover, exdsting U,S, bases and installa-
+iens will —em2¢n dependent on indigenous labor and suppliers.

Por thess oeascns, the U,S, must remain alert te Japanese reactions

-

to changes in <ne world situation that would alter this present
support, I-=suld there develop an economic crisis in Japan which
the U.é. se2med unwllling or unable to alleviate, or should the
Sino-Sc7iz* =Zicc appear to have galned a decisive military position
cver the Trited States, the benefits of close ties with the U.S.
Zay appezr ~ess8 attractive to the Japanese than those which they

zight hete “c derive from either neutralism or cloger relations

w>th the Zilzz.

"33, ¥While the vast majority of the Japanese people reject
~mrmunism zz 25 1deology, Japan may still be susceptible to a
v.oriet dizlovatic offensive, The Soviets are in a relatively
Ceapful tarvaining position Qis-a-vis Japan, due to their
"“*inued c~zuratlion of island territories which have been
"~ldered %y %tnhe Japanese as g traditionally integral part of
"+ The Znviets may offer to recognize Japanese territorial
" te tnese 3slands in exchange for the closing of U.S. bases
“"h or an Amerlcan evacuatlon of Okinawa, Thls offer could
regued wilth favorable trade concessions to Japan in the
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Asian Bloc countries and coupled to various security arrangements,
such as peace guarantees and propesals for denuclearized zones

in the Far East, These offers would be iikely to have conslder-
able public appeal in Japan and to intensify current pressures

for curtallment of Japan's military ties with the U.S. and adcption

of a neutralist position in the cold war.
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