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ENCLOSURE_"F"

ESTIMATED COSTS OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTEMS

PURPCSE
1. To present estimates of the costs of strategic offensive

weapon systems during the FY 1961 to 1967 period.

SCOPE -

2, This Enclosure contains estimates of the costs of strategic

. offensive weapon systems 1in being and scheduled to attain oper-

ational.status-in this period. Costs are given for both delivery -

systems and'nuclear_weapons..;‘

- 3., The reliability of these estimates 15 discussed and -examples
are given showing changes in estimates as weapon systems progress’

from developmental to operational status.

4 Because of the particular importance of the MINUTEMAN and
POLARIS weapon systems, their costs are examined in detail and the
results of the analysis appear in Appendices nB" and "C" -

respectively.

| SUMMARY
5, In FY 1961 the total costs dlrectly attributable to strategic
offensive weapon systems amount to about $10‘4 pillion or about
25 percent of the total Defense budget. If the force projections
in this report are implemented and if the estimates of costs. aré
correct, tne total funds for strategic weapons considered'will
amount to about $10.7 billion in each of the Fiscal ears 1962,
1963, and 1964, and will fall thereafter to a low of less ‘than
$5_billion in FY 1967. However, it can be expected that funds
required for strategic systems in the later years of the period
1961 to 1967 will be increased by: (1) more funds for procurement

and operation of systems now under development; (2) increases in'

Enclosure "F"
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estimates of costs,’especially for those systems now in the early
stages of development; and (3) additional funds for developnment

and procurement of new weapons systems,

6. The costs of strategle surface-to—surface missile systems
have now tegun to exceed the costs of strategic aircraft and re-
lated systems. Present plans indicate that by FY 1967 surface-to-

urface missiles will absorb more than twice the funds allocated

to aircraft.

7. The unit cost of bombg and warheads, after deducting the
salvage value of nuclear materials, 1is relatively low as compared

| with the unit cost of the weapon system. In most cases the net

~cost of the warhead and/or bombs is 1less than 10 percent of the

~cost of 1ts carrier.

E < 8. The:Weaponbsystem costs presented'in this Enclosure are of
. varying reliability. o S -
T | a. Cost estimates based on production contracts and oper-
ational experience are quite accurate. |
b. For systems for which overall system designs are not
firm, or for systems where estimated costs are contingent on
meeting stipulated system reliability, etc., considerable
uncertainty exists.;/
C. Cost estimates for systems vhich are in earlier stages

of development are subject to even more uncertainty. Based

on past experience such estimates are 1ikely to be too low.

9, The estimates available to WSEG indicate that the POLARIS

migsile is, for equivalent numbers procured, greater in cost than

-

the MINUTEMAN'missile. No reason has been found to fully account

for the anomaly.

1/ oee paragraph 22 for examples,:
2/ Ibid.

Enclosure "F"
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DISCUSSION

BACKGROUND OF THE COST AND FORCE ILiVEL ESTIMATES

10, The estimates of projected force levels and associated cos
employed 1n this report were obtained from the Services through
the mochanism of the Military Systems (MS) Reports. Submitted
specifically for this WSEG study were: (a) Air Force li5- 3%,
"Report on Selected Strateglc and Tactical Vleapon Systems" (Pre-
pared for the Weapons. Systems Evaluation Group, 11 April 1960),
and (b) Navy; CNO, M3-3.2, "FBM Weapon System Cost Estimates,_

_ 27 April 1960 Data on force schedules in all cases were report
. through FY 1967. Funding data were reported throug,h FY 1965 in
the Air Force submission and through FY 1967 1n the Navy submis:
The funding estimates for Alr Force systems in FY 1966 and FY 1!
are extrapolations by WSEG of the Air Force data. | .

1l. The MS series in its present form was initlated in WSEG a
represents the Joint efforts of WSEG, the Joint Staff, 0SD
Comptroller, and most importantly, the Services themselues.' Th
purpose of the MS series is to secure periodically, on a com-
parable basis amongst systems and Services, the estimated coste
of all weapon and supporting gystems for stipulated force scheé
over a period of years into the futurelin the context of total
Departmental budgets. The instructions governing the preparati
of these reports were prepared by OSD Comptroller with the ass:

ance of WSEG and the Joint Staff.

12. Two main types of cost estimates appear in the IS series
The first of these shows the-amounts-of funds allocated annual
to each weapon system, by OSD appropriation title and by weapo
system, over a period of years. The - current reports cover the
period BY 1958-FY 1965 with force projections running through

FY 1967. The 0SD appropriation titles are as follows: Researc

Enclosure "F"
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Development, Test, and Evaluation; procurement for Development,

Test and Evaluatlion; Procurement for Service Use; Tndustrial

-Facilities' Military Construction, Operation and Maintenance;

and Military Personnel. The sum of the {unds for these headings
constitutes the total annual pr0dram cost of creating and main-
taining the force gchedules stipulated for the given weapon oOr
support system. The separate headings can be conveniently reé-
grouped and combined into three principal types of cost Research,

Development, Test, and Evaluation, Investment Costs; &nd Oper-

" ating Costs.

13, The second main type of cost estimate shoms the average
-investment embodied in an organizational unit (battalion, squadron,
‘etc ) of & weapon or support system, and the average annual oper-

:ating cost of such & unit. In this Enclosure the organizational

~unit costs of Alr Force systems, reduced to a per aircraft or per
missile basis, were derived from the Alr Force MS-—32 A forms

- (see Appendix A") and are not as reported on the MS~33iB forms.

This procedure was followed in order o maintain consistency

petween organizational unit .costs and the program amounts reported

in the funding estimates.

NATURE AND RELIABILITY OF THE ESTIMATES

ik, Several points need to pe made concerning the nature of
cost estimates. First, a glven set of estimates pertains only
to one stipulated force schedule for a weapon systen. Any ‘
alteration in force projections requires an alteration in pro=
gram costs and. if such alteration be substantial, the costs per
organizational unit‘will also change. second, changes in system
specifications and configuration, operational modes, or rates
of actlvity also_necessitate concomitant changes in cost estl-

mates. Third, the estimates represent net costs and do not

Enclosure np"
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include the costs of asaets (airvases, facilities, equipment,
trained personnei, etc.) inherited from previous gystems. _Fourth,
no weapon gystem cost estimates are completely accuraté or re-
1iable and estimates pertaining to future systems are much less
reliable than those on current systems. This last point will be-

expanded upon in the following paragraphs.

15, It is obvious that in the case of.currently operational

weapon systems, cost estimates are relatively reliable. Records

- exist showing the amounts paid out for procurement, construction;
and so forth. On the basis of this experience, estimates of
current and future costs can be made in which considerable conQ
fidence can be placed. Future changes in the weapon system

~ program as to its size, hardware and base configuration, or alert
status will still inject uncertainty into estimates of future B
costs, but the amount of error. is reiatively small and estimatesi
vary within & narrow range over a- period of years. Thus'Air Forc=
estimates of B-H2 inv vestment costs have been on the order of $13..
to $14.5 million per aireraft, on & program cost pasis (including
air basei, trained personnel, etc.) from August 1958 to the .

present.

16. Considerable uncertainty, however, attaches to cost estima’
for future systems. To a large degree this results from uncerta
or lack of complete.information as to the exact characteristlcs
guch weapon systems in their eventual operational form., Costs &

sensitiVe to variations in program size, degree of hardness and

dispersal, alert status, training specifications, maintenance

1/ a/ Department o7 The A1Y Force Major Militaxy Systems Cost
pata (MS-1); o6 fugust 1958.
b/ Department of the Air Force, Report on Weapon and support
Systems, o5 June 1959.
c/ U Ay Force, Report on Major Military Programs (MS—3),

1 October 1.959.
_/ Department of the Air Force, Report on gelected Strategit

and Tactical Weapon systems (15 -32), 11 April 1990.

!-\|
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policy and equipment failure rates, communications patterns and
many other factors. All these elements. are for many reasons su
Ject to frequent changes, each of which necessitates a change 4
cost estimates. Thus, it is incumbent upon the user of such es

- mates to understand their nature and to employ them with cautio

17. An example of the manner in which cost estimates are in-
fluenced by different possibilities in system configuration is
provided by the hardened and dispersed mode for MINUTEMAN. As
‘presently planned, the early squadrons will requife for communi
cations and. contnol an exteneive network of buried cable inter-
connecting silos and launch control centers, The cost of such
a cable network is’ obviously sensitive to terrain conditions.
The Alr Force estimates that the cost of the cable network will
vary between'$6 and $18 million per squadren, and that total cc

V'munications investment will vary between $9 8 and-$21.8 m111101
per squadron.= However, an intensive effort 1s being made to
develop very low frequency ground wave propagation which would
eliminate the cable network If this effort should prove EUCCE
ful, communications investment would be reduced to the range o:

$4 to $6 million per squadron,

18, In addition to uncertainty induced by factors of configw
ation and tecnnology, conziderable posSibilitiea for error in
cost eutimates arise from the lack of firm information on the
costs of industrial production of new hardware. In this conne
tion it should be noted that puzzling anomalies exist 1in cost
gata on MINUTEMAN and POLARIS missiles (see Table I). Cumulat
average cost per curves per missile are plotted in Figure 1 sh
ing Navy. estimates of the cost of POLARIS missiles, and Alr Fo
Ballistic Missile Division and preliminary WSEG estimates of ¢
cost of the MINUTEHAN migssile. The MINUTEMAN ICBM has one mor

L . o Enclosure "F"
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FIGURE 1

CUMJTATIVE AVERAGE COST CURVES FOR
PO AELS D ML UTEHAN MISSILES

. (UNTT_COSTS, TNCLUDING SPARE PARTS)
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gtage and 1s about 96 percent heavief than the POLARIS A-2
missile;_yet the estimated average unit cost for the same
Quantity, in aboﬁt the same period of time, is lower fer MIﬁUTEMAN.
we are forced to the conclusion that either the POLARIS estimate

1s too high or the preliminary MINUTEMAN estimate 1s too low,

19. An analysis of component costs for PCLARIS-and MINUTEMAN'A
missiles is given in mable I. Preclse comparisqns are not pos-
sibie owing to di:ferences in definition, but the'estimate of
MINUTEMAN propulsion on a pef pound basis and guidance systems

. on a per missille 5asis'should'bé;fatleaét,'roughly comparable

to &imilar POLARIS cests.
- TABLE I

AVERAGE UNIT COSTS OF MAJZOR COMPONENTS
OF POLARILS AND INUTEMAN MISSILES

L ;(Thqusands of Dollars) R -
' ' A-1 a2 A3
POLARIS 1159 units) (579 URits) {(L005 Units)
(Navy Estimates) | . _ ‘
Motors (Aerojet) - $ 386 $ 418 $ 595°
Airframe 578 . 418 372
Gcuidance and Controls 356 210 223,
Arming and Fuzing (Nil) (Nil) 50
Spare Parts 163 . - af a/
et = _ =
Total $1,483 $1,046 $1,240
MINUTEMAN o |
(Preliminary WSEG - Average for Average for
Estimates) b/ 500 Units_ 1000 Units
Propulsion (Thiokol
and Aerojet) $ 293 $ 273
Alrframe : 256 240
Guidance and Controls 309 286
Other (Re-entry body and A.K.) 32 28
Spare Parts : - 90 - 83
Total 4 $ 980 . $ 910 -

‘a/ Included in preceding ltems. ' :

b/ See Appendix "B". A getailed explanation of the

derivation of these estimates appears.in Second )
Annual Review of WSEG Report No. 23, 14 August 1959.

Enclosure "F"
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20. As might be expécte@ motor costs for POLARIS increasSe with
range, the A-3 motors costing I2 percent more than A-2 (in spite
of the saving in A-3 unit cost due to quantity production). The
three MINUTEMAﬁ motors are almost double tne welght of the two
stages ‘in the POLARIS A-2, but WSEG'S estimate. of motor costs for
abéut phe_same quantity of MINUTEMAN missiles 18 30 percent 1ess.

The spare parts allowance is about the game proportion of total

_miésile costs for both missiles——ébout 11 bercent for POLARIS

and ¢ percent for MINUTEMAN.

o1, AS shown in Figure 1, the VSEG estimate for MINUTEMAN 18

almost the same as the BMD estimate at“100 units, bub at 1000

‘units the BMD average i1s only about 50 percent of the WSEG esti-

‘mate. WSEG‘estimates for MINUTEMAN are preliminary and, in view

of the wide disparity betwéen costs of MINUTEMAN and POBARIS'

missiles (taking into account the great difference in size and

' ?ange), 1t is necegséfy to reserve judgment on the validity of

 estimates for both missiles until vetter evidence 1is obtained on

actual contract costs., There i3 no pasis for rejecting the
latest Navy_éstimatés for POLARIS, and if they prove to be correct
1t can be éxpected that the earlier prelﬁninary estimate for

¢ the S9 _ : _

MINUTEMAN will be 1ncreased.

02, While'éarly estimates of the investmeht cost in a new weapon
system may érr on either the high or the 1ow'side, experience

shows that fﬁéy_are apt to be lower, by & substantial amount, thar

jjfﬁﬁé*ﬁgﬁﬁ‘EG?VE“TBF*ﬁiﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁu nas a 90 percent slope ghrough
93 p

unit nuwnber 300 and & ercent slope thereafter. As reporte:
py the Air Force ( Miemoranium for Director, WSEG, 1 Juné 1959)
the. cost curve for ATLAS has an 89 percent slope nrough 300
units and @ 95 percent slope thereafter; the TITAN cost curve
has & 9l-percent, and THCR an 85 percent slope. The slope of
the BID cost curve for MINUTEMAN 18 72 percent between units
100 and 500; and 82 percent between»units 500 and. 1000. The -
slope of cost curved of this type 15 defined as the percentage¢
which the cost- of on units 1S of the cost of n units. Thus
if a particular:type of missile should cost £800,000 for 1000
units and $720,000 for 2000 units, its cost curve 18 said to

pave a 90 percent slope.

-
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the actual dost which is finally incﬁrred. pmong the reasona

for this phenomenon are: (a) the proponents of a system are
optimistic aboub 1ts future, (b) a system spvariably becomes

more complei as it progresses {from conceptual and developmental
stages towards.operational statﬁs, and (c) price inflation guring
the period frdﬁ early estimatés 50 eventual payment of the bills

increases the gap between them. Thus betwveen 1957 and the pres-

ent, Alr Force estimates-of‘the cost of the soft ATLAS sguadron

snereased by LO percent, and of-a hardened TITAN squadron by 28

to 55 pergent_depending-dn:configuration: During the same peric

Navy estimates of total investment per POLARIS submarine have
2 ' '

risen by 59 percent. During a three-month period in 1959, Army,

estimates of the cost of a ZEUS pattery increased by 20 percept.:

23. With the foregoing caveats in mind we will now proceed to

 get forth Service programs for strategic weapon systems and to

examine estimates of their costs.

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTEMS FORCE IEVELS

“oly, For the purpose of this peport, VISEG requested the Servic:
to provide MS-series estimates of force level pfojections on &
reasonable pasis, FY 1961-67. These force levels, which_appear

in Table IT below, are t+he ones wWith which the cost estimates

" of this paper are associated, It should be noted that THOR an(

JUPITER do not appear in the table as no U.S. squadrons of thet

e

systems are now planned. "

17 Air Porce estimates for 1057 are in Memorandum for Director

WSEG, 9 Decembex 1957. Alr Force estimates for this study

in "Report on selected Strategic and Tactical Weapon Systen
(1ms-33), 11 April 1960, : .

2/ Navy cstimates for 1957 are in CNO, Op 515-B, gerial OOT58E
18 Decembel 1957. Navy estimates for this study are in CN(C
MS-3.2, "FBEM Weapon system Cost Estimates, " 27 April 1960
(see AppendiX NG, Pe 9-12). S
These estimates, reported from Army sources are in "Estima’
Costs of CONUS Alr Defense, " WSEG, 2o June 1959 and WSEG
Report No. 45, 23 September 1959, : :

Enclosure gt
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TABLE II

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTENS FORCE PROJECTIOﬂS, FY 1961-67

(Number of Units at End of Fiscal Yeaqf@/

No. of A/C

Weapon or Missiles No, of Organizational Units (Sqdns/SSEN'S)
Systenm - ber Unit 1961 1062 1963 1004 190D 1566 1967
A/C Systems | . . o
B-47 15 gy 64 52 36 16 0 0
B-52 15 37 b L5 48 48 AT B
B-58 - 9 Y 9 12 12 12 12 12
GAM-T2 28 © 8 14 14 14 14 12 11
GAM-TT - g 16 =29 =29 29 27 18 8
GAM-8T7 309/ 0 0 0 -5 15 - 25 29
RB-UT 15 6 3 3. 3 3 2 O
KC-97 20 30 o2& w9 & O o
KC~135 10 b 46 53 62 10 70 68
c-124 . 16 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
B70 . -, = e 0 o o o0 O 1%/
, Missile Systems , . .
- TATLAS: 3x3 Soft 10 - b Iy A 3 o
- lxo Wara 10~ 1. 3 3 3 3 3. 3
l 1x12 Hard 13 0 2 6 6 6 6 6
~ TITAN: 3x3 Hard 10 0 5 6 -6 6 6 6
1x9 Herd 10 o o 3 8 12 12 12
1x18 Hard 20 0 o .0 0 0 2 b4
POLARIS/SSEN: 16 5 7 10 14 26 38 L5
MINUTEMAN: Fixed 50 0 0 5.4 13 24,5 4o b0
Mobile 30 o o 1 5 10 10 10
SNARK: S 30 1 1 1 .0 0 0 0

a/ Figures on the numbér of organizational units at the end

of each fiscal year showvn in this table for the Air Force

do not agree with those shown in Enclosure "p", Table I.
The data &bove are taken from Department of the Air Force,
Report on selected Strategilc and Tactical VWeapon Systems
(MS-3%), 11 April 1960. The data for Enclosure "p'", Table I,
were taken from the Alr Force Program Guidance Document,
p-62-1 and .P-62-2, For further explanation see Enclosure "p",
page 4, footnote 1. .

b/ Interim planning figures for augmentation of B-52's on grounc
alert., Other numbers belng considered are as follows: GAM-TT.
18 for ground. alert and 23 for airborne alert; GAM-87, 46
for both-ground and air alert. ' :

e/ The Ahir Force progranm for 12 development aircraft calls for
recyclin%-Nos: o> through 12 to tactical status in the fall

of 1966 (FY 1967).

Enclosure "F
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25. thile these force projections nave as their foundation the
Fy 1961 President!s Budget, it must be realized that many program
changes will occur. some of these changes will emanate from
within the services, while others will emanate from actions DY

the Executive mranch and the Congress.

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPCN SYSTEM COSTS, TICLUDING NUCLEAR WEAPONS

o6, In this gection are presented estimates of the average in-
cremental investment'and average annual operating costs per unit
for complete weapon systems, with separate estimates of unit costs

for_the_delivery systems and associated nuclear weapons. Esti-

- mates of unit costs for the delivery systems are based on funding

data furnished by the Military Services, and nuclear weapon costs
are derived from data supplied by the Defense Atomic Support Agency

and the Atomic Energy Commission. .

27._Table II1 summarizes these costs for four different gsurface-
to-surrace missile systems. Table v presents estimates of addi;
tional investment and annual operating costs for four strategic
aircraft, with estimates of similar costs. for tanker gupport.
Table V provides estimates of the i1nvestment and annual operating
costs of nuclear bombs and air-to-surface missiles with nuclear

warheads delivered by strategic.aircraft;

28, The unit costs for various combinations of bombs and GAM'S,
. F o3
given in Table V, can pbe combined with unit costs of the manned
aircraft, given in Table IV, . to obtain composite costs of

strateglc pombers with nuclear weapons.
. s i

‘ 29, The g1nvestment cost for each delivery system in Table I1T
and Table IV, and for the two air—launched missiles in Table V,

includes_those initial costs which must be incurred to ‘obtain

3/ With the exception of MINULTEMAN,

Enclosure Mpt
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one additional delivery vehicle with a1l essential gupporting

equipment gpd facilitles., Developnent coste and ihéestment in
industrial facilities are excluded here since such costs ‘
: 1l

generally do not vary with the slze€ of the force.

30, It is iﬁportant to note that_invesﬁment costs for bombs and
warheads, given'in Tables Iii and V, are net after deducting the .
galvage value of oralloy, plutonium, and tritium. To account -
for the coéts of these nucléar materials (sinée ﬁhey can be re-
covered at virtpaliﬁ fuli yalue at the end of the uséful 1ife of

| “the nuclear weaponS);.we have included, together_with other oper-

ating costs, an aﬁnuél “rental"'éharge, which, fof lack 6f a
: . ct oot tor A .

¥

. better measure,.is assﬁhed,to amount to{ ;of the initial

cost 6f the gsalvaged materials.' Other annual'costs attributable

" to bombs and warheads-are ag- follows: (1) the average annual cost

B

1

" of tritium replagemept.aQeragingq gaof tﬁe 1nitial value of

-'tritium,'ahd (2)'ppe anhdal'cdsﬁ of maintenance, repalr, and re-

—— - T

" . o : } '
_placement, agsumed to average about gof-the non-nuclear

e e i vm =T ——

cost of the bombs and warheads.

3l. Unit-investmént costs given for Qel;ﬁery vehicles in Tables
III and IV, multiplied by the maximgh forcé 1evels, equal the
total investment.fuhds programmed for theispeqified system3.2
Similarly, the.aﬁnuai operating costs per7ﬁn1t for the same weap-
ons, timés'the cumulative total number of aircraft- or missile-
years, eqﬁaiithe total amount of funds'prqgrammed for "Maingenance

and Operatiohs and "military personnel” in the same period.

17'Additiona1_funds may be required for {ndustrial facilities

1f there is 2 significant increase in the rate of productlon;

but the actual force level may pe increased substantially
without altering the rate of production simply by extending
the period oftprocurement.

2/ Tnvestment costs for POLARTS in both the SSBN and Cruiser Sys-
tems include only one set of missiles, i.e., shipfill, shake-
down, and support. see footnote b/ Table III. .

3/ See Table II above for force levels, and mable III, AppendiX
np"  Note that no funds have been approved for POLARIS instal-
lations on. cruisers, or for'operational B-70 aircraft. Also,

- note that 1in a rew cases the maximum force level was achieved

pvefore 1961. °

'Enclosure‘"F“

~SRGRen - .13 - WSEG Report No. 50



;r.aruutw-.umv. TO ENERGY AL A4

A/:.J’L ’lG’ " nm/

TABLE TII

SUMMARY OF II‘TVFSTI\’TF'NW‘ AND OPERATING COSTS FOR STRATEGIC
SULFLCE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE SYSTEMS; AVERAGE COST PER

MISSILE FOR DELIVERY S 'STEM AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS
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TABLE IV

ESTIMATED INVESTIENT AND ANNUAL OPERATING COST OF E/
STRETEGLC DOMBERS WITH TANKER SUPPORT ARD QUAIL DECOYS

: A Average.Cost per Bomber
System , : .(M111lions of Dollars)

Additional  Annual
Inyestment Operating

B-52 - Ground Alert

B-52" System | | 13.51 1,11
 KC-135 Tankér Sﬁpportg/ o - .3.11 | 0.24
Four GAM-72 QUAIL o | .2.55 - 0.0T.
Total B-52 o 1947 1.k

B-52 ‘- .One-Fourth. Ailr Alert

B-52 Syetem and Tanker Support i 17.61 | 2.55
Four, GAM-T2 QUAIL A -2,55 0.07
" motal B-52 e L. .20.16 . B.62
Bty : - A |
| B—&T SESté? v/ 3.99 0.59
KC-97 Tanker Support : .. 0.99 . .0,18.
Total B-UT | | 4,98 0.77.
"RB-58 System’ FE 33.21 0.85
. b/ | ‘
KC-135 Tanker Support - 4,67 . 0.36.
 Total B-58 . .37.88 . _1.21.
B-70 systen?/ :E/ 64.00 3.50
KC-135 Tanker Support b6 0.36
Total B-70 : 68.67. 3.86.

a/ Summarized from Table I, Appendix "A". Note that QUAIL
Decovs are used only with B-52's. ) : —

+
L’ﬂg/ Preliminary estimate prepared by WSEG; see paragraph 3,
Appendix "A", '

Enclosurs "F"
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TAELE V

ESTIMATED INVESTMENT AND ANITUAL OPERATING COSTS
PER UNLT FOR NUCLEAR EO.ES AND ATR-TO-SURFACE
IS8 TLES WITH NUCIEAR WARIEADS a/

(Thousands of Dollars)

Incremental Annual

Investment Operating
ITEM Per Unit Cos: Per Unit .

A. Nuclear Bombs - R )
1. Mk 15, Mod O
2. Mk 28, iHod 0, Y1
a, Internal
b. External :
3. Mk 36, Mod 2 Yl
4, Mk 39, ModAl pal
5. TX 41, Y1 - SR
6. TX 43, YL | L
7. TX 53, Configuration 1 P .

B. Air-to-Surface Missiles With Warheads

1. GAM-T7, HOUNDDOG With Mk 28,
. Mod 0O, Y1 Warhead

2, GAM-87, SKYBOLT . - -

a. With Mk 49, Mod 1, ¥2
~ Warhead b/:

!
. 1
. b. With XW- 56 Warhead v/ !

x . . - - -

g/'Summarlzed from Tables I, II, and III of appendix "A".
See paragraph 30 for basis of unit costs for
nuclear bombs and GAM warheads. :
b/ Warheads for the two GAM-87 configurations have not
been_selected, The Mark 49, Mod 1, a_weif:.hlng__I
L. i and the XW-56 weighing about
come nearest to meeting the specified weights and

ylelds.

CUET o ' ' Enclosure "F"
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Unit costs given herc may, therelore, be used to derive rough

estimates of fiscal requirements for alternative for:ce levels .

" of the specified systems for any given perlod of years.

32. The derived estimatés of changes in funds associatéd_with
assumed increases or'decreases in force levels'will only be
approximately accurate{ since a major change in proéureméﬁt willl
probably have a significant effect on the unit cost of the weapon
'and_associéted supporting equipment.. If, for example, the number
of operational POLARIS missiles.and submarines were to be"dqubled
we would expect: (1) a slight decrease in the unit cost of the
missiles; (2) very little change inLthé unit cost of submarines;
(3) more investment in overhaul.faciliﬁies for bothjéubmarinéé
and missiles; and (4) an expansion in the capacity of facilities

for missile and submarine production.

33. Fiéure 2, based on Tables III and IV, shows the éumuiétive j
cost of one additional unit of six different systems over a ten-
year period., Note that these costs exclude bombs and warheads.
The cost at year "0" 1s the initial investment required for one
specified unit, to which is added, each year, the annual oper-

ating cost per unit,.

TOTAL ANNUAL PROGRAM COSTS . . .

34, In this section are presented the total annual costs of
achieving apd maintaining'the proposed forces of strategic offen-
sive.weapons} The cost estimates to be employed are in terms of
program obligations. In the cage of the Navy, program obligations
represent the total amounts which the Department plans to place
i undér'contract each year for a given program, regardless of the
year in which obligating authority was obtained., For the Air
Force, the flgures répresent the total aﬁounts required to fund

the program increment authorized iIn a given year regardless of

. : ' Enclosure "F"
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FIGURE 2

AVERAGE INVESTIENT AND OPERATING COSTS FOR ONE ADDI’I'IONAL
“AIRCRAFT OR MISSILE OVER A TEN-YFAR PERIOD FOR SEIECTED

STRATEGIC SYSTEMS

- o : ‘Enclosure "F"
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AVERAGE INVESTMENT AND OPERATING C0STS FOR ORE
ﬁDDHWUPAL AIRCRAFT OR MISSILE OVER A TEN YE&R PERIOD
FUR SELECTED STR&TEG!B SYSIEMS

COST PER UNIT ( Millions of Dollars )

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .8 9 D0
| YEARS

% Costs include all supporting facilities ond associoted equipment
except bombs, GAM-77 or GAM-87, ond worheads.

- , L FIGURE -2
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TABLE VI

KNOWN STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTEMS - SUMMARY OF ESTIATED
PROGRAM COSTS, FY 1901-b67

(Millions of Dollars)

1960 and |

‘ o o - . Total’
ITEM Prior Years 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 . 1966 1967 1981-67
A/C systems®/ ‘ e — _ ' - o

Including GAM's 28,215 3,931 3,894 2,7h2". 2,520 1,943 . 1,272 1,174 17,476

RDT&E u~2“'“1'591 b7y 624 67H, 4oo 234 69 14 2,489

- . Investment ' 21,776 1,730 1,597 471 597 282 - - 4,677

. .-Operating 4,848 - . 1,727 1,673 . 1,597° 1,523 1,427 1,203 - 1,160 10,310
f“'sﬁrface-tousﬁrface o L . ‘

' Missile Systems 10,952 4,137 4,422 5,568¢ 5,773 4,203 2,859 2,604 29,566

_ RDT&E 5,853 1,467 1,211 © . 936" 521 248 75 - 57 4,515

Investment - 4,899 - 2,471 2,933 4,224 4,461 2,584 666 7 17,1416

Operating - 200 199 278 Lo8 791 1,371 2,118 2,470 7,635

‘Support Functions  n.a 2,331 2,414 2,413 2,408 1,785_ 1,199 1,097 13,647

Total | - 10,399 10,730 10,723 10,701 7,931 5,330 4,875 60,689

a/ Aircraft system funds would increase considerably, especlally during the iatter

part of this period, if proposals for B-52 airborne alert were approved, and if
- procurement of operational ANP and B-70 were to begin .

L]
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the year in which the obligations are to be authorized or incurred.
ip dlfference in goncept_doés not affect cost comparisons among
weapon systems, although the time distribution of total obliga-
tions is affected to a minor degree. Overalllsummary data appear

{n Table VI zbove. Included with aircraft systems are the

costs of GAM's and support aircraft (tankers, etc.).

35, In FY 1961 strategic offensive weapon systems costs amount
to $10.4 billion. Presently foreseeable annual funding require- -
ﬁents for these systems reach a peak of $10.7 billion in FY 1962-

1964,

36. Thq:$lo.4 billion for étratégic offeﬁsive-weapon systens
in FY 196I;represénts'about 25'percent of the Defense budget.
For comparative purposes it may be noted thatvfhe other military
mission areas énd their approximafe portions of the FY 1961

~ budget a;é_as foliows::éir.defénse, 18 percent; tactical air
‘-forces (Adir Force and Navy), 18 pe:cenﬁ; land and sea tactical
forces, 33 peréent. The remaining 6 percent is for overall
depértmental.outlay, such as retiremeht pay, which cannot be
attributed ﬁo any mlission area.i/ | ' - | |
37. Although the foreseeable funds fequirements for the strategic
offensive weapon systems considered heré fall'to'a ievel of about"
$5 billion in FY 1967, it does not follow that this figure re-
presents the amount that will actually be required for the .
strategic mission in that year. This is true because (a) the costs

actually experienced in future years will probably be greater than

I/ The classification of misslon areas is taken from the Mahon
Reports, as follows: strategic includes Alr Force strategic
deterrent plus Navy strateglc deterrent (POLARIS); air de-
fense includes continental air defense for all three Services;
tactical air forces include the attack carrier forces of Naval
general purpose forces plus Alr Force general purpose forces;
iand and sea tactical forces include all Army forces except
continental air defense, and Naval general purpose forces
except attack carrier forces. For document references of the
Mahon Reports see footnote, paragraph 41,

) 2 . Enclosure "F"
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catimated due to inflation and other factors, (b) weapon systems
now under development will require procurement funding as they
approach operational status, and (c) entirely new weapon systems
‘will arise Tor which research and development funds will be

- needed, To greater or lesser degree the same factors affect the

- validity of the estimates for fiscal years 1962-66.

38. About $28 billion has been devoted to current strategic
aircraft weapon systems up to the preeent time, Most of these
funds (77 percent) wsre allocated to investment. Of the 5§17_;5
billion scheduled for these systems in the next seven years;
however, only siightly more than'one;quarter is for investment,
while nearly'60 percent 1is for'the operation of these systems;
Investment in currently operational alrcraft systems is scheduled
to end in FY 1965._ RDT&E, mainly for the B-70 and ANP, represents
a significant portion of total funds, especially in the earller
part of the FY 1961-1967 period " Procurement of operational
B-70's and ANP aircraft, if approved, would require substantial

amounts of additional investment funds during the latter part of

this period

39. Nearly $11 pillion has been obligated forfstrategic surface-

to-surface missilevsystems during the years prior‘to FY 1961,

Over one-half of;this'amount has been for RDT&E;isomewhat less
than half for investment in operational units, and 2 small amount
forx annual operating expenees of these units, While investment
will represent nearly 60 percent of total missile funds of $30
“billion for the FY 1961-1967 period as a whole, it will have been
largély completed by the end of FY 1965, RDT&E funds, for these
systems are scheduled to decline to smalil amounts, As more units .
are activated funds for the annual expenses of operational units

will rise steadily tnroughout the period.

o , _ ' Enclosure "F"
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4o, Strategic aircraft and related systems are now absorbing
.fewer funds than strategic sufface-to~surrace missile systems,
vhich 1s a reversal of the situation at the beginning of FY 1960.
By FY 1967 missile systems will be receiving more than twice the

funds allocated to aircraft systems.

41, Funds for support functions represent outlays on training,.
logistics, communications, regearch and development and Intel-
ligence and other activities not allocable by veapon system,

- Estimates for these functicns are'very approximate and are
largely based on the so-cailed Mahon Raports1 prepared by the =
.  Services ;ﬁ the autumn of 1959. N

42, The program costs shown in Table VI exclude for the B-52
the costs of continuous airborne alert, Ailr Force estimates of
the additional costs (over aﬂatabove Table VI), including
chl35 tanker_support,‘which would be Incurred to achieve and

to fly a one-eighth and a one-quarter continuous ailrborne alert

are, in millions of dollars.

. FISCAL YEARS _
Mode 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
One-eighth 64 272 289 357 383 374 357
One-quarter 504 639 943 1,065. 1,068 1,044 997

i/ Army: Department of the Army, Functional Category
Presentation, FY 1960-1961 Pudget Estimates, 12 October
1959, SECRET.

Navy: Department of the Navy, Memorandum from Sectetary
of the Navy to Secretary of Defense, 27 October 195G,
Subject: Functional Costing, SECRET,

Air Force: Department of the Air Force€ Functional
Category Presentation of FY 1961 Budget Estimates to
Office, Secretary of Defense, 15 October 1959, SECRET.

e Enclosure "F"
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13, One-eighth air alert means that an average of 6 combat-ready
B-52's in each wing are alrborne; similarly, on one-fourth alr
alert an average bflll.e cbmbat-ready B-52's 1in each wing are

“airborne, .Thé schedule for airborne alert, as reported by thé

Alr Force{ is as follows:

A/A Sortie No. of Sgdns No. of Aircraft

"} FY Qtr. Rate Per Wing C.R,B-52 Flying Alert
| 1/62 .6 . 30 ‘ 60
2/62 . 9 . 30 - 90
3/62 1.2 2 - 116
sfe2 - 1.2 33 120 -

(Units phased into flying alert at ‘the 6 rate for one
quarter, the 9 rate for the second quarter, going to
the 11,2 rate at beginning -of 3rd quarter.j
4, Figures on total‘funding for each weapon system are shown
in Table VII, and in Figure 3. Detailed estimates of RDT&E, in-
;vestment,Aand opératiﬁg?funds by weapoﬁ éystem appearniﬁ '

Appendix "A"Y, Table V.

. L : o --Enclosure 'R
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TABLE VII

- . STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTENMS ESTIMATED PROGRAM
' COSTS FY 1961-67

(Millions of Dollars)

Enclosure "F"
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TABLE VIT

STRATEGIC QOFFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTEMS ESTIMATED PROGRAM COSTS FY 1961 67—/' |
{Prior years funding excluded) _
(Millions of Dollars)

- X - ' TOTAL
SYSTEMS ' 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 FY 1961-6T7
Alrcraft and Related Systems 3,931 3,894 2,7&2': 2,520 1,943 1,272 1,174 17,476

Bomber Alrcraft . 2,548 -2,360 . 1,263 1,209 1,103 880 - 855 10,218

B- a7 635 508 402 305 -~ 180 0 0 2,030
B-52%/ _ 1,391 1,358 784 gel 840 789 764 6,747

E-58 o 522 . 494 - 77 -t 43 83 - 91 9l - 1,481
GAM's 290 203 318 312 - 276 51 54 1,504
GAM-T2 63 5 6 . b b 6 5 97
TGAM-TT : 167 S y] - 18 . .18 17 15 8 - 284
GAM-8T. - .- 60 157 . . 294 288 253 30 41 1,123

. .Support Alreraft 691 766 s546 599 330 272 251 3,455
~ Ke-97 ouT 216 154 © 93 53 - 0 0 763
KC-13 372 498 - 356 470 2u1 241 240 2,418

c-12 2 16 11 R & 11 11 95

RB-47 48 36 25 . 25 25 . 20 0 179

R&D Ailrcraft Projects ' 402 565 ' b15 -~ 40oo 234 69 14 - 2,299
ANP 72 75 92 106 93 4o 10 438
B-70 330 Lgo 523 294 141 29 b 1,811
Surfaée;To-Surface Missile Systems 4,137 4 422 . 5,568 5,713 4,203 2,859 2,604 29,566

ATLAS 1,278 3z 316 139 139 174 . - 162 2,562

TITAN 1,039 gls5 954 1,084 888 2718 331 5,519

MINUTEMAN C 522 ‘ 1,523 1, 9(9)11} g,g E f,ogg_ 1,323 _ 1,253 11, ggs

POLARIS - 2 1, C2,2 , 044 050 .

Other ¢/ . L -*'%2~- i .gg ' 43 34 o gl gl 0 7 2213
Support Functions o 2,331 2,414 2,413 2,408 1,785 1;199 1,097 13,047
TOTAL Strateglc Systems - 10,399 10,730 10,723 10,701 7,931 5,330 4,875 60,689

_/ Data do not reflect actions taken since April 1960 with respect to the FY 1961 budget.

b/ Excludes costs of continuous airborne alert, as follows:

One-eighth of combat force |

airborne bl 272 289 357 383 374 357 2,096
Cne-quarter of combat force
" airborne 504 639 943 1,065 1,068 1,044 997 6,260

To date $185 million in new- funds (FY 1960 and 1961) have been approved for an "on-sielf" zirborne alert

capabllity progranm, .
¢/ SHARK, THON, JUPTTER.




FIGURE 3

TOTAL ANNUAL PROGRAM COSTS OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
' WEAPONS SYSTEMS, FY 156L-1907
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TABLE T (Continued)

Represents the sum of "Procurenment for Service Use", &nd
"Military Constrnciion” throuzn FY 1965, divided by the peak
number of unit equipment aircraft or missiles. Funds for
"RDT&E" and “Procurement - Industrial Facilities" are excluded
from thls average. ' :

‘Represents the sum of "Operations and Maintenance® and

“Military Personnel" for FY 1958 to FY 1965, divided by the
cumulative number of aireraft or misslle years in that period.
The averages for A-l or A-2 and for A-3 assume only one set of
missiles, L1.e., shipfilll, shakedovm, and support for each
SSBN, while the investment costs based on total FEM funds in-
clude the cost of 729 additional A-2 and A-3 misslles to re-
place all of the A-1's by IY 105 and all of the A-2's by FY
1968 (See Appendix "C" for details). _

gee Annex "B', Appendlx nat for basis of estimates.

Appendix-"A“ to
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TABLE IIT | |

a/
WEIGHT, YIELD AND UNIT CcOST OF SELECTED WARHEADS FOR STRATEGIC MISSILE SYSTEMS i

Mk 28, Mk 39, TX-U1 Mk 49, Cluster WH, ,.
Mod 0, Yl XW-38-X1 Mod 1, Y1 - Y1 Xu-47 Mod 1, Y2 TX-53 XW-56 of POLARIS—/
Weight (Lbs) 1,645 © 3,080 6,230 -~ 8,829 710 1,665 6,900 680 720
Yield (KT) : a ' . _ 600
Cost per Unit ($1000) . . .
- -a. Nuclear Cost i s s e TR e i
o ,J(l)'Materialsﬁ/ " - . ' : o : .
T a) Oralloy L - . T - S R
.~ 7 {p) Plutonium T T S
' ¢c) Tritium S ‘ ' ' A
d) L1 D o < : . -
Total Materials K - '
(2) Depreciatlon of - o . . - A
Materials Faclilities ' , ' , : : T
Total Nuclear Cost ' : ' : _ ’ _ Do o
b. Non-nuclear Costs : B e e s
—. (1) Fabrication T ' S ' T~
(a) Nuclear Materlals ' L N o i .
-~ Fabrication 7 - 36 11 .26 26- . 17 25 26 70
(b) Other Materials and _ o o N
Fabrication 23 173 . 31 99 93 25 ~ 50 63 : 180
Total Fabrication . - 30 .. 209~ 42 125 119 42 75 89 250
(2) Depreciation of Fabri- T S . ' : -
cation Facilities.  _3 5 4 4 3 3 4 - 3 : 12
Total Non-Nuclear Cost 33 214 . 46 129 122 .. U5 79 g2 . 262
c. Total Cost: AR L . - ' :

a/ See footnote a/, Tablemli:"wﬁﬁé warhead elemeﬁﬁénbf.the kaﬂi”éhd Ti453'ﬁohbélafe incluﬁed’héfé
since they may be modified for use in advanced misslle systems. . . '
b/ A1l estimates for thls weapon are preliminary.

"

-

¢/ See footnote Db . Table II. o - e
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PABLE V

STRATEGIC WEAPON SYSTEMS - ESTTMATED RDTGE INVESTMENT

.

AND OPBRATLNG COSTS, IY 1560 - 1907, BY SYSTEM‘E/

(Million Doliars)

. 1961

1966

System and $1a83 of Funds ©.1960 & PY '_1962 | 1963 1964 1965 1367
Aircraft & Related Syétems |

Bomber Alrcraft . .

B-47 7,570 635 508 _ nop 305 180 0. 0
Investment 5,416 1 - - - - -
Operating 2,145 634 507 Lo2 305 180 - -

B-52 (Ground Alert) 9,877 1,391 1,358 783 821 840 789 76U
RDTE 205 - = = =z - = -
Investment ™ 8,349 782 695 62 50 L5 - -
Operating 1,322 609 663 721~ 771 795 789 764

B-58 2,793 522 4ok 77 . . 83 83 91 91

~—ROTE 85 - - - — = - -
Investment 2,698 ol - - 438 - - . - . - -

- Operabing . 10 28 55 77 83 83 - gl 91

Bomber Aircraft Total: 20,240 2,547 2,360 1,263 1,209 1,103 880 855
RDTE 299 - _ - = - - -
Investment 16,463 1,276 1,134 . 62 ' 50 b5 - -
Operating 3,477 1,271 1,226 1,201 1,159 1,058 880 855

Air-to-Surface Migsiles - : o ‘ ‘

GAM-T2 | 206 63 5 6 6 6 6 5

" RDTE 11 - - - - -

Investment 192 60 - - - - - -
Operabing 3 3 5 6 6 6 6 5
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System and Class of Funds

TABLE V (Cont'd)

1960 & PY 1961

aansoToud
wrpuaddy

9962 - 1963 - 1964 1965 1966 1967

GAM-TT 480 167. wy 18 18 17 15 8

" RDTE k3 1mw 5 . - - - -
Investment 432 . 150 - .22 - : - Co= - -
Operating 5 6 . 14 18 - 18 AT 15 ‘ 8

GAM-87 ag .60 35T " ooy - 288 253 30 41

. RDTE 38 . 60 sy . 59 = % - -
: " “Investment - - . 103 235 . 285 - 237 - -
_ .‘Qpérating - - S o .3 16 30 bl
" GAM Total 724 ... pg0 203 - 318 312 - 276 51 - 54
RDTE g2 70 59 ¥ 59 - - - -
Investment 624 . 210 125 235 285 _ 237 -
Operating 8 10 19 el 27 : 39 51 54
Support Aircraft | ‘ L ' ' .

KC-ST. . . | 2,419 247 p16 - ash 93 __53 _0 0
RDTE - C- - - - - -
Investment 1,610 4 1 - - - - -
Operating 809 243 215 15k 93 53 - -

KC-135 o W7y . 372 - 408 356 470 ol 241 240
RDTE _ 1 - - - - - - -
Investment 1 2,20L 240 337 174 262 - - S
Operating - 209 T.132 161 182 208 241 oU1 240

c-124 o71 ol 16 11 - 11 11 11 11
RDTE - - - - - - -
‘Investment 7 - - - - -~ - - - -
Operating 9 o ol _.16 11 11 11 11 11

RB-U7 891 _us - 36 - 25 - .25 25 20 0
RDTE - - - - ~ .

Investment 641 - e e = - -
operating 250 L8 - 36 25 25 . 2@ 20 .

S

e
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ottt V Cont '),
SysTe S ~rass of Funds 1060 & PY 1961 1962 1963 1450 1A L S
weoory Aircraft Total _ 6,033 690 766 546 599 320 21z zis
: 1 - _ . - - - - -
Investment 1,689 o4k - 338 174 262 - - -
. Operating 1,363 446 428 372 337 330 272 251
Aircraflb Development .

. Tprojects, Total - 1,199 402 565 615 400 234 69 14
ANP (RDTE only) 473 T2 75 92 106 . 93 4o 10
B-70 (RDTE Only) 721 330 490 523 ogh 141 29 . L

Aircraft and Related : :
Systems, gubtotal 28,215 3,931 3,894 - 2,742 2,520 1,943 1,272 1,174
B 1,591 L7l 6ol g4 .. - HOO . 234 69 b
Investment 21,7ﬂ6 1,730 1,597 471 - 597 ¢ 282 - -
Operating Ly, 848 1,727 1,673 1,597 1,523 1, 427 1,203 1,160
§grface-to-8urface | L -
Misslle oysuvems _

ATLAS 3,204 1,278 354 316 ‘(139 139 174 162
RDTE - 1,812 oli5 EESU N 56 - - - -
Investment 1,301 961 155 . 140 - - - -
Operating - .91 T2 85 120 139 139 YL 162

TITAN 2,182 1,039 9L5 954 1,084 888 278 331
RDTE ~ 1,504 425 '230 201 187 g0 - -
Investment 656 - 575 646 662 763 621 - ..
Operating 22 39 69 88 134 177 278" 331

. MINUTEMAN 559 502 1,223 1,991 5,472, 2,09 1,526 . 1,569
RDTE 507 312 265 43 87 .30 - .
Investment - 52 210 958 1,795 2,050 13,249 208 -
Operating - - - 53 335 - 816 1,318 1,569
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" PABLE V gCont'd).

1965

a/ pata 690 not'reflect'aétibns"taken gince ppril 1960 oo the FY 1961 pudget .
5/ SNARK, THOR, and JUPTIER: - R T

System and Class of Tunds 1960 & FPY 1961 1962_ 1963 . 1968 1966 1957
. POLARIS' " - - 2,196 1,066 1,857 o o6l 2,044 1,050 850 542
~RUTE : 1,122 185 602 533 ol 128 75 57
Investment 1,354 725 1,178 1,627 1,648 . 714 . 458 17 -
- Operabing _ 20 w8 104 149 | 208 317 408
— e 2,511 42 N3 43 3 31 31 0

R .—l—'—""'_ —— — —— —— — —— p—

¥} . 908 - - - .= - - -
Investment . 1,536 - - - - - - - .
Operating _ 67 it} 43 M3 34 31 31 0

Surface—to—Surface ' : ' o I

”ﬁiggiié”BﬁBEBEEI" 10,952 b, 137 4,h22 5,568 5,713 4,203 2,859 2,604
; ,853 1,467 1,211 936 21 oL8 75 57
Tnvestment ,899 2,471 2,933 ), 02U b, 461 - 0,584 666 77
Operating 200 - 7199 278 .. 108 TR 1,371 2,118 2,470
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APPENDIY "B" TO ENCLCSURE "p"

ESTIMATED CCSTS OF THE MINUTEMAN WEAPON SYSTEI

PURPOSE
l; To present estimates, developed by WSEC with the assistance

of Air Force agencieshof the costs of the MINUTEMAN weapon system.

SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATES - -

o, The estimates in this paper are predicated upon force objec-
tives of 2000 fixed-site missiles and 300 mobile missiles. Total
program costs for fhe FY 1661-67 period are estimated at about
$11.4 pillion of which $7.6 billion represents research, develop-

: znent, test, and evaluation costs, outlays for industrial facili—

" ties, and investment in deployed missiles. The remaining $3.8
billlon comprlses the total of all operating costs of deployed
squadrons durlng this program period A summary of the estlmates

" appears in Table I.

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF MINUTEMAN PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES, FY 1961-6T
(Mlllions of Dollars)

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation - 837
Industrial Facilities . o
Missiles and Spare Parts | 2,176
Support Equipment and Soare Parts - . 3,280
-Constructiona . i ' .1,000
Other _ ' . ; - 230
‘ Subtotel . o 7,563
Operating Costs (less oraining missiles included
above) ' : 3,835
Potal Program Costs : . : 11,398

e ————————————

a/ 100 psi silo and 500 psi LCC.

Appendix "B" to
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3. Estimated ynitial investment and annual operating costo

per deployed missile, in mizlions of dgollars, are:

' _ Fixed System ‘Mobile System
Investment Cost $2.678 $3.443
Annual Operating Cost ‘ 0.646 ' ~0.924

4. Experlence with several modern weapon systems has shown

" that cost ‘estimates made prior to the time of operational

deployment apre often too lov by a w1de margin. Two years will

- elapse before the MINUTEMAN systen becomes operational There

is a_good possibility that by this time events will have proved

. that the cost estimates herein were optimistic

SOURCES_OF INFORMATION

5. The specifications of thils weapon systen, and most of the
numerical cost data and various factors for manipulating it
were obtained from the Eir Force, as follow3°

a. Conference 'of AFBMD, AFABF, SAC, RAND, and WSEG

- personnel, 4.7 April 1960. .
b. MINUTEMAN Briefing to Alr Council and Air Weapons
Board, 15-18 February 1960. -
_ MINUTEMAN Development Plan, 15 August'1959.

Alr Force MS-3 Report, October 1959

o

Tabular materials prepared by AFABF-lO on 29 April 1960

jo

and by AFBMD in July 1960..

6. The figures for only one ma jor ltem of cost, the missile
1ts~lf, were derived in WSEG. The WSEG cost estimates for the
MINUTEMAN missile are based upon consultations with imowledgeable

cost analysts in‘various organizations.

pppendix "B" to
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7. The‘cost estimates in this paper pertain to the MINUTEMAN
vieapon sysfem essentially as it is described in the 15 August

1959 Development Plan.

8. The main departures from the Developmenﬁ Plan are:

' -

L]

m— e et g e 2 e 1 B et e i e b -

— . C. Three nissi1es per train are currently stlpulated for
the mobile system. |

da. A mean—time—to ~fallure objlective of 7000 houres.

g, MINUTEMAN force tabs currently planned by the Air Force
are as follows: '

TABLE IT

QQBRENTLY PLAVNED MINUTEMAN rORC? TABS

. Number of Deployed Missiles at End of Year
E}ecal Year . Fixed Mobile Total

1961 ' - — -
1962 - | - --
1963 ._120 .. 30 150
. 1964 ' 649 156 805
1965 1225 . 300 1525
1966 t 12060 ' 300 2300
1967 " 2000 300 2300

As of the present, the Ballistic Missiles-Coﬁmittee of 0OSD
has given 1ts approval to the Air Force to initiate production
commitments €O achieve a force of 150 missiles by the close of
FY 1963; subsequent i1ncrements have not yet been approved, nor
have the ultimate force objectiveS'received approvel from.the ..

Administration and the Congress.
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™ ATAYT B lsan X
DEVELOPMENT COF TIE ESTIMNATES

10. Classification of Costs. Costs are classified under the

following mein headings:

a. Research, Developrnient, Test, and Evaluation

b, Industrial Facilities ' o

c. Initial Investmant Costs

(1) Major Equipment and Initisl Spares (missileé aﬁd-
spare parts). _ _
. {2) support Equipment and Iﬁiﬁi@l Spares (GSE, com-~
"munibatiohs; RR equipment, etc.); |
;(3)700nstrucfion‘(silos; launch control centers, roads,
ete. ). ' | .
(4) Initial Training
~ (5) other (?uel; sﬁpplies, ete.).

d. Annual operating Costs -

_-‘é;(l)‘Pé?sqnnellﬁ
| Pay andellowanceé
Replacement Training.
(2)_Maintenance;and'Replacement
Missileéi
GSE |
Communidatibns
RR Eqﬁipment
Operétional Facilities
(3) Traiﬁing Miséiles
(4) Base.sﬁpport
(5) Other.

e, Total Progrém-Costs

11. Procedure. In tﬁIs paper Air Force estimates of RDIE
and Industrial Faéilitieé c6sts as reported in MS-3A of October
1959 are accepted. 'The paées to follow will preseht, in detail,
* Appendix “B" to
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the development of our estimates of the initial investment and
annual operating costs of ‘the MINUTEMAN system in both the fixed
- (hardened and dispersed) and mobile modes, .These estimates'Were
arrived at ﬁith the cooperation and assistance of the Alr Force
Direztor of Budget and the Ballistic Missiles Divislon. The
discussion will proceed item by item in the same order in which
the item apears above in the classification of initilal invest-

ment and annual operabing cocsts.

1XAJOR EQUIPMENT AND INITIAL SPARES INVESTHMENT

12. The cumulative average price of $7#3,000 per missmle 13
taken from a cosn quantity curve developed in WSEG and Ais thez‘_
price for a total of 266& missiles through FY 1967 “'This pro;
curement reguirement 1s based upon the stipulated force schedules,
a requirement for an 'aitialltra*ning firing by each squadron
and train, a proficiency firing program of two mlssiles per

'squadron annually, anﬂ a reouirement for ninety test missiles.

13. The WSEG cost-quantity curve for this missile was derived
from information obtained from industry on the costs of the
major components; i.e., alrframe, propulsion, guidance and
control, and re-entry vehicle. The curve is actually a combi-
nation of two log-lineaxr curves. The first segment ruhs through
missile 300 and has a 90 percent slobe; The formula for this
curve is log ¥y = 3. 34541 - 0.15201 log X, where ¥ is the
cumulative average price and x 1s the cumulative missile
nuﬁber. The second segment has a 93 percent slope and the

formula is log ¥ = 3 22814 - 0.10471 1og b

lh According to BMD, initial missile spares are required
equivalent to 10 percent of the value of the missile. The total
cost of major equipnent and initial spares is thus $TL3,000 per

missile plus $74,000 for initial spare parts, a total of $817 ooo

Aopendix "g" to
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per micssile. Thigs amounts to 340, 850,000 per Tixed squadron

of 50 missiles, and Lo $2,451.000 per grain of three misciles

of the mobile system.

§QPPORT EQUIPMENT AND TNITIAL SPARES TNVESTHENT

15. silo Equipment (1cs= communications, guldance and control}.
BMD has supplied cost-quantity data on this equipment for up to
1000 units. Extrapolation'of these data to 2000 units yields a

figure of $TOQCOO per missile.

«

16. :Launch Control Center Equipment (legs communlcatLOﬁs,'

guiaance and contro ) The BﬁD figure of approximately $5000 per

missile for this equlpnent is derived from the cost quantlty

data for 1CcC number¢200, the required number for 2000 missiles.

1? Guiaance and control Equipment. mhe basls for this esti-

mate is & BMD tabulat*on on uhe costs of the moblle system,

the cost for the first unit of guidance and control equlpment
amountlng %o 51 050 OOO per missile. This includes the sequencex
monitor, autocolimator, control consoles, and guidance and contrc
couplers. This equipment, according to AFQOOP, is essentlally the
same for both fixed and moblle systems. Apolicat;on of a 95 per
cent cost quantity curve (log ¥ = 3. 02119 _ 0.07408 log x)
yields an estimate of 592,000 per miss*le for the 2300 missile

of the fixed ehd mobile syetems.

rate ic Mi°5116 Support Area Equlpment The SMSA, .lo-

t g S

cated at an existing Alr Force base, provides squadron head-
quarters and support for thiree squadrons of the fixed system.
Maintenance teams and targeting uﬂits:are pased at the SMSA anc
are equipped with vehicles for performinb on-site fault isolatl
and "Linker toy‘ type maintenance at the silos, and for tarpet
data 1nsertion, missile rotation, and fuzing.' in addition, re
entry vehie;es and warheads are received ab the SMSA, and tran
ported ﬁhenee te the sllos for mating wlth the missile. Guida
Appendix "p" to
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cost of the equ;pment for accomplisning these functions is
estimated bY BMD at $31,000 per missile for the rixed system.

Lackling & petter figure, $31,000 per missile 1s also employed

" in this paper per moblie system mwssixe. It is assumed that

personﬁel,_maintenance, and storage 1acilltees eAisting at the
airbase-will be adequate and no cost is included for these

items.

9 Tranuporter nﬂecto“ for Fixed System. The transporter-- _

erector is a large vehicle for transnortlng a MINUTEMAN missile,

placing i+ in the silo and withdreming 1t from the silo. This

vehicle has an all-up uelght of /it tons. QMD estlmaues the

~average price of these venicles, of whicn 35 are planned for

each 1000 missiles, at $60,000 per missile. ToO this is addea an

arbitrary,5 percent initial spares facto* oringlng the tota; cost

| per hissileitd $63,000. .

20. RR Eouipment - Mobile System. The only RR equipment to

. be bought consists of the missile 1aunch car, the control car,

and the power cars. One launch car, costing about $9OQ,OOO
according to AFOQOP, is of course required for each missile, How-
ever, only one control car and two power cars, priced at $380,00C
and $450,000 respectively by BMD, are required per three-missile
train. $he total cost of purchased rall equipment, including &
5 percent initial spares factor, then becomes $1,393,000 per
missile. Other equipment, 1.€., 1ocomotives, dining cars, sleep
ing ©ars, ebc., will either be token from exlsting surplus

military rolling stock or will pe rented from the rallroadu.

21. ggmmunicatlonu Eou ipment - Flked System. The estimates ¢

the costs of this equipment are aken from the MINUTEHAN Briefir

Appendix "pt to
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. {o the ALT Council and ALT \leapons poard, 15-10 February 1560,

The Gata are peproduced in maple ITI.

PABIE II11

_ESTIMATED COMMUNICATIONS TNVESTMENT COSTS PER
RARDENED ARD DISCERSED SQUADRON

Item . S cost

108 Data Terminal (455,000 per silo) 42,750,000

: 1cC Data Terminal : 650,000
cavle S - 6, 000,000-18,000,000

i sAC Command Radlo Equipmen® 354,000

‘tA Augmentafion of Base Telephone . ' 5&,060
potal: | ) $9,808,ood-2;,808,ooo

E(N.B. 'If very low frequency ground wave propagation i successd-
Cofully &évelopéd;‘cbmmuﬁicatfﬁné costs may be in the‘range of $U4-6
ﬁillioh per squadpon.) Tacking further evidence, the mid~va1ue.of
| aboutl$15.8 millibn per sduadrop'or $315,000 per_missile is

" employed here for fixed system communications equipment cost.

22.iCommuhications Equipment - Mobile System. These are

estimated bY sMD ab $217,000 PeT missile for @ chree-missile

train. _ =

23. gupport Eéuipment Initiél Spares. :hécording to BMD
persdnnel;‘thé'cost of initial spares fof7¢SE would amount to
petween 15:§ercent and 25 peréent of the initial investment. A
{igure of éd perdént is QSed in this papér, exﬁept in the gaées
of the transportér-erector and ratlroad equipment as already

noted.

CONSTRUCTiON IN?ESTMEIT COSTS

ol silos and Leunch control Centers. amp has provided 2 fign
of $360,000:f6r construction of 2 silo (100 psi) and ORf tenth
siissiles péf;ﬁcc)_bf a launch control center {500 psi).

Enclosure npt
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o5, Roast 1t is very difficult to eztimate the cocts of
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roads for @ tvpical sduauron scnce terraln features'will vary
widely and since the frequency of trafflc cannot Dbe accurafely
predicted Some improaenent of existing hiaghvays will be re-
quired. Based on data pertaining to ATLAS~ TITAN squadron road
coste, a figure of $100, OOO per misslle 1is gelected. Ih addition,
an access aprive will pe built from the nighvay to the eilo; and
the cost of this construction 1is estimated ‘DY BMD ab $40,000 per

missile. _ g .

26. RaiTroad Construc»ion; The Air Force does not currently
plan the construct;on of any sidings but will *nstead use exist-
ing 51d1ngs fo the pre- gurveyed firing sites There wi11 be no
constructlon of buildings or other ;nutailations, except of & .

triv*al nature,'at thebe s*d&ng

INITIAL TRAINING AND OmHER INVESTMENT

27. InLtlal T”aining This cost 1is estﬂmated by the a3y Force

in 1ts MS-3 Report ab &72,000 per missile or $9,000 a man. The

~ mobile system requires three times the number of -personnel per

missile and {pnitial training costs amount to $2i6,000 per missile

on a threeﬂmissile train.

28, Other. Initial jnvestment in fuel and miscellaneous sup-
plies yg reported at £9,000 per missile in the M3- -3 and this

rigure is also applied to the mobile system.

EY

ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS - PERSONNEL

2g. Pay and Alloviances. The SAC estimate of $36,000 per mis-

sile per vear is used for the fixed system and the AFABr figure

of $134,000 per missile per year for the mobile cysten.

30. Replacement personnel Training. The same sources, SAC ar.

LFABF, provide estimates of $12,000 peT missile annually for

romencix “B" to
mnclo ure "F"
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Tived missiles and $36,000 per missile annually for mobiie mis-’
siles. The estimates are based upon an assumption of a 25 per-

cent per year personnel turnover rate and 2 replacement training

cost factor of $6,000'per man.

ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS - RATIROAD RENTALS -

.31, AFABF estimates the cost_of jocomotives and car rentals,
including Rﬁ personnel, at $73,000 per missile per year for the

mobile system.

ANNUAL MAINTENANCE AND REPLACEMENT COSTS

22, Missiles. Maintenace COutS are estimated by SﬁC.

at 15 percent of initial 1nvest1ent ner year. Fifteen
percent of the $812,000 initial cost 1is $122,600 per missile

and th*s figure is applleo in both the fixed and mobile cases.-

33. Ground support Eqnipment. SAC estimates that GSE malntenance

wlll cosu_about Q5 pe“cent of the initial investment annually and
that GSE replacement will cost about 15 percent of initial invest-
ment each year. Investment in fixed system GSE is $698,000 per
missile. Therefore, GSE maintenance and,replacement will cost
about ¢349,000 per m1551le per year. Transporter-erector maint-
tenance and replacement at 20 percenb of.investment amounts to
$12,000 per year brlnrlng the GSE total To $361 000 per misclle.
Mobile system GSE *nvestment of $623,000 per missile will require

an annual'maintenance and replacement expenditvre of $312 000..

34, Communications Equipment. According bto SAC, annual main-

tenalce and'replacement of communications equipment will cost
about 10 percent of 1nit*al investment., This amounts to $32,000

per missile per year for the fixed systen and to $22,000 per

'misaile per year for the riobile system.

T | pppendix "BY to
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35. ﬁaiiroao BEouloment. AXABK estimates the fees for main-

taining railroad equipment for the mobile system at $72,000

per year.

36. Operational Facilities. MaintenanCe and replacement of
these facilities is estimated BY SAC at 5 percent of initial
investment per'year. in the case of the fixed system, the in-
vestment 1in gilos and LCC's 18 $360,000 per missile and the
annual charge aﬁounts to $18, OOO per missile annually for these
facilities. In the case ‘of the mobile system AFABF provides &
figure of $31,000 per missile per year for operational facillitiles
and equipment. No *nvestment is contemplated for mobile system
firing site facilities and mobile unit support base facilities
are assumed to exist - .at the host airbase Maintenance and re-
placement charges on these facilities, plus similar charges for:
MUSB (SMSA) equipment purchased for this weapon comprisé the

$31,000 figure noted above.

ANNUAL_TRAINING MISSILE COSTS

37. SAC stipulates that operational squadrons each perform two
training firings a year in order to maintain proficiency in the
use of the weapor. With 50 missiles per fixed and 30 missiles
per mobile squadron, and at a unit price of $817,000 per missile
the annual cost of training-firings per squadron amounts to
$33,000. and $5u,000‘0n a per-unit equipment missile bvasls,

reSpectively.

ANNUAL BASE SUPPORT COSTS .

38, These costs, covering housing, medlcal service, transport
etc., are estimated bY gaC at $2000 per man annually. This:
amounts to $16,000_per year per fixed system missile and to

$48,000]per mobile system missile.
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TABLE IV

ESTIMATED INITIAL INVESTMENT COSTS FIXED MINUTEMAN SYSTEM%/

Thousand $
-Investment Per Missile Source
Major Equipment ' . _ ) | 1
Misslles ' Tu3 Weapon Systems Evaluation Group
Initial Spares . o L Th - WSEG Using BMD 10% Spares Factor
_ _ Total Major Equipment: o -, BT ' '
... Support Equipment - ' : .
- =—§1lo Bquipment Less Guldance and .

Control S A 70 BMD Data from AFABF
LcC Equipment Less Guldance and _

Control 5 BMD Data from AFABF .
Guidance and Control K92 BMD Mobile System Tabulation and 95% Curve
SMSA .- 3% BMD
Communications %/ _ : 316 Air Council Briefing -

Tnitial Spares Tor All Above 203 BMD 20% Spares Factor
Transporter-Erector and Initial : A
Spares .63~ BMD Plus 5% Spares Factor
Total Support Equipment 1,280 : B
Construction T ' 3 ' -
§1To and LCC . - 360 BMD-
Roads - Highway.Improvement [-Y4 .~ 100 Bureau of Public Roads and Army Trans. Corps
= Silo Accéss . -7 . 40 BMD . -
Total Comstruction 500 Lo
Tnitlal Training - Total 72 AF: MS-3
Other - Total ‘ 9 AF: MS-3.
Total Investment Per Missile 2,678 '

g/ These costs are applicable for 100 psi silos and 500 psi LCC!s. Preliminary WSEG
estimates for a configuration of 300 psil silos and 1000 psl ICC's come to a total

investment of 42,78 mlllion per missile

b/ If ground wave propagation is successful, costs will approximate $1,000,000 per missile.

G/ Based on ATLAS-TITAN experience.



TABIE V ‘ .

. | ESTIMATED ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS - PIXED_MINUTEMAN sysTE/
, Thousand § o
Ttem Per Missile Source
Personnel ' | o |
—— ' : X t
Pay and Allowances - . 36 . SAC 115
Replacement Training ‘ 12 : ' SAC
Total Personnel _ u8 \

.. Maintenance and Replacement

Missiles (Maintenance_only)' 123 : | SAC
GSE - 361 ' SAC
Ccommunications o 32 _ : SAC
' Operational and SMSA Facililtles S 18 L : SAC
v Total Maintenance' and Replacement 534 - '
' Tra'ining Missiles - Total . o _ ’ 33 _ Two Per Sqdn Per Year
pase Support - Total : 16 SAC
Other - Total - 15 .. SAC
" Total Annual Operating Cost Fer Missile _6M6
= ' - o e . '
g g a/ These costs are applicable for 100 psi silos. and 500 psi LCC!'s. Preliminary WSEG
Ll estimates for a configuration of 300 psi silos and 1000 psi LCC's come to a total
%% 3, annual operating cost of $0.652 million per missile.
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TABLE VI

ESTIMATED INITIAL INVESTMENT COSTS - MOBILE MINUTEMAN SYSTEM a/

a/ Three missiles per train.

Thousand $ . : o
TTEM Per Misslle _ Source’
. Ma jor. Equipment IR .
-+ . Missiles T % T . WSEG . . . ,
" Initial Spares . ST | VWISEG Using BMD. 10% Spares Factor

. Total Majoe Equipment BLT. ' -

Railroad Equipment ' ' : ] : ;
Taunch Car 900 " BMD & AFOOP
Control Car 127 © BHD -
Power Car 300 . BMD .o :
Initial Spares 66. P 5% Initial Spares Factor

motal Raillroad Equipment 1,393 o '

Support Equipment 7
cuidance GSE : )
Control GSE 592 BMD Mobile Tabulation & 95% Curve
.Control Consoles o . ) :
Comnunicatlons Equipment 217 BMD
SMSA Equipment - P 31 BMD ) - -
Initial Spares for Above - 168 PMD 20% Spares Factor

Tfotal Support Equipment 1,008 ' ‘
Initial Training - Total 216 AF: MS-3 Factor
Other - Total ' 9 AF: MS-3
TOTAL INVESTMENT PER MISSILE 3,443
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G TABLE VII

ESTTMATED ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS
MOBILE MINUTEMAN SYSTEM a/

o Thousand $

xtpuadqv

ITEM ) _ ‘ ~ Per Missile Source
Personnel ' '
Pay & Allowances 134 AFABF
Replacement Training 36 . AFABF
Total Personnel 170 -
RR Fees - Total : - 73 - AFABF
Maintenance & Replacement | IR
Missiles 123 - .+ SAC 15% Factor .
GSE . . 312 - .7 SAC 35%.+ 15% Factor
Communicotions B : 20 U . 'SAC 10% Factor . -
RR Equipment 72 AFABF
Facllities & Equipment 31 . AFABF
Total Maintenance & Replacement 560 .
Training Missiles - Total . 54 WSEG at 2/Sqdn/yr
~ Base Support - Total ' 48 AFABF
. Other - Total 19 ATFABF
TOTAL ANNUAL OP. COST PER MISSILE ol

a/ Three missiles per train.

=S
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39, Cther annual operating coSts are s neurred for fuel, BUpD1i€s,
transportation of missiles, and services of technical representa-
tives, For the fixed system, these costs are estimated by SAC
at $15,000 per missile annually. In the case of the mobile system,

 these costs are estimated by AFARF at $19,000 annually.

' TABULAR SUMMATION OF INVESTMENT AND OPERATlNG COSTS

40. The foreoo .ng material i8 summarized in the fOl1CWlng tables.
&, Table IV - Estimated Tnitial Investment Costs -
rixed MINUTEIAN System.
b Table v - Estimated Annual Operating Costs -
Fixed MINUTHMAN System. .
| c. Table VI - Estimated Tnitial Investment Costs -
Mobile MINUTENMAN System.
g. Table VII - Estimated ‘Annual Operating Costs -

| Mbbile MINUTEMAN System.
. ESTIMATES o;« TOTAL PROGRAM FUNDING

41 Using the estimates developed here for initial investment
and annual operating costs, and Air Force estimates of RDTE and
Industrial Facmlities costs, figures on total program funding

-have been derived and appear in Table VIII below,

TABIE VIII

ESTIMATES OF TOTAL PROGRAM FUNDING FOR MINUTEMAN FY 1961—§Z
- (Millions of Dollars) B

Industrial B '

Facility Investment Funds Coeratirg Funds
Fiscal RDTE Funds and Fixed Iifobile Fized lobile Total
Year Funds Other System System Total Systen System Total Funds
1961 312 Ky 128 41 169 - - - 522
1962 265 5 725 226 953 | - - L= 1223
1963 143 12 .13 yzs 1783 39 14 53 1991
87 15 o oa7hy 291 2035 249 86 335 2h72
1965 30 8 . 1191 50 1241 605 =11 816 2095
1966 - - .. 208 - 208 1041 277 1318 1526
1967 - - e - S~ 1292 277 1569 1569

. TOTAL 837 81 . 5356 1033 6389 3226 865 4091 11398

- . -Appencéix "B“ to
_ i . " Enclosure "B -
CRET . o - 56 - WSEG Renort No. 50
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PURPOSE

1, To evaluate the ljatest available €
the POLARIS FDM/SSBN weapon system,
the cost of proposed PdLARIS
POLARIS installations on cruilsers are &

Appendix.

APPENDIX "C" TO ENCLOSURE "B

-

IATED

COSTS

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES

2, Total

achieve an operatlona

OF THE FOLARIS WEAPON SYSTEM

programmed obligaﬁio

missiles are estimeted at $12.4

estimates dated 27 April

higher than & similar espimate,for the same force le

- period prepared by the same of

are glven in:Table I.

COMPARISON OF ESTI

1960.

TABIE I

Cruiser programs.

fice in June 1959.

iven in Annex

1 force of 45 SSEN's equipped with

billion according to offici

RDT&E end Related

Procurement
submarines (45)

Migsiles
Tenders

Industrial Facilities
Military construction
Other Investment

Maintenance and
Operations
Military Personnel

TOTAL
a/ Submitted by SFO for u

Annual Review.

3. Difference

to differences in the classi

_sporet

stimates of the costs of
and to furnish estimates of
Estimates for

1" to this
ns through Fiscal vear 1967, o0

yvel and time

POLARIS

al CNO

This total is about 57 percent -

Comparative data

s between certaln cost element

- 56 -

fication of costs,

AppendiXx
Enclosure

WSEG Report No. 50

s are due in part

MATES OF POLARIS SYSTEM
G0STS FOR U5 SSBN FORCE THROUGH FY_ 1967
Special Projects MS-3/2A end _
Office Supplements o .
(30 June 59 ril-July 60) nerease
(1illions) (Millions) _ Milllions fercel
$1,867 $3,225 $1,358 73
4,128 - I, 749 621 - 15
538 032 1,494 278
292 379 87 3C
112 154 42 38
129 145 16 1¢
-— 342 342 --
610 1,22l 514 8l
189 210 21 13
$7,865 $12, 360 $4,495 5%
se in WSEG Report No. 23, Second

.put the comparison



of tectals fcr the entire system 15 valid, losv of the increase

can be explaired by: (1) a considerable increase in development
costs mainly attributable to the A-3 misslle, (2) revision of unit

costs for both submarines and missiles, and (3) addition of 729 A-2

and A-3 missiles to replace all of the A-1's by 1964 and all of the

A-2's by FY 1968.

4, The current funding schedules reported in this paper appear
‘ to.be reallstic and complete, and with one mlnor exception they
_cover all development, jnvestment, and operating expenses for all
-vfaoilities and actlvities which are unlquely associated with the
hPOLARIS provram. The only exception is the exclusion of military

pay for creus of the two test ships (see paragraph‘lh).

5. The 1atest estimates of programmed obligations_by flscal
years through 1967 are summarized in Table II._ Obligations for
| RDT&E and invescment, through the fiscal year 1960, aceounf for
.-fabout 22 percent of the nonrecurring costs required to establish
an operational oapability with A-3 missiles 4n ‘45 submarines.
‘:Operating costs, of course, rise steadily, reaching a peak at

a little more than '$400 million per year by 1967.

TABEE 1T

PROGRAMMED OBLIGATIOHS FOR POLARIS WEAPON SYSTEM, BY
TISCAL YEARS THROUGH 1967 a/

. . ' Millions of Dollars
Fiscal Year. . RDT&E Investment Operatlng Total

1957 & Prior $113.9 $.14.7 o $128.6
1958 196.2 241.5 . 0.5 438,2
1959 389.8 . 601.6 T.5 928.9
1960 398.6 518.9 12,4 929,9
Subtotal: $1,098.5 $1,376.7 $ 20.4 $2.195,6
1961 4854 724.9 46.0 1,256. 3
1962 6023 1,3174.2 80.6 1, BBZ
1963 : 532.6 1,627.1 104.7 2 26 4
1964 247,00 0 15 648.,0 149.0
1965 - r1e8.1 Tl3 .8 - 208.0 - 1,0&9 9
1966 o ThT }59 o 316. 850. 4
1967 . 56.8 L8, 542,0
Total:. - $3 225.4 $7,800 5. - $1,333.8 £12,359.7

a/ U.S. Navy, CNO, MS-3/2A Form, 27 April. 1960, RDTE&E funds
include “Procurement for DT&E." Operating funds include
“Operation and Malntenanoe” and “"iilitery Personnel.”

_ ‘ Appendix "C' to
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6. Programmed force jevels and total costs for the principal
elements of this system By fiscal years through 1967, are presented
in Table I.of Appendix npt, The principal elements of cost (ex—
cluding warheads) through Fy 1967 in millions of dollars, are ab

follows:
&, RDIGE and Related rocurement $3,225

p, Initial Investment:

—

‘(1) Submarines (45) 44,749

(2) Tenders (6) - 379

(3) Migsiles (1, 73u) 72,032

(4) Other eqnipment L : '342 _

(5) Facillitles . S ':t1299 - 7,801

"C, Onerat*ng Costs:

(1) Operation and maintenance $1, 124

(2) Mllitary personnel . 210 1,334
Total costs. I L a - §12,36O

7. This progrem provides for outfitting the submarines initi-
ally and after each overhaul period with the most advanced '
nissile then'available. This generates 2 requirement for three
gets of missilles (A-1, A 2, and A-3) for each of the first T sub-
marines two sets of missiles (A-2 and A 3) for each of the next
19 submarines, and one set of missiles (A-3) for uhe 1ast 19
gubmarines. .By the end of FY 1964, all of the A-1 missiles will
have been retired and all of the 14 submarines operational at. )
that time will be equippec with A-2 missiles. By the end of .

1968, all of the U5 submarines will nave A-3 missiles.
Altogether, & total of 1, 940 POLARIS missiles will be procured
as follows: -

Flight test missiles . o s v v * 206

Shipfill, ‘shakedown, guppors,
and reolecement
A"‘l . o @ ’ 159
A—2 » . '3 570
Ae3 s o 1005 12134
motal Missilee . 1,940

Appendix "C" to
P Enclosure "F
R i, o1 WSEG Report No. 50
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8. The avbove costs exclude yarheads, but they include the
1nitial cost of reactor COTES for the nuclear sihlp propulsion

system and the cost of replacing the expended nuclear fuel

" materials.

9. Total development and investment costbs from the snception
. of the program tnrough the Fiseal Year 1967, and average_costs

per submarine and per shipfill missile, are therefore as follows:

' Millions of Dollars
Total Lverage Fer Tverage rer
‘ | ‘ Costs - 85BN Missile
RDT&E o % 3,225 7.7 -
Initial Invest_7nt N U
(excl. of 7,801 173.3 ) 10.8_:
Tota1t/ $11,026  245.0 . 15.3

10. By the end of ¥y 1067 all of the submarines, tenders, and |
supporting facilities should be fully operational Tne eumula-
tive number of SSBN years should:then pe 126.1, and the cumula-
tive cost of operations for the entire system will amount to

- $1, 334 milllon (see Table I, Annex npr), Dividing this total
by the total SSEN years, the average annual operating cost per

subnarine 1s $lO 6 million or about $6bl thousand per shipfill

missile.-

TNVESTMENT COSTS PER UNIT :
11. 'Initial 1nvestment costs per SSBN, asﬁreported by the
-gpecial_ Progects office on 7 April 1960, are given below in
- Table III. These costs exclude warheads, RDT&E, and the cost.of
_729 A5-2 and A-3 missiles for replacement of A-1's and A-2's.
: AlsO excluded (sincelthey are considered a8 part of RDT&E) are

- the conversion and outfitting costs of the twWo: EAG test ships

. and the three‘oceanographic survey vessels.

. 1/ Includeslinuestment in industrial and development facilities.

_ pppendix "C" to
L o ‘ Enclosure
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TABLE II1

POLARIS SYSTEM INVESTIENT COSTS PER SSEN FY 1967
AS RLPORWLD Y SrioCIAL FROJECTS OFrLCE

Ttem Millions of Dollars .

Ma jor Equipment - SSBN's $ 105.4
Shipfill Missiles ] L ' 18.8
Shaliedown and Support Missiles (6-1/3) 7.4

Other Equipment {including jnitial spares) 13.6

Personnel Tranuitional Training 0.3
| Initial Ammo, Fuel and Supplies . a/
nSite Acqu151tlon and Base Construction | 8.4
) Total Initial Investment Cost . 153.9

_/ Included in. e jor Equipment - SSB's, "

12. The cost of replacement migsiles must be included in POLARIL

" costs if the system is to be credited with the progressive improv¢

‘ment in effectiveness represented by the 1ncreases 1n range from

1

Replacement misslle costs have in fact

" peen included by the Special Projects office in the prOgrammed -

obligations summarized above in paragraphs 5 and 6, and given on
Table I, Annex npt, The total cost of the replacement missiles
is estimated at $873 milllon or about $19 million per SSBHN, -
This amount, added to uhe $154 million per SSBN given above in
Table III, brings the total initial investment per submarine up
to $173 million, which is now consistent with the -investment cos:

per submarine shown 1in paragraph 9.

L4

OPERATING COSTS PER UNTIT

13. The annual operating costs per suhnarine, as reported by

the Special Projects office are given in Table IV.

Appendix "C" to
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TABLE IV

POLARIS SYSTEM OFERATING COST3S PER SSEN IN FY 1661
AND FY 19067, AS RErONIeD BY SUnCIAL FROJSCTS OFrICE

Millions of Dollars

Item | ' ¥y 1961 Y 1967
' Personnel-Pay and Allowances (SSEN only) §$ 1.1 $ 1.1 |
Replacement Personnel Tralning 0.2 . 0.2
Replacement of Equipment . | o - 2.5 5.1
Maintenance of Equipment o 2.3 | 1.2
Replaceménﬁ and Maintenance of Facilities 1.2 O;Tj -
| Replenishment of Ammunition; Fuel and | . o
- - Supplies . o $ 0.9 $ 1,0 -
. Total Operating Costs: . $8,2 $ 9.3 .

14.-Thé item "Personnel Pay éﬁd.hlléwancéS":1n Tébie IV amount-
1ng ﬁo $1.1 million per €SBN includes only the submarine crews.f
Other personnel unique;y associated with the POLARIS system are
: thé'tenQer crews aﬁd'personnel at the Naval Weapons Annexes};/P“
- The totai éést of miliféry pefsohhel‘in,FY 1967, reported on ;
MS-3.2A forms, amounts to $66.9 million. This total, divided by
E?é 43,2 SSBN's in that year (see Table I, Annex "A"), gilves ué
_aﬁ‘éferagé of $1,54 million per SSEN-year, or $Q;4 miliioﬂ more

than in Table IV. =

15. O&M costs,‘éx01UGing personnel pa& and alidwances but in-
cluding maintenange,'repair, overhaul, fuel, sﬁﬁplies, replace-~
ment of equipmen# (éxcépt missiles), replacemené}training, etc,,
émount to $8.2 mil;ion'pér SSEN in FY 1967 accofding to Table IV. '
The total for Opefétion'and Maintenance given in MS-3,2A for 1967
(see Table I, Annex "A") is $341.5 million for the system, or

$7.91 million per SSEN-year.

1/ It should be noted that O&M costs associated with the EAG test.
ships and AGS survey vessels are included by Special Projects
Office in POLARIS funds for RDT&E or related procurement, but

" military personnel pay and allowances for Crews of the two test
ships are not included in any of the POLARIS accounts. -These
ships are required only in the FBM development program and do

- not represent a recurring cost to the system, Each of the two
FAG test ships has a crew of about 100 officers and enlisted

.men, and their average annual pay and sllowances amount to
about $0.5 million per ship.

Appendix "C" to
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16, The minor differences between the derived and reported
operating costs are relatively unimpertant and can be explained
by gifferences in the definition of costs in MS-3,2A and
MS-3.2B forms. We conclude that the best estimate of operating
costs per SSBN per year will amount to about slo million when

the system is fully operational, and that the average annual

operating cost per shipfill missile will be aboub $625,000, or

about 11 percent more than the reported estimate for FY 1967

as glven in_Table IV,

A:SPIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION COSTS

17, Forty-five nuclear submarines, s*x tenders, two nAG test

ships, and three survey shlps ape financed by the POLARIS program

In the progranmed obligatlions schedule gilven 1n Table I of
Annex "A", the cost of submarine construction and tender con-

version or conetruction is accounted for by investment funds,

'while the conversion costs for the two EAG test vessels and the

three AGS survey ships are in RDT&E or related procurement

18. Investment in spbmarines represents the most costly part
of this system, accounting for $4;749 million or 38.4 percent
of total programmed obligations through FY 1967. Included in
the cost of submarines and tenders is an allowance for price
inflation amounting to $443 million or about 8.6 percent of the
total for poth types of vessels. Submarine funds also include
about $146 million which should be considered as research and
development expense since development costs are charged to the

1ead ships of each class., £ . .

19, The latest cost estimates for submarines are as presented

in Table V.,
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TABLE V |
CONSTRUCTION AND OUTFITTING COSTS FOR 45 POLARIS SSEN

Number.and Name | Thousands of Dollars

SSEN 598, George Washington $ 180,429

SSBN 599, Patrick Henry 104,561

SSEN 600,”Theodore Rposevéit 106,570 ]

SSEN 601, Robert E. lee : 105,045

SSBN 662,'Abraham Lincoln -*'_103,786

SSBN 608, Ethan Allen 152,305

SSBN 609, Sam Houston o L 93,965

SSBN 610, Thomas A. Edison __:99,158

SSEN 611, John Marshall -~ " gh, ol

‘No. 10 . | 116,400

No. 11 .. © 106,000

' No. }é 106,000
subtotal - . .. . - . $1,367,400

Plus 33 SSEN @ $102,475 . _ 3,381,600

' eorAL 45 SSEN $4, 749, 000"

20, The average cost per submarine for the first 9 "follow-on"
ships (excluding #598, #608 and #10) amounts to $102,030 thousand.
The principal elements of cost comprising this'ayerage are as

follows: .
Thousands Percent of Total

Ship constf&gtion.' . $ 69,533 68.1 .
Navigatlon E ' | 13,014 12,8

Fire control ' 7,974 7.8
Launching and handling 5,841 5.7
Missile checkout ' 2,855 2.8 :
Torpedo fife_éonffol‘ 1,926 1.9
Tést'instruménéafibh. - 5TT 0.6
Training andlﬁeéhniéal direction * 31GC 0.3

- goraL - $102,030 100.0

- : Appendix "C" to
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21, In a ship construction program of this magnitude we would
expect to find some -reduction in unit costs at each shipyard in
- accordance with normal learning curves for the manufacture. of |
military equipment, This, of course, assumes no major changes 1n
design, Since the estimeﬁe of unit costs for the last 33 SSBN's
1 almost the same as the average for the firss‘9 "follow-on'
submarines, it may be concluded that the allowance for brice
inflation has cancelled out at least part of the potenuial savings

from large—scale production,

22 Table ' presents shipbullding and conversion cests;tin-'

cluding equipment, for 11 surface shios associated with the

POLARIS program,

TABLE VI
" QHIP CONSTRUCTION OR CCNVERSION AND QUTFITTING COSTS :
FOR EIETEN"SURFKCE"SHIPSfﬁSSUCINTEﬁTIFTTTﬁ?Z TARTS FRCGRAM.
| SHIP o e Lo T Thousanﬁsof Dollqu
' EAG-153, Compass Island ( Conversion) $ 19,600
EAG-15L, Observation Island d (Conversion) - 72,800
~ T-AGS-21, USNS Bowditch (Conversion) o 9,784
T-AGS 22, USNS Dutton (Cconversion) 9,573
T-AGS-23, USNS Mickelson ( Conversion) 10,343
AS-19, USS Proteus - Tender (Conversion) 33,200
AS-31, Tender (New Construction) | 72,500

AS-~3, Tender New Construction '

AS-4, Tender (New Construction > 00
AS-5, Tender (New Construction) * * ° ° o s v 0 73’5
AS-6, Tender (New Construction

‘motal for 11 Ships: $ 501,300

23. The ready~-for-sea schedule for 211 POLARIS submarines and

L

ships 1s presented in Table II, Amnex fpn,
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ESTIMATES OF MISSILE COSTS
o, The total cost of 1,734 POLARIS missiles required for

shipfill, replacement, shakedown, and support amounts to
$2,032 million, or 16.&_percent of the total programmed obliga-
tions through FY 1967. These funds include spare parts, account-

ing for about ll percent of the total missile cost.

25, The procﬁrement schedule for missiles by type and programmed

obligations through 1967 are shown in Table VIT.

TABLE VIT'

NUMEER AND COST OF POLARIS MISSILES FOR
SHIPFILL, SHAKEDOWN AND SUPPORT

Programmed Average Cost

Fisoal | Number of Missiles Obligations Per Missille
Year A-L  A-2 A-3 Total {Millions) (Thousands)
1960 & - - * - Y.
| Prior 134 0 0 ¢ 0 134 $187.5 $1,399
Cag61 25 3 0 59 sy 1,385
Cigg2 . O e o 184 T2 1,012
1963 o 38 0 318 285.1 897
1964 o 34 301 - 335 435.2 1,299
1965 o -0 352 352 : 'ueo;el 1,194
1966 o . o 318 318 1369.2 - 1,161
1967 o o 3 34 s5.4. 1,629
TOTAL 159 570 1,005 1,734  2,931.5. 1,172

—— e

25, The average cost per missile in the preceding-sabie tends
to fluctuate over the period—-first falling then risinguvbecaﬁse
it is actually a composite of averages for three distincs types
of missiles, differing in range, gross weight, and unit eosts;
Table VIII preoents unit costs separately for eech of the

- three types.
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TABLE VI

IT

ESTIMATES OF POLARIS MISSILE COSTS BY TYFPE

Total Cost of Missiles Average Cost Per Missile

Number of Missiles ($ Millions) ($ Thousands)
In Each In Each ~ In BEach .
Block Cumulative Block Cqulative Block Cumulative

.A—l Missiles:

———

RangeA' :
~ Gross W& 28,000 1bs.
A-2 Missiles: =~ —
Range:X'

Gross WE: 33,225 1bs,

A-3 Missiles:
Range:‘ o
* Gross wE? 34, 830

{159 missiles costed at a lum

missile

79
5
91
182
174

50
100
150
300
hos

= $1,483 thousand)

79
124

215
396
570

50
150
300
600

1005

$107.3

55.0
100.1
179.2

154.3

82.0

147.6

198.8 .

358.8
458.9

p sum%of $235.8 millfcn; average per

I’

t $107.3
162,73

b 262,4

CoUh,6

4284
787.2
1246.1

596.5

82.0 .C;;
229,6 -

$1,358
1,223
1,1C0
990
890

1,640

© 1,476
21,325

1,196

1,133

$1,358
1,309
1,220
1,115
1,0L6

1,640

1,531

1,428

1,312
1,240




OTHER POTARIS FACILITIES

27. Programmed funds for thas system finance a great many mill-
tary and industrieal facilities used in the development, production,
“maintenance, and operation of the submarines and nissiles. The
most important of these are as follows:

a. Submerged launch test facilitles, San Clemente Island,

Cal;fornia. | h |

b, AFMTC facil*ties for POLARIS tests, Cape Canaveral,

Florida.

Aerojet plant, Sacramenuo, Californca.‘

jo

s

Lockheed plant, Sunnyvale, Callfornia.

Hyperve1001ty gun range._

joo

Navigation test facility

=

Surface-current experimental facility

03 -

Three submsrine overhéul facilitles

=2

1

.Two missile assembly facllities

\ rem———

Three FBM training facilities

gk

n. Graving dock, Charleston, S. C.

28, Some of these facilities are obﬁiously useful only in tne
develonment and teSclng of operational POLARIS equipment, thus
representing nonrecurrlng costs which are 1ndenendent of the size
of the force. Sone 1nsta11at¢ons, such as VLF and HARE stations,
are shared nith other Navy systems., Other facilities are clearly
associated with POLARIS/SSBEN maintenance and operation, .so that
their costs would tena to vary with the number of units in

operation. In general, the construction or expans*on of all of

these facilities is financed by the Military Construcﬁion (MCON)

o _ appendix "C" to
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account, while procurement of their cquipment may be covered

either by the same funds or in Procurement of Aircraft and

© Missiles (PAMN), or -Other Procurement Navy (OPN)

29, Mos%t of the initial costs of these facilities are covered

by the following accounts, given by year in Table I of Annex Hat,

Total Initial Cost Through

FY 1967
{(Millions)
' a. Industrial facilities SR
(except equipment) - $ 153.6-
b. Development facilities (MCON only) - 28,0
c. Operations and other fac1lities ' o
(MCON only) L o 117.2

d. Equipment other than ships and m_ssiles 342.,0
' ‘Potal above items: . $:640.8

30. Although recdfds‘currenﬁly available within WSEG do not‘
reveal the amounts attributable to each of the 14 1tems listed
;-above in paragraph 27, 1t 1is possible to show the approximate
cost of seven of them from detalls_glven in the latest POLARIS
budget for FY 1961.l/ Total funds available_through that year,

in thousands of dollars, are as follows:

a. Submerged launch test facility (NCON) $ 2,265
b. AFMTC facilities for POLARIS (MCON) 21,601
c. Aerojet plant: o '
(1) Expansion (MCON) S -5,750
(2) Equipment (PAMN). 26,630
d., Lockheed plant: _
(1) Expansion (Mcon) . o 9,938
(2) Equipment (PAMV) 28, 300

e. Submarine overhaul facility, Charleston,

s. ¢. (MCON) - 2,355
z}'Missile assembly facility, Charleston, S.C.:

1/ From POLARIS Tiscal Year 1961 Budget, submitted by the
Special Projects Office, 1 February 1960,
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(1) Construction (MCON) 11,025
(2) Equipment (PArm) 21,074
g. VLF, Naine (MCON) | 49,133
—SSBY_OPERATING CYCLE AND MISSILE FAILURE RATE | L “T‘)
i ) . SR : ' ‘
1 .
: . - L T . C .
o i ) i,
, \ . §

Z s - . : e, - :— Gromeere e e T B - ! .
- - - 1 .

33. The above information was received 1 July 1960~ by WSEG
-in respdnse to a question submitted to the Speclal Project Office.
The exact text of the SPO's statement 1s as follows:

. mpe operating eycle used in de#eloping the costs was as follows:

' o Sea 0'Haul - "Sea O!'Haul -

508 Class SSBN - st 30M -6 - "3/ -5
. : - - Later: : 35 - 4 L 35 - 10
608 Class 1 . 35 - 4 - -3 - 10

‘While at sea the SSEN's spend 60 days on patrol and 30.days at
tender, of which one.week is at sea for pre-patrol refresher train-
ing and can be considered patrolling, Percent of time on station
for one complete-cyclé'is therefore - 35435 < 60+7 X 100 '
| - (35+4335+10 50
—— = 62% ) ' | X o - e Y

vy

L;

1/ See liemorandun for‘the-birééfbr, Weapons systems Evaluation
Group;h{op—Yza/nc,‘Sef100276272, 1 July 19%60).
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FY 1960 and . ' - Total Through
ITEM Prior Years _ FY 1961 FY 1962 FY 1963 FY 1964 FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 1967 FY 1968 -
A. OPERATIONAL FORCES '
1. SSBl's ready for sea at End of Year . 1 7 0. 1h 26 B 45 45
2. Average SSBN's During Each Year 0.1 3.0 5.9 8.9 12.0 20.5 32.5 43.2 126.1 45.0
3. Number of Missiles {Shipfill, - ' o ] ‘
Replacement, Shakedown and Support) - :
Frocured Each Year 59 184 318 335 352 . 318 34 1,734 -
4. Number of Operational Missiles, ' .
Including Shipfill and Support:
A-1 21 107 139 1 - - - - - -
A-2 - - . 8 10 299 544 T 426 187 - -
A-3 . - - - - - 8 385 173 - 960
TOTAL 21 107 147 213 299 552 810 960 960
B, PROGRAMIYED OBLIGATIONS {Millions Of Dollars) '
1. RDT&E (Incl. Procurement for DT&E) 1,098.5 485, 4 602.3 532.6 247.0 128.1 T4.7 56.8 3,225.4 NA
2. Investment: o - W .
a. SSEM 903.9 535.4 851'8 1,168.7 1'083'7 206.3 1.3 8.0 h,749.0 NA
b. Tenders 65.1 19.2 61. 128.4 3.7 16. 3.3 0.9 379.2 KA
¢c. Misailes Except Flight Test
.7 and Evaluation 187.5 81.7 197.2 285.1 has.a k2o, 2 369.2 . 55.4 2,031.5 NA
d. Other Equipment 53.“ L48.8 31.0 30.2° 6.1 46.3 37.0 T.2 3h2.0 NA
e. Industriasl Facllities Do T4.2 25.3 16.0 10.0 . 5.0 14.0 6.0 . 3.1 153.6 NA
T. Development Facilities ) 22.6 ©o2.2 1.0 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 28.0 NA
E. Operations and Other Facilitdes 68.0 12.3 15.9 3.8 3.9 9.4 1.9 . - 2.0 117.2 NA
© . - TOTAL 1,376.7 724.9 1,174.2 1,627.1 1,648.0 713.8 k59.0 76.8 7,800.5 NA
3. Operating Coata: .
a. Operationand Maintenance 19.8 38.8 T0. 4 88,2 128.5 173.3. 263.4 31.5 1,123.9 NA
. Military Personnel 0.6 7.2 10.2 16.5 20.5 3.7 - 53.3 66.9 209.9 NA
Total O&M Mil. Personnel 20.4 56.0 80.6 wo4.7 149.0 208.0 316.7 ho8.4 1,333.8 NA
TOTAL Programmed Obligations 2,495,6 1,256.3 1,857.1  2,264.4 2,044.0 1,049.9 850.0 542,0 12,359.7 NA

0L .. X3INNY

TABLE I

POLARIS ﬁEAPON SYSTEM FORCE LEVELS AND PROCRAMMED OBLIGATIONS BY FISCAL YEARS THROUGH 1967

Source: U.S3. Navy, Special Projects Office,
g/ Based on Ready for Sea Schedule given in Table II of this Appendix.
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POLARIS PROUHAM READY-FPOR-SEA SCHEDULE

TABLE IT

Ship RFS Date Salyp RFS Date Shilp RFS Date
EAG#154 12/58  SSBN #15 7/04  SSBN #35 3/66
ENS # 1  10/58 16 B8/5h4 "35 4 /66
" 2 11 /58 R i Q/64 "37 5/66
o 3 12/58 " 18 10/64 " 38 6,/66
SSBU#598 6,/60 "19 11/64 " 39 7/66
" 599 8,/60 20 12/64 LA 16 8/66
600 1/51 noog 1/65 L5 9/66
" 601 2/61 "oe22  2/65 42 10/66 .
" 602 5/61 " 23  3/65 43 11/66 .
" 608  11/61 "2l 4/65 "4k 12/66
" 609 T b2 " 25 5/55 oo /6T
" 610 8/62 " 26 6/65 AS'# 3. 10/64
"og11 10/62 "o27 7/65 "4 10/55
AS # 15 . 10/60 " 28 8/65 "5 12/65
"3 10/62 .29 . 9/65 " 6 10/66
SSBN # 10 4/63 ™30 10/65 y |
"o1 - 8/63 o315 | o
,. 30 10/63 no 32 ) -12/65' (?g; gg-gl-}eyg;rig)lnex IIA’IIII,
"3, L/Bh " 33 1/65 -
"ooik. o 6/64 " 34 2/66

NOTE: According to the Special Projects Office the above schedule

o 1s predicated on a FY 1561 building program of three SSEN's
being fully funded and the procurement of long lead items for
nine more to be fully funded in FY 1962. 1If the 5 by 7
FY 61 program, as agreed to by the House. and Senate Committees,

1s approved for impl

follows:

SSBN's #1-9

This accelerated schedule would result in the
SSEN years for the period fhrough 1967.

SEGRET

#10
#11
#12
#13
#14

#15 %o 57 23’
#2U and subse

the same as given abvove
February 1963

April

195

August 1963
November 1963
January 1964

1965,

¥y

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964

'SSE

H-Years

1

3.
5.
9.-
3.

0
9
3
9

=75 -

Y

1065
1965
1967

Total threcugh FY'67 134.3

ementation, the RFS dates would be as

cne per month March-iovembver 1954
quent - one per month commencing February

following average

SSEi-Years
23,1
3875
L,
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ANNEX "B" TO APPENDIX "C"

ESTIMATED COST OF POLARIS CRUISERS

1. Estimates presented here are bhased on data previously re-

ported by the Navy for use in WSEG Report No. 47, Evaluation of
1

the POLARIS Cruiser Syston, 1 June 1960, modified to reflect
“more recent data on costs of POLARIS missiles as given in the

‘preceding portions of this Appendix.

QJ;‘ . ' . - .
. ﬁ “. . - )

e e ie-iﬁportant to note that in each case only
those ceete'directly‘attrﬁbutable to the POLARIS missile augmen-
tauion are gilven (includipa costs of alteration of the ship and
installation of support equipment for the gsystem), since other
modification or constructlon and operat¢ng costs attributable

to the basic cruiser and to its other weapon s;stems are assumed

to be funded under other programs.

3., Construction of the CG(N) LONG EEACH aud conversiou of the
four CG's has alreedy been authorized and fuuded,fwith the ex-~
ception of the POLARIS installation, Based on present scheduling,
-it appears that at least two FBM Installations could be completed
sometime in 1963, and that all five could be equipped for

deployment by m1d-l965. S X

L, conversion of CA's, including installation of the FBM
sﬁstem would require twenty-four months, but scheduling.of-these
convereions presente lese]of a problem irzsmuch as the.dnitial
ghips could be cruiserelffem the reserve fleet, Preseut'esti- -
mates are that the first of these ships could be available by

about February 1963, 3 ships could be completed by mid-1963,

1/ The costs of POLLRIS installations on cruisers, reported by the
Navy in Qctober 1959 and used in WSEG Report No. 47, do not
include any allowande for price inflation similar to that in-
cluded in the costs of POLARIS submurines and tenders (see

paragraph 18, page 65)

:.Annex “B" to

" Appendix "C" to
o . : - Enclosure "F"

:«ﬂKTT - : - 77 - : WSEG Report No, 50



SEEER=E-T

TABLE 1

INCREMENTAL COST OF POLARIS CRUISER SYSTEMS
TEYCLUDING WARHEALS
- (MIIifons of Doliars)

Item

1 cG(N) and 12 CA's,

1. Incremental Investment Cost

Attributable to POLARIS

a.

b.
(
(

.
d.

‘e.

Ann

Cost of installing POLARIS
equipmenté/

Cost of POLARIS missiles?/
1) Shipfill missiles

2) Pipeline and shakedown

Expansion of Naval Weapons Annex

Personnel training

. = - L e - Al

Total incremental investment
;\Average cost per ship
'fAverage cost per'miséile

ual Operéting Cost

Att

ributable to.POLARIS

a.

k=2

jo

Personnel pay and allowances,
including replacement training

POLARIS equipment maintenance
Missile replacementE/ and

_training

o

)

Base maintenance and replacement

Total annual operating cost

Average cost per ship

Average cost per'missile

. ”

- .

t

183.8 564.,0
n.8 | 200.8.
18.8 79.5
f 0.2 5.df
..0.,3 0.6
244.9 819.9.
9.0 70.8
6,12 .43
1.3 3.1
3.7 9.0
15.7 68.2
0.1 0.7
20.8 81.0
4.2 6.8
0.42

0.52

. ¥ . 1 N
g/ Excludes $0.2 million of RDT&E costs for the 5-ship system
and $24.0 million for the 12-ship system.

4

uni

t.

The initial shipfill is assumed to comprise A-2 misslles
in each case, costing an average of $1.046 million per
Replacement missile costs, aa first reported by

the Navy for use in WSEG Report No. 47, were based on a
shelf life of 5 years, thus averaging 20 percent of the

shipf1ll per year,

In this study 1t 1s assumed that replace-

ment would be at the same rate, but that A-3 missiles, aver-
aging $1.24 million per unit, would be available for replace-

‘men

SECRET.

t.
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and a total of 12 ships could be availabvle for deployment by
mid-1964, However, funds have not bezen approved elther for

conversion to CG or for the installatlon of the POLARIS system.

5. The POLARIS-Cruiser programs are assumed to be additional

- to the plah for 45 SSBN'S. Inmplementation of the CG and CA

:‘crgiser programs wiould require the péocufement of 2,292 missiles,

excluding thosé for RDT&E, as follows:

45 SSEN program - . | 1,734
17 Cruilsers (with A-2 shipfill missiles S
replaced by A-3's in five years) - . 558
Total missiles ' E V 2,292

6. The estimated total cost of construction and outfitting
of the CG(N) end. the total cost of converting the other 4 cats,
includlng support*ng equlpment but excluding missiles, according-
to the Navy, is as follows: | | |
: o N Millions 6f Dollars

- €G(N)-9 Construction : 300

CG;iQ Conversion .75' _ ) 168
CG-ll'Conversion' : o L _164
cG-12 Conversion- o ?139
CG-13 ConverSion: . ' ';ggg_
Total five ships- |  923

As shown above in- ‘Table I, however, only $184 million of the
$923 million is diregtly attributable:to POLARIS equipment. The
balance of the cost is attributable to other‘ﬁeapon systems, in-
cluding TALOS, ASROC, TARTAR or TERR;ER, new cormmunications,
Naval Tactical Data System (NIDS), and rehabilitation,
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ENCLOSURE "“I"

CHANGES IN THE FEEE WORLD

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

1. To identify and assess prospective changes in the Free
vorid 1likely to affect U.S. steategic 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. . .in the
Free World situation" as part of a report evaluating "offen-
sive weapons systems %that mdy be utilized in alstrategic role,

ﬁith emphasis on the 1964 to 1967 time frame,'

- 3, The relationshit{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 -- by which they may be ful-
filled., Thise 1nteraction stems from two of the basic assump-
tiong that have‘guided:ﬁ.s. foreign policy sinee the start of
the cold war: . _ -

a, That the long-term.security of the United States
depends in lerge measure on the containment of communist
power, and I' -

b. That the United States needs the active cooperation
of other Free World nations both to balance communist
military, cconomic and industrial power and to deter and/or

defeat commuﬁist ﬁilitary aggression,

1/“Hcmorandum {for The Director, Weapons Systems Evaluation
Group, 9 July 1960.. TOP SECRET. \

- " Enclosure "I"
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4. The military collaboration of other nations 18 important
to the United States in two general areas: for tne projection
of important elements. of 1its military pover into the exposed
areas on the Bloc neriphery (and into the Bloc itself in time
.of war) the United States requires that other nations agree
to deplOJment of U.S. forces and installations on their terri-
tory. In addition, the scope of the containment task requires
that other free nations make substantial_military contributions
of their own to supplenent; and where practical, to substitute

' for deployed U.S: forces.

5; The'degree of'this military collaboration depends on what
is'nere referred to as "allied solidarity": the extent to which
other nations share eommon defense objectives with the Unilted
States_and incentives to achieve them through a collective
defense effort. The importance of this cohesion is emphasized
by those reoent and adverse changes in U.S. strategiciprograms -
such as the outcomeiof the IRBM deploynent program and the with—y
drawal of nuclear strike aireraft from France -- brought about

by political d“ssenston withln the Western alliance

6. For these reasons, and because it 1s now impossible to
foresee all those U.S. requirements for allied 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 period and, nore particularly,
to assess those factors that bear on the willinéness 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 1is on present trends and

foreseeable changes in the relationship of the United States

_ Enclosure "T"
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to both military allies and uncommitted nations that bear on
the degree of military coliaboration the U.5. can expect from
other members of the Free World through the mid-1960's.

8. Factors discussed in this_regard Include the attitudes
" of overseas goverrnments and publics toward U.S, military
f"strategy and thefreliability of ﬁ.S. millitary protection,
toward the présence of U,S, bases and nuclear strike systems
on overseas territories, towérd host nation controls cover
these bases and weapons, and toward the value of active parti-

cipation in the collective defense effort,

- 9. Militafy implications of these trends and attitudes,
and thelr posslble effects on U.,S5. military capabilities, are
discussed, o

10, Prdspebtive changeé in the military posture of over-
seas free n@fions, suchﬁas the attainment of independent
nucieér.capability, are dlscussed primarily in terms of their
effects on the alliance system, Military implications of
these changéé for the Unifed States are recQghizeg‘but no
detailed predictions of.national force levelé, or;of,probable

future contributions fo‘thé collective defense syétem, were

made for this Report.

11. The discussi6q section of this Enclosure (Apﬁendix "A")
is supplemented by three Annexes. Annexes "A" and'fB" are case
studies of current trends in the United Kingdom and Japan that
are likely to affect the future military collaboration of these
nations with the Unitedlstates.

12, The U.,X. was choSenlfor detailed study because of its
military importance tO'théfUnited States and because it is the

first secondary power ﬁdlhéfe developed 1ts own independent

-
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deterrent. Its experience here 13 suggestive of some of the
problems likely to érise if other ailies acqulre strategic
nuclear capebility. Japan, although unlque in several respects,
was chosen because of its'importance to maintenance of an on-the-
scene military capabiiity in the western Pacific, The elements
of non-Communist neutralism present in Japan also reflect atti-

tudes in other Asian countries.

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

SUMMARY
14, The United States has, and will retain for the foreseesble
future, é vital security interest in denying additional areas
of the Free World to the Communist Bloc.

15, Both for this purpose and for the déterrence of attack on
the North American continent itself, the United States reguires.
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.A

16. Allied military contributions to U.S, security take
several forms. 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
the United States, or whose denial to the Communist Bloc is
important for other reasons, A third form of.allied military

Enclosure "IV
- 4 . WSEG Report No, 50




contribution takes the for:a of advance agreements to talte specific
wartime actions contributing to the effective use of U.S. military

pover.

17. In only one area, that of overseas bases for the peacetine
deploynent of strategic bombefs, are U.S. reguirenents for allied
military collaboration likely to diminish in this period. Re-
gquirements for other types of alllied ﬁilitary collaboration,
~and particularly that of cdntributinglindigenous forces for
local deferise, are likely to lncrease 1n this period.

18. Not all U.S, nilitary allies, much 1es§ all of the non-
Corraunist nations,.have been.willing to Join fully with the
U.S. in the collective defense effort. A number of the NATO
nations are failing to meet their "minimum essential" force
fequiféments despite an economic capacity to do so. Two NATO
members, Norway and réhmark, have refﬁsed to permit IRE1
launching sites on fhéir territories. PFrance, the administrative
and géographica1‘center of the NATO alliance, has declined to
cooperate adequatel§ in several areas of military importance.
Outside the NATO érea,:the refusal of Japan to'él;ow nuclear:
weapons on her terﬁitbry bears on the ability of the U.S. to
défend that country and'its own interests in the Far East.
There 1s, in short,. aﬁpie evidence that other Fbée World nations
could-contributéjmore effect;vely to thelr own defense -~ and
therefore to thaﬁ{of the United States -- should they be willing -

to do so.

19. Alﬁhough many political, economlc and psychologicél factors
influence the attitudes of other natisns towerd the alliance
_with the United States, by far the most importent is their
confidencé in U.S. ﬁilitéry protectioh. Any decline in that

'confidence tends ﬁo undefmine the cchedion of the alliance,
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despite nonmilitary. influences (such as hcpe of economic gain
" or a generel sympathy with U.S, objectives) that work in the
opposite direction., -

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

— —e - —_

allliance system,

21, These strains are rooted in a wldespread bellef that the

. Soviet Union 1s now capable of inflicting the most severe
destruction upon the United States, and that, as a conseqguence,

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

develop thelr own nuclear deterrent fcrces,

22, Adding to this strain on the alliance system is a per-
ceptible increase in publié fears of war, particularly of involve-
ment in a nuclear war through presence of mnuclear strik: systems
on national territory or through rash military actions that
'mighﬁ lead to "war by accldent." 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 weapbns gffects, however,

the& are likely to increase in the years ahead,

Enclosure "i"
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23. From the viewpoint of the United States these fears
and attitudes have had, and vwill probably continue to have,

. agverse effects on the coheslon of the alliance, There has
been increased questioning of military ties with the U,S,,

. presgure for tighter host nation controls over U,S., bases and
. weapons systems, -and ~- particularly in Britain -- some senti-"
ment for removal of all nueclear strike systems from national
terrltory. In most instances these pressures are, by them-
selves, insufficient to cause a militarj ally of the United
States to "go neutral", much less to voluntarily join the Com-
minist Bloec, but they forecast increasing difficulties for the
U,S, in eliciting allied military collaboration., They may also
raise doubts about the performance of an allied nation in time
of war, or in a criSis of such proportions that war appeared
to te imninent. 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 reactﬂ:n from. weapons systems,

24, Other influenoes on the prropensity of Free World nations
to coliaborate militarily with the United States include their
official estimates of the Sino-Soviet threat to their security,
- the contemporary public image of U,S, economic and military
power relative to tnat of the Soviet Bloc, the value assigned
uniquely'nationalfotjectives (such as the retentien of a
colonial possession) and the future economic relationship of

the United States to regional trade bloes.

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

and the consequent control of.certain strategically important

e | - Enclosure "IV

~SECRET - e T- WSEG Report No, 50

i



areas by gqvernment$ both-less‘able_and less willing to

resist Communlist préssure. Another change that is likely

to increase both U,S, military responsibllities and the dif-~
ficultles of fulfilling them 1s the possibilitﬁ‘that severai

of the agthoritarian governments now militarily allied to the
U.S, will be replaced in thlis time period by regimes more
responsive to public opinion, While this by no means lmplles
that popular reglimes are more likely to side with the Communist
,ﬁloc, it 1s doubtful if the United States will be able to couﬁt

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

26, Appreciable increases in the military strength of some
Free World nations can be expected by 1967, particularly in
the nuclear weapons field, On balance, however, these additions
do not now promise to be of sufficlent magnitude to relieve the
U.S. ofaits basic responsibility to deter all-out attack on the
'Free World, or to alter radically the military status of these
natlons 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 be '
heavily qualified, and their political effects are likely to
bring additional 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 lnclude
‘a widespread recognition that Sino~-Soviet aggression is the
principal threat to the security of Free World nations, and that
the United States is the locus of counte?vailing power. This
recognition, coupled to sympathy with the values upheld by the
Unlted States, establishes a fundamental tie between Free World
nations .and the U,S. but is not, by itself, sufficient to
assure thoee millitary agfeements which the U,S., may wish to

obtain,

- . Enclosure "I"
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CONZLUSIONS

28, In view of the present and prospective strains on the
alliance system, and the intensity of the pressures likely to
be placeq on allied govermments in a war crisis sitaation,
United States strategic capabilities -- including offensive
weapons aystems_and their associated command, control and come
minications systems -- should be made a8 independent as poseible

from the control of other nations.

~ 29. Only those U.S., strateglic weapons not dependent on the
use of overseas territory or facilities should be relied upon
for coverage of btargets that pose a mllitary threat to the con-
tinental United States. These targets include Sino-Soviet
strategic weapon bases and assoclated command, control and
warning systems, ﬂhile some overlap here may be politically
desirable, allied nuclear strike systems should not be assigned
sole responsiblillity for such targets. \

_30; A policy of combined control over U,S, strike systems
deployed on-overseas'territory should be adopted if host nation
anxietles on this point:become so severe aa to Jaopardize other
aspects of military and political collaboration.i

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 itS OWn an¢ 21lisd defenses aoai“sv iimdted

assression.
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APPENDIX "A" TO ENCLOSURE "I

POSSIBLE CHANGES OF MILITARY SIGNIFICANCE IN THE FREE WORLD

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

1. Changes in the character and intensity of the Sino-Soviet
threat clearly have'far-reachiné effects on the military position
and policy of ‘the United States and of other countries:of the:
Free World. The existence of this threat is, of course, the

primary reason for almost all U.s. mllitary and alllance policles.

2, Changes within the Free World also affect the military
Iposition and military requirements of the United States. This
relationship stems from the manner in which the Sino-Sovlet
threat imoinges on U, S. 1nterests and from the ways in which

- -

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

3. U;S. ‘foreign and m1litary policyrin the cold war rests
today on two basle assumptions:

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

tries to the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

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

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

protection of its homeland. Tts rearmament and efforts to
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_ create a system of military alliances got underway well
before a direct thréat to the North American continent came
into existence. At least until the late 19&0'g, the Sino-
Soviet Bloc possessed no significant striking power with which
to hit North Amerdican targets. Now that this threat has come
to exist, protection agalinst it «~- which in practice means
deterrence through the threat of retaliatidn ~— holds top
priority in American military policy. But, rather than
detracting from interest in the protection of overseas coun-
tfies,_this top priority objective has, in the present situa-
tion, enhanced American interest in those countries overseas’
that contribute milltarily 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 expense of overseas free coun-
tries should be prevented. Even 1f U.S. securlity 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 collective reéistance to military- aggression..How-
ever, because the cold war dictates that securlty considerations
must necessarily prevail in the formulation of U,S, policies
and because the overseas countrles have more confidence in
the reliability of American military support when it 1is
grounded 1in U.S. security interests, this report will concen-
trate on those prospective caanges in tiie Free World that

bear directly on those security interests.

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

W" Appendix "A" to
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Elec. Negatively, the purpose of what has been called the con-
tainment policy is to prevent such further Sino-Soviet expansion
as would'upset the world balance of power., I this expansion

were to take piaoe, there would be danger that one country after
another would fall under Sino-Soviet domination, until in the end
the United States would find itself isolated in a sea of Comﬁunist
.continents. 'This does not mean that evefy inch of presently free
territory is necessarily essential tc a reasonable balance of
'military and econcmic power. If a coﬁntry such as Laos fell

under Communist control, measures might be taken to compensate

for the loss. It does mean, however,_that the long-run security
and survival of a free America might be indirectly threatened by
the Communist ta/e-ovei;”through military or non-military means,

of those overseas: terrltories that have strategic significance by

reason of thelr geographical location or resources.

9. Positively, the ﬁherican interest in denying overseas
countries to Sino-Soviet control lies in the military benefits
.aocruing froﬁ the active collaboration of many of these countries
with the U;S. and the benevolent neutralitﬁlof others. These .
benefits facilitate the U.S. task of protectiné both the overseas
countries themselves and the North American continent American
realization of thlS need for military collaboration to promote
U.S. security interests 1s responsible for the radical postwar
break with the traditional American isolationist policies and

‘the adoption instead of peecetime alliances with overseas nations.

- THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF OVERSEAS COUNTRIES

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

effort The Un;ted;States has sought to assure itself of such
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il1itary cooperation through alliances and rutuzl eassistance

and defenseAtreaties; whereby allled countries prorudse contribu~
tions to the collective defense in return f&r U.S. commitments

to assist in thelr military protection. Moreoﬁe;, these aliiance
treaties are supplemented by other agreements wnich grant to the
U.S. certain specific military rights, such as permission to

establish bases on allied soil.

11, Allied mililtery contribUtibns can take severzl forms.

They may consist solely of permission for the United States to

place military forces or installations on overseas territory

of strategic importance. In some cases,'such a; thg prov?sf?? chﬁ ﬂ(ﬁ
of SAC aiﬂbases by Mo occo and Spa n,;‘ . . - =f"o£5i

—_—

2 ridk .

econonmic assistaﬁbe or military aid is often a necessary quid pro

R U U S,

quo for such arrangements.

12. A second major form of -allied militaﬂv contributlon lies
in the maintenance of indigenous forces for th° defense of .
territory considered of strategic importance to the United States.
In the case of Western Zurope, these all‘EQ forces far exceed

those wnich tae United States is able to ma*n in there.

13. Allied and even HGUural nations may zlso zgree, in advance
of militery contingencies, to tele specific wartime actions that
aontribute to the effective use of U.S. power, These may include
suc': things as advance permission to ovérfly nztional territory,
permiscsion to use airfields not normally cccupied by military
forces, to protect U.S. military installatzons from sabotage or
direct attéck, or to conduct military operaticns that facilitate
the use of U.S. strategic weapons systems. Whe‘he“ these actions
are in fact taken in energency or wartime situations will depend
on circumstances and pressures at thé time.
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ions overseas nave been willing to Join.

defense effort that reguires such positive
putions. Among U.S. military zllies, the

as NATO members has failed to meet their

mee reqﬁ;rements Gespite a more or less i'(
ity tﬁ'ﬁo so. Two NATO members, Norway :

1sed to accept| ,nuclear weaponsé

> cooperate fullv-ln the coordination of
fense -forces or to permit nuclear weapons

erritory under U.S. controi. In this last
itical policies, within the alliance, have

of military capability.

in Europe and Asiz and the'ﬁajority of the
{can states have preferred to forego the
1itary support rather than to také sides in
e. This does not mean that the attitudes
xncommitted.n;tions are lrfélevant to that
. neutrality has necessar;ly_adverse elfects

*ense effort.

;nat neutrality is in féc% aéhieﬁaﬁie for

¢ Geny themselves and théir-resourceé-to the

e neatr;ls abie and w1111ng to naintaln

acke it more difficult for the Communist Zl.oc¢
ulme of peace, znd mey present themselves

1 allies in time of war. This 1s particularly

wonean neutrals, Sweden and Switzerland, who

~~uward the West and whose terriﬁo“v is

O

- attack in tne course of a general war.

also make effectlxe indirect conuribut*ons
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to 1.5, military objectives through the United Nations and

" other international organizations. -Swedeo, for example, provided
n hospital ship during tae Korean War and has contr_buted ground
forces to the U.N. Middle East end Congo operations. This is

not to say, however, that the refusal to cooperafe actively with
the West'in advance of hostilities does not make more difficult

the tasks of containment.

. 17. It should be added that? 1if Sino-Soviet expansion is to
be blocked, both azllies and neutrals must make contributions in
fields other than the military. Since this expansilon could take
place bﬁ means of infiltration or subversion or by voiuntary
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 American security, it is important
to identify the forces that shape these decisions and partlcularly
any forces that tend to affect them in ways detrimental to U.S.

security interests and tine collective defense effort.

19. The military contributions that the United States can
expect from its-allies depends partly on their ablility, but
primarily on their willingness, to allow use of their territory
by U.S. forces and to maintailn effective military forces of
their own. Their degree of cooperation in this regard is, of
course, influenced by many non-millitary factors and is subJect
to change for politiczl and economic reasons. In the case of
equivocal or neut”al countries, perhaps the most that can be
expected in the near future is a dispositlon. not to 1nterfere
with the collective defense effort and to maintain sufflicient

military power to assure at least internal stability.
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20. No attempt will be made here to detail prospectlve changes
in the ability of individual Free ¥W»rld nations to arm themselves,
or to forecast levels ef allied military forces for the period in
gquestion. Such an effort would involve predictions of the
.economic cepac;ty and military technology of these nations, of
| the capacity and willingness of the U.S. to ald them, and of

their ability to utilize and absorb specialized assistance.

21. Changes in the military posture of allied natlons, par-
ticularly those changes involving nuclear weapons, may, however,
have important effects on the policies pursued by thelr govern-
ments and therefore on the form and cohesion of tne ¥Western
allianee. The implications of the independent nuclear deterrent
forces are discussed 1a$er inathis regard. It is also possible
that improved allied eapabilities may relieve the United States
of some ef the responsibilities for their defense and thus
increase the military and economic resources that the U,S, can
devote to other tasks.' In other instances such as those of
Denmark Nofway and Japen; the acceptance of tactical nuclear
weapons could bring a substantial addition to the military
capabilities of the alllance, but are less likely to be of such
magnitude as to shift the overall balance of power between the
Free and Communist. morlds or to relieve the United States of its

present respon31billtv to deter all-out attack on the Free Gjorld.

22, The emphasis‘here will be on the willingness of overseas
countrles to support -- or at least not to interfere with --
"such military programs as the United States deems necessary for
Free World security. In the case of U.S., military e2llies, thelr
willingness to contrlbute to the collective defense effort will

depend on what is here referred to as allled solidar;tv the

extent to which allled nations share common defense aims with
the U 3, and are w;llln" to achieve them throueh the c¢collective
Aopendix "A" to
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defense effort. This solidarity may rise or fall under the
impact of the factofs £o be discussed in the following sections
of this paper. In the case of the neutrzl countries, their
willingness to make indirect contributions to ﬁhe Western
defense effort will depend largely on the extent to which they
identify their own securlty interests with those of the Western
alliance, Their disposition to sympathize'and cooperate with

U.S. security programs, vhere it 1s possibie for them to do so,

ﬁill be here referred to as their attitudes of benevolence

towards the West.

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

"those responsible for the planning and execution of U.S, military
policy must be aware of any developments that might modify the
current attitudes of the overseas free countries toward military.
collaboration with the U,S, It would be calamitous if the -
effectiveness of U.S. strategic systems were to depend on timely
and specif;c actions by allied nations that, in a period of

immediate crisis, might not be forthcoming.

FORCES AFFECTING ALLIED SOLIDARITY AND NEUTRAL BENEVOLENCE

24, Alliances are pacts of mutual military assistance. They
caen be expecfed_to endure only as long as such assistance is
mutually forthcoming. The crucial factor affecting the cohesion
of the Western alliance has been the allles' confidence in the
ability and willingness of the United States to afford them
effective protectioh'against aggression. Any decline ih thav
confidence will thereforé tend to underm;ne solldarity and

possibly to destroy it altogether, even though other and less
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tangible influences -- such s sympathy toward the U.S. or hope
of cconomic benefits -- should be working in tne opposite direc-
. tion. No country canlbe.relied upon to make those military
sacriflces that expose it to the unparalleled risks of modern
war, unlees in return it anticipates a net.goin in its own
' pecurity from its collaboration. It cannot be said with similar
certainty thaﬁ an 21ly's expectations of increasing his security
tnrough alliance ties are sufficient in themselves to guarantee
ﬁis continued support of the alliance. ' In some instances, rather
than submit to what certain allies would view as humiliating
‘subservience to the U.S. or American cisregard for their vital
interests, these countries have made 1t appear that they might

forego the advantages of the aillance.

LD e a
25, Tpe behavior of neutrals is not solely determined by thelr
sympath& with tne cause of the bloc tcward which they lean.
Confidence in their mlllta“y security 2ls0 plags an lmportant
role. .Neutrals will not choose to display any signs of partisan
béne#olence_if taey feel they would not, in turn, be protected
egainst anj retaliation'that thelr actions-ﬁight.provoke. Regard-
less of their sympatny toward the Western alliance, the actlvities
of certain neutral countries are limited b restrictlons beyond

their control: Finland snd Austria are enamplee,.

26, Although allied solldarity depends to a large extent on
what expectations’ cf fmerican protection exist at a given time,
it would be a mistake to assume that levels of future solidarity
can be predicted and objectively measured by the actuzl ability
and willingness of tne United States to assist its allies in
deterrence and defense.d Expectations rest on estimates of this

‘protectlon and on Judgnents affected by many psychologlcal and

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

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

independence,

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

and 1nf1uenée..

Ld - v

28, In ﬁany of the underdeveloped countries, problems 5:
economic progress and even the maintenance of internal stanility
are sufficiently pressing to preoccupy tne national legdership.
Such a focus on intérnal problems has zbsorbed their energles and
resources and provides a strong incentlve to avolid involvement in

the cold war.
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20, Other nations mav enter into formal defense arrangemants
w1th the United States, put the degree of thelr cooperation 1s
: restricted in practicec by pressures of nationalism, isolationism,
and a desire to play Zast agalnst West for economic benefit.
. Several of the Latin Amerlcan countries mignht be placed in this
5: cgtegory.l/ Such attitudes are conducive to the expansion of .
Sino-Soviet economic and political influence. They are less
likely to lead to the absorption of these nations by the bloc
6r to effective military collaboration 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 shou1d°beArémembered that the scope and intensity of
2llied cooperation and neutral benevolence can vary greatly with
time ana ci“cumstances,ﬂand that thesé,variations can signifi-
cantly affec* U.S. miliuary capabilities. An allied nation may
be willing in principle to accept the deolovment of U.S., forces
ahd installations'on its territory. But such a concession may
be of little value for the United States unless rhat ally feels
so strongly tie need for cooperation that ﬁe is ﬁilling also to
accept a specific weaﬁons system, such as nuclear-armed IRBM'Ss
that may make it a tarset for Soviet attack. Similarly, a
neutral country maf close its eyes to U.,S. or allied overflignts
over 1ts territory, or, alternatively, it may nov only protest
against such fligﬂto but even threaten to enlist Soviet aid 1if
they continue., An uncerlying sympathy witn or commitment to thne
Western alliance 18 therefore no guarantee of military cooperation
by the country conce nﬂd “and changes in the attitudes of overseas

~countriles may nave fur-“eaChing implications for future American

military plans.

_/ TH exampie Ld b.uTLl'J cautious neutralist approach to the
Cuban proisi«a during the summer of 1560, in contrast to past
‘Brazillan «ilorts to mirshall support for U.S, policies at

Cinter-Amerleofn meatinga, It 4s said that President Kubltschek
sees thigs n: :“erth un o oway to prvy U.S. support for his
- plan for Lat it n "1”“” cconomic development, Operation Pan-
~jhmerica, wWarsn i f°¢d!du uy essential to Latin Amerilcan
security. D Ho. 155, 10 Augnut 1960, SECRET.
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U.5. PROTECTION OF TIT3 ALLIES_AND ALLIED CONTRIZUTIONS

TO COLLALCTLVE DErFmhSL, 1988-1G60

31. smong the factors affecting allied solidarity, none 1s
more influential than allied expectations conqerning the
effectiveness of American military capabilities for deterrence
and defense against Sino-Soviet aggression, on the one hand,
and concerning the military contributions demandgd of them
for collective defense on the other. In ﬁoth respects there
28 been a serieg of changes sinee the start of the colc sar,

and there are likely to be others between the present and the

,196&—67 period. It stands to reason that there is least

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

Phase No. 1: 1948-1950

32. During the opéning‘period of the cold war, from 1948 to
the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950, the Soviet military

* threat was assumed to be directed primarily against Eurocpe

and, to a leaser extent, against 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 possesé the means of striking

North American targets with nuclear weapons.
Appendix "A" .to
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33. Under these circumstances, the primary military problem

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

arsenal for the alllance.

34, One might hare expected'that NATQ's requirements for
substantial European ground forces on the World War II pattern
would have placed-serious strains on the relations of the
EﬁroPean NATO members with the United States, which was by all
odds the richest and'most powerful member of tie coalition. It
did not do so, however, both because SO many people in Western
Europe; outside of government and military circles, did not take
the éoviet'military‘threat seriously and because‘the American
commitment to help defend Europe was interpreted as an American
gu,rantee of Europe‘s ‘security. The American atomic monopoly
and the weakness of a war-enhausted Soviet Union supported these
views. Western Europe's sense of security was further enhanced
by the presence of American occupation forces in. West Germany,
even prior to their commitment to the NATO Shield at the time of
the U.S. decision to participate in the defense of Eurcpe. As
a result, little effort was made before 1650 to put Western

Europe on the road to rearmament.

~ Phase No. 2: 1950 to 1953 _5l

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

temporarily, although it did not change the basic strategic

w . ' Appendixz "A" to
i o , ‘Enclosure "I"
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concept of NATOQ for the protection of Western Europe. The Korean
.. attack was interpreﬁed as convincing evidence that the Soviet

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

force for territorial expahsion. Preceding the war in Korea,

moreover, the Soviet explosion of its first atomic device in

1949 foreshadowed a direct and serious threat to the North

American continent and provided another cause for the change

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

a. dual military task: assisting‘the overseas countries to

deter or defeat Sino-3oviet aggression against them, and

deferring 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 i1ts allies occurred that were of _

significance for the alliance system.l
37. Fir‘ét, both the West European and American governments
. were now convinced of the necesslty of a very considerable- -
rearmament effort to provide Europe with adequate Shield forces, -
allied and American. In accordance with the experience of World
Wars I and iI, 1t was to be the purpose of these forces to halt
a Soviet drive to the West as far forward as conditions would
permlt. Accordingly, in 1950 it was proposed that West Germany
should be invited and assisted to rearm, while at the Lisbon
Conference cf 1952, the NATO Council approved a Shield fociﬁ goal
of 06 divisions as the ultimate objective for its members,
38. Second, since Communist aggression 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 ﬁhe
periphery of the Sino-Soviet Bloc that would assure them of

American military support.

I/ Because or the faiiure of E.D.C., final approval of the 12-
division West German contribution was delayed until early
1955. Moreover, out of the 96-division Lisbon goal, only
about 40 were expected to be combat-ready in peacetime.

Appendix "A" To
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39, Third, while the appcrent requirements for U.S. suppert
of local defenses were greatly increased with the extension of
the Amerilcan defense perimeter along almost the 1ength of the
Iron and Bamboo Curtains, the United States was simultaneously
faced with the task of building adequate strategic power to
@eter direct‘attack on North America itself,

40, The decision to create a powerful NATO Shield placed
heavy pressures on a Western Europeanlpublic 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.

1. The reaction of the Asian free nations to the Communist
threaﬁ was charaeterized by two extreme positions. On the one
hand, the governmenﬁs of South Korea and the Republic of China
favored a buildup of their own national ferces;{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 1ncrease their own forces and showed the first

signs of opposit;pn to the overseas deployment_of U.S. forces.,

42, Already dufing this period, however, the buildup of the
American strategic force (the Strategic Air Command) was paving
the way for another change in the strategic picture that was
greatly to relieve tensions between the U,3, and its overseas

allles as long as its effects were felt.

Appendix "A" to
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Phise No. 3: 1953-54 to 1956-57 |
43. 1953 saw the beginning of a shift in U.S. strategy tﬁat

came to be known as the ﬁNew Look".

44, With the development of 1its strategic nuclear pover,
the United States had attained a position of apparent military
supremacy over the USSR. It was assumed, pherefore, that
the American threat of "massive retaliation"” would suffice to
deter Sino-Soviet aggression both against the United States
itself and against ifts overseas allies, with the exception
|pérhapq of marginal attacks or brushfire wars. On this assump-~
tion, the U.S. offensive or strategic force could bear the

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

.h5}.1n Eﬁroéé,'ﬁﬁeﬁéréhefglﬁés fear that any military
conflict_could lead to general war, fhere was now great if
not complete 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 EurOpean 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. : 4 . -

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

view of the public's reluctance tb make the necessary sacrifices,

W | Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "I"
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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 meetlng that ﬁactical nuclear weapons vere & necessary
gubstitute for the missing conventional firepower. Since this
decision implied NATO'S willingness to initiate the use of
ﬁuclear weapons'on Eurcpean soii in response to a Soviet con-
ventionai attack, the European public's acceptance of the
decision with little or no distress is strong evidence of the
general confidence placed in the efficacy of the U.S. Grand
Deterrent, as well as evidence of a public downgrading of the

.gravity of the Soviet military threat to Europe.

L7, Moreover, Europeans found it difficult to understand
why large Shield fofcés would be required or what function they
would gérve in a war in which, 1t was'assumed, strateglic forces
would both be uéed and wou1d dominate. In this confext, a
strdhg.NATO Shield was‘ho 1onger‘thought 1hdispensable to
pfevent a Spviet drive to the West. Thus, much of the pressure
on Europe to make greater sacrifices for its own protection was
removed, since, és it appeared, SAC had raised dﬁprotective
umbrella over both the U.S. and its European allies. With this
American guarantee of Europe's security, the strategy of the
New Look wds admirably sulted to enhance the solidarity of the
NATO alliance. .

48, Despite thiézpromising outlook, there was already clear
evidence, unnoticed by the rublic, that the strategy of the
New Look would encoﬁnter ;ncreasing difficulties. In the very
year 1n which the. strafegy was announced, the Sovieﬁs exploded
-the*r first thermonuclear device and increased their efforts to

achlcve long range strategic delivery capabillties.
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Ph~se No. 4: 1957 to 1960

49, This'period bégan with a shock to official and public'.
cpinion thfoughout the Free Vorld that was to.undermine con-
fidence in the reliabilify of U.S. strateglc protection. In
the summer of 1957, the Soviet Union claimed td have tested an
intercontinental ballistlic missile; in the fall, the launching
of the Sovliet earth satellite demonstrated in a most spectacular

way the level of Soviet achlevements in missilry.

50. From this time on, with the addition of long-range missiles
.tb thelSoviet inventory, the threat against the North Amerlcan
continént assumed new and more serious dimensions, thus multiplying
the risks that the U.S. would have to assume in deciding to inter-
vene with 1lts_strategic force .in response to Soviet aggression
overseas. Masslve retaliation, in the form of a future U.S. first
strike\against Soviet targets of perhaps uncertaln location, would
risk increasing levels of destruction to the United States in
return. No matter how much determination the Unifed States hence-
forth exprgssed in its threats of massive retallation, the
crediblility of its strategic intervention on behalf of its overseas
allies, and therefore the effectiveness of the deterrent were |

bound to diminish.

51. dne of fhe consequences of the appearance of the Soviet
"eounterdeterrent" was that the means with which the United States
could protect its homeland and defend the overseas territories were
no longer identical, Fof the first of these tasks, the U.S. now
needed enough secure second-strike powe:d to inflict vnacceptable
damage on the Soviet Union after absorbing a Soviet strike on its
strategic force. Such retaliatory power was regarded as the best
1nsurénce.against a-Soviet temptation to eliminate U.S. strategic
power by a surprise attéck.

Qr.uﬁ - Ammmﬁx'%"to
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52. For the protection of the overseas countries, however, now
much more strateglc power would be needed than even a secure |
second-strike capability could provide. Nothing short of a .
first-strike or counterforce capability could serve as a reliable
- deterrent to spch overseas aggression as would leave the U,S.
sprategic force intact and with,the option to intervene. A
'strategic force éapable only of a strike at urban targets in the
Soviet Union -- possibly thenoniy strategy that a second-strike
force could qmploy -- 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 thbse“éllied countries where there had been few
misgiviggs about thé rellability of U.S. strategic protection
prior toa1956-1957, attehtion now gradually turned to this problen.
The‘alliancéé which weré'based on the expectation of this pro-
tectién_came under strain, although out of a common interest
toﬁpreserﬁe the deterrént value of the American strategic

threat, official»utterandes remained necessafily guarded.

54, One effect of the ghange, however,'was‘immediately obvieus.
The British committed théﬁselves firmly to the achievement of an
independent strategic nﬁcléar force. The French followed sult,
and interest in aﬁﬁ;ndepéndent nuclear deterrent capability
spread even to couﬁﬁries with more limlted resources. It
remained an open guestion, however, whether the possession of
-such a capability was regarded primarily as a means of strength-
ening a naftion's authority and freedom of action within the
alliance, as a useful sﬁﬁplement to the American deterrent, or
as a suﬁstifute for it, sﬁould the U.S. threat lose 1its

credibility.
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55. A further effeét of the change was a growing inverest,
“at least among some ﬁilitary and strategic analysts in alliéd
countries, in non-strategic forces for deterrence of limited
forms of Sino-Soviet aggression or for defense égainst 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, once
doubts had been ralsed about American strategic intervention

in such conflicts,

55. One novel feature of this phase, from 1957 to 1960,
seemed to impress the allies vary little.and to disturb taem,
if at all, only because it appeared to lead the Unlted States
towards an excessilve preoccupation with the dangers of a
direct attack on North America. This feature wzs one thrat nas
come to Ee known as the '"missile gap. One would have expected
the allied countries to become alarmed at the prospect, widely
discussed in American circles, that growing Soviet ICBM capa-
biiities ﬁould expose the American bomber force to a devastating
surprise attack. Should such an attack occur and be successiul,
the overseas free countries would be extremely vulnerable to
Sino-Soviet takeover. The fact that this considepation 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 mllitary intentlons.

57. Much stronger reactions appeared against another new
feature of the military situation -~ the®program initiated in
1957 in which the European NATO members were asked to xcept
IREM launching sites on their territories. These weapons vere

to serve as a temporary response to the Sovieﬁ ICEI threat
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until such time as the Unived States would possess simllar
long-range missile capabilities. Because these IREM's were
thought to supplement the Grand Deterrent in protecting the
European countries as well as the U.S. itself, the~ﬁnited.
States eipected that their deployment in Europe would be
favorably recelved by the NATO powers. t, in fact, the
response to this offer was much less enthusiastic fhan had
been hoped. Largely because of fears of the Russian reaction,
'only three gountries ~=- the U.K., Itaiy, 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 1¢nger range missiles and aircraft entered
U.S. inventories.. Tis trend had equivocal effects on allied
solida;ityL On the oge hand, i1t strengthened the alliance by
redgcing U.S. requirements for those installations that host
couﬁtries regarded as certain targeﬁs of any Soviet counter-
force strike. On'the‘oﬁher hand, it aroused fears that the
United States might lose interest in denylng the overseas
Lerritories to the Sino-Soviet bloc and migh eventually return
to its former isolatibnist policies. Such doubtg about U.S.
intentions undefmined:allied confidence in the élliance, however
unfounded these-doubtsimight have been. For, astméntioned
earlier, the origlnal U. S motivation for adopting a collective
defense policy was not the need for the overseas deployment of
U.S. strategic 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 =xtension of Sino-Soviet
~eontrol over the Eufaﬁ;én continent and adjoining insular
territéries. The'sebufiﬁ& of the overseas free countries was,

and remains, a p:iméry objective of American policy for this
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reason; if it fails, the United States would be isolated and

- exposed td dangers of military inferiority.

59. Another change that made itselfl 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 defenée efforts would»have
to go to the maintenance 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
1ncreaéing efforts would be required to protect the retaliatory
force by hardening, dispersal, moblility, and more adequate
warning of attack. These efforts t£o enhance the U.S. second-
strike capability had.little bearing on the credibility or
efficacy of the threat of U.S. strategic intervention against
Sino-Soviet aggression overseas, since such 1nterventioﬁ would
requilre substantial first-strike counterforce power. If there
were few signs during this phase that aliied solidarity had
been shakeﬁ by this particular development, it was because oply
a small group of experts abroad had come to appreciate, prior
to 1960, the difference between first-strike and second-strike
capabilities. o |

DECLINING CREDIBILITY OF U.S. STRATEGIC INTERVENTION: ITS
EFFECTS ON ALLIZD SOLIDARITY, 1960-064

60. From the preceding discusslon which has traced the
evolution of American strategic capabilities and allied expec-
tations of U.S. protection from 1548 to 1960, it may be possible
to extrapolate certain trends that are likely to affect the
alllance during the 1960-6& period. From these, the trends
that will predominate at the start of the subsequent 196467
phase may perha@s be predicted.
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61. It must bte stressed, however, that in this secvion only

one factor -- the most important of those affecting allied
solidarity -- 1s being consldered; namely, the character of
allied expectations cbncerning American strategic protection in
view of developments in the balance of military power. GCther
infliuences which may elther reinforce or counteract the effecps
of this sing;e factor on the aliiance will 'be discussed later,
as will the effects of all of these factors on the attitudes

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

tages of "going.it,albne“ than for American protection.

A

62. In order to make even tentative predictions about trends
in allied expecfationgiof-American protection during 19060.--1964,
gseveral aséumptions aré'necessarj. For thé purposes of this
diécuséinn it is therefore assumed that: |

a. The United States strategic deterrent will continue
to hold its predominant position among the means. oy which
the U.S. can and will_offer protection to itS'allies.

b. No technological breakthroughs, now foreseen, will
afford the U.S; strategic force imminity from éttack or will
S¢ enhance U.S.:stratégic counterforce power that the credi-
billty of Amefidén strateglc intervention 1in defense of over-
seas territories will be unquesationed.

¢. The United States will not become involved in a éeneral

nuclear war during this period.

63. if these assumptidns prove realistic, it would seem

inévitable.that allled cbnfidence in the deterrent effect of

' SE_G ¥ - | Appendiz "A"
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the U.S. threat of strategic intervention on limited aggression
overseas will decline yet further and tha% such a decline will
erode the'major foundation on which allied solidarity has

heretofore been based.

64. Even if the dangers of a crlpplzso Soviet first strike
agalnst SAC were to disappear by 1964,7the anticlpated growtb
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
neutralize each other. This dces not mean that, under such
conditions, the U.S. Grand Deterrent would no longer provide
the overseas allies with any degree of protection. The Soviet
Union and Red Chinaﬁcould never be cerfain that the United '
Stetes;would not fulfill its threat cf strategic intervention,
despite the risk of self-destructive consequences, rather than

abandon its allies,

_ 65, Although such Communist uncertainties about American
1ntehtions'may contihuefto deter major overseas aggressions,
it is doubtful whet“er ellied confidence in U, Sf strategic
intervention will remaln sufficiently strong in. all cases to
provide a firm basis. for faith in the Western alliance and
thus to elicit all tke allied contrlbutlons to the collective
defense effort that tle United States might desire. Already
in 1960, there arEgindications that the dangers of the allies!?
position, resulting from the declining credibllity of the
American huclear deterrent, are being recognized both in the

United States and abrdedh

66.'One'manifestaficnfcf this concern over the dangers pre-
sented by the chahgihg Stfategic picture wae the decisions of
two major U.S. allieslto*develop strategic deterrents of their
. Appéndix "A" to
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For this reason zlone, it wocald be umwise for the United Stétes

to rely militarily on the employment of these allied strategic

forces in Ttime of war.

€8, Another gualifying factor is the time

achievement of indigenous nuclear capability. The

for an "Nth country" Lo develop even z few nominzl

! experience imdicates that {ive or SiX vears mey e

Prench

-

reguisite ToO

weapons

necessary -

suited o aireraft delivery: Development of high yield weapons

for long-range missile delivery may take znother three to

-—

Vears. This schedule may, of course, be shortened by the

cooperation of other technologically zdvanced nations; it

F 2l

could be greatly accelerated Dy the active aid of

nuclesr power.
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69. The present French difficulties in ascquiring a2 straztegic

missile, znd the recent British cancellation of the

ssile program, show that provision of a’
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location of mobile weapons and make possible a wide range of

Soviet espionage and sabofage techniques. Dispersal of these
forces oufside the European continent may avoid some of these
diffieulties at the cost of added command, control and communica-
fions protlems. The territory’available to even the major colonizl

powers for this purpose, however, is shrinking rapidly.

T70. A militarily important side effect of these independent
deterrents is that both the justification and the expense of .
such forceskleads fo a reduction in other areas of national .h .
military power. This has been the British experience and it
may well be the course of development'in France once settlement
of the Algerian aueetion removes a primary incentive for

maintenance of large conventiona1 forces.:kif'

s The result ma.y be an inefﬁ. cient

dlstrlbution of mllitary effort within the qlliance and more
serious "shortfalls“ In the NATO Shield

71. Nationzl deterrent forces, based on indigenous nuclear
canabllity, are uherefore unlikely to alter the ba51c East-
West distribution of powe" in this time period, or to relieve
the United States;of any substantial responsibil;ties in
deterrence of all-out attack on the Free World. The additional
credibility that these forces may have 2s z deterrent to
plecemeal Soviet aggression is balanced by their probable  vul-
nerabllity and the factﬂtﬁat thelr actual use wouldlbe sell-
destructive. These rreﬁlems are likely to exist whether these
independenr'deterrenes are.controlled on a national basis or
by_regional bloce. '
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72. The political effects of these independent deterrent

forces are_likely to generate conflicting stralins on the uﬁity
of the Western alliance. The decision to create such a force
itselfl reveals dissatisfactions with the alliahce systen,
particularly in the desire of the nation involved for a greater
political volce in alliance matters and for greater military
protection than the alliance now affords it.;/ To the extent
that national strateglc deterrents provlide the possessor -
nations with a greater sense of security -~ whether Justified
by the facts or not -- these nabtions may beccrie lesgs sensitive
to the declining reliability of the U,S. Grand Deterrent. In
this sense, national deterrents mzy remove a serious cause of

politlcal tension within the alliance. However, to the extent

that these countries feel more secure, theywill tend to place

les
as

nec

s value on thelr alliance with the United States and may,
a consequence, drift towards independent policles not

egssarlily consistent with U.S. desires and interests.

73. There are stlll other contradictory political effects

that may arise from the development of independent strategic -

det

exp
in
Ame

ant

errents. If the countries desiring them are forced into
ensive development programs by American reluctence to aid
their acquisition of the necessary weapons systems or by
ricen legiglation prohibiting the sharing of nuclear secrets,

i-American attitudes may result which will adversely affect

I/ The role of exclusively national goals in the British decision

to create an independent nuclear force Ls dLSCﬂSnEd 1n Annex
A" £6 this Arpendix.
In the case of France, an independent nuclear force has been
gpecifically Jjustified on grounds that her aims differ in some
areas from those of her allies. French Premier Michael Debre,
discussing the French nuclear program bpefore the National
Assembly last July stated that modern states are categorized
by "those that have the bomb and the rocket and others. Only
the former will have the right to speak since the others will
be merely satellites. On the other hand, our allies do not
always share our ideas, particularly regarding Africa. Our
possibilities of acting, and of simply being understcod, will
depend on many elements but among them will be a mecdern
defense." I'3IS, Mlddle Easzt znd West Durope, 25 July
1¢60, ». Rl. FOR OFFICIAL USZ CIILY.
Appendix "A" ‘to
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thelr relations with the United States. On the other hand,

1f the United States becomes convinced of the inevitability --
perhaps also of the desirability -- of strateglic deterrents

in allied hénds, whether as a supplement to or substitute for
the U.S. strategic deterrent, American assistance programs
micht contribute to a heightenea sense of allied solidarity. .
Concelvably, tod, reglstance toﬂthe deployment of U.S. bases -
for strategié cperations on alliled territory would be lessened
if some of the American 1ns€allations overseas proved useful
to allied strategic forces.

OTHER INFLUENCES ON ALLIED SOLIDARITY AND NEUTRAL
BENEVOLENCE, 1G00-04

7&. So far the discussion has been limlted to changes in the
relations between the U.S. and its allies that result frem a
detérioration of allied confidence in_the American Grand
Deterrent. But the threat of U.S. strategic intervention has
not been thé only formtéf American military support that has
made:the_alliance valuable to the overseas countries. In Asla,
there has been a éontinuing need for the presence of American
tactical fSrces,t_o._ cope with limited aggression. Vhile NATO
strategy has assumed ﬁ.s. strateglc intervéntionﬁih any military
conflict above the'lefel'of border incidents, tHéipresence or
U.S. tactical forces in Europe has been regarded.by the other
NATO membefs as a major contribution to Europe's éééurity and
has helped to céméﬁt the NNTO Alliance. The extent to which
the U.S. will be supporting allied local defenseé with tactical
forces of its own by 1964 will therefore be of considerable
consequence -- perhaps of decisilve consequence in some
individual cases -- fo?_tﬁe state of allied solidarity in this
period. The impact.ofxﬁﬁis.factor cannot now be predicted,
however, as it is ﬁof{knéﬁn what level this form of U.S.
military support fofbits'ailies ¥will reach in the years ahead.
. Appehaix "A" to
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%5. A third form of American military contribution is the

B economic and militafy assistance made available to taose overs-
seas countries willing to improve their defenses against Sino-
Soviet aggression. In the cases of the economically weaker
nations of Asia, this U.S. contribution plays aﬁ important role
in determining attitudes toward the allilance. Several of the
NATO members could not support even thelr present level of

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

76. Thiﬁ aid may be of such value to individual recipient
nations that it may preserve into the 1534-1967 period the alle-
giance of nations that might otherwise move away from alignment
with-the Western Bloc. Not only external securlty, but also
internal stability and the-continuatlon of existing regimes may
' depend;on U.S. assistance programs. B Caution should be exercised,
howeveé; in U.S. reliance on the continued effect of this aid in
' preserving the orientation of these nations toward the West or
their contributions to the U.S., military effort. Where econocmic
aid 1is moszimportant to bolstering the internal political posi-
tioh of existing governments, these regiﬁes frequently lack
widespread publie support. Several authoritarian governments
of this nature in Europe and Asia are likely to be supplanted
by the close of the period in questién.. Thelr sﬁccessors may
sti1ll find foreign economic and military ald essential, but
their disposition to seek 1t elsewhere (and to forego alliance
commltments in the process) may easlly be greater. The revolu-
tion In Iraq, and tbe consequent withdrawal of that nation from
the Baghdad Pact, occurred desplte the ;rograﬁs of Britiéh aid
to that naticn; 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

ol ' Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "I"
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of these countr;es to thg Western alllance, and particularly
to the Unifed States, both of thesé countries have been sub-
jected to recent Communist aggression. The outlock 1s less
encouraging for those countries, such as Libya, whb may view
the Communist threat with less'apprehension and whose military
contributiona to the allianc§ are vliewed almost exclusively in

terms of economic advantage.

77. Despite these limitations in the abllity of U.S. economic
‘aid to solidify the alliance, the need for a relatively high
level of military assistance to allied nations i1s likely to
continue through the mid-1560's. Even in the unlikely event
that all of the NATO natlons were to undertake what the U.S. _
might conside£ to bé ﬁheir full share of the collective defense
éffort; the abillty of NATO to meet present defense objectives
would still depend oniU.S. provision of a substantial amount of
modern weapons to man§'members, and conventional arms to some

of fhé member nations as well.

78. Despite some recént advances in thils area; such as the
European prograﬁé to produce advanced‘U.S;-desfgned fighter '
aircraft and miééiles,;ﬁhe question of U.S. mi;itéry assist-
ance is likely to piéce_strains on the alliancé'system in the
period immedlately ahéad. Most of the NATO memﬁérs are facing
obsoléscense prdblemé in wide areas of their miiitary equip-
ments and nay anﬁicipate U.S. aid in solving thém. The U.S.,
for its own part, has expressed a desire to concentrate its

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

1/ In 19c0, Prime Minister Kubaar requested an additlonal $4

-7 million, over the $6 million in aid that Libya has received
in the past five years, for a renewal of the U.S. base righnts
agreement. USAF, SIRAB, No. 123, 24 June 1%£0, SECRET/NOFOR.

g/ A conclusion reached in the 1559 report of the United States
mission to NATO. ' See The Blue Eook, Report on the 1958 Annual
Review and Lthe NATO Defense Outlook, January 1960, TOP SECRET.
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to supply.. Changes.in thé economlic position of the United
States, including éAgold outflow and balance of paymenta -
deficit, are beginning to affect the ability of thils country

to sustailn high levels of economic and militar& assistance{
Future programs to stabilize areas of Africa and South America
may 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 economlc bloces and the degree to |
which the more nrosperous NATO members match their economic

progreés «H1th increased military effort.

Fear of Nuclear War

-79. 0ther military factors related only indirectly to the

' protec@ion afforded allied nations by U.S. strateglc power,

are likély to affect the cohesion of the alllance 1n 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 in any form and created
particular aversion to the use of nuclear weapons. Where there
is a tfaditionally vocal and articulate pacifist minority, and
whgre public opinion is influential in the shaping of foreign
and defense pollcy, there are indications that sectors of the
population might be willing to pay an &tremely high price to
avolid involvement in war;l For these people the military pro-
tection afforded by the presence of nuc}ear sﬁrikg forces on
thelr territory may not only lose 1its attractiveness but‘may be

actively oppoued as making involvement of thelr nation in war

1/ A November 1550 Galiup survey in Great Britain found that,
given a choice between 1) involvement in a war in which nuclear
weapons were used, and 2) coming to terms with the Soviet
Union at any price, those surveyed chese the latter altermna-
tive by a 2 to 1 margin. See USIA/ORI, "West EZuropean.
sttitudes 1in the Wale of the Lebanon and Quemoy Crises,’

WE-56, January 1659, CONFIDENTIAL.

Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "I"

- 43 - WSEG Report lio. 50



E?T’
SECRET
—

more likely. WwWhile this irnfluence is strengthened Ey any |
belief that the eflfectiveness of such military protection has
declined, 1t is likely to increase regardless of the actual
military situation. A growth in neutralist sentiment abroad,
and in qorresponding pressures on allied governments, is an
anticipated by-product of wicer public knowledge of nuclear
ﬁeapons ané the probable naturé of nuclear war.;/ At the least,
one may expect increasing pressure on allied goverrments to
minimize the chwance of general nuclear war by making greater
efforts to felieve East-West tensions.. This pressure pi2y be
reflected in a wlillingness of these goverrments to make
appreciable concessions to the Soviet Union, particularly
where their own naticnal interests are not directly involved,
or to accept substanﬁiél risks in order to achleve disarmament
agfeements{g/ Other iikely effects are an increased allied
interest in limiting'tbe area and intensity of local conflicts

and even in narrowing the range of alliance intzrests consilered

{1

worth the risk of general war to protect.

80. In the face of tnése pressures, alliea governments are
likely to seek gréater influence and control ovérjU.S. foreign
and military policies; ahd over the uses @ade of American bases
on their territdry, in order to promote a éautiéus or hnon-
provocative" Western abproach to the Communist éib¢. These
controis, or eveﬁfﬁhe effort to achieve them, can have adverse
military effects ffom the viewpolint of the Unitéd.States. As

one exampleﬁ/

-+
1

1/ See NIX 100-54, "Procable zllects of Increasing Nuclear
Capabilities upon the Policies of U.5. Allies,” 26 April 1954,
SECRET, ' s ' .

2/ Public pressures for disarmement, and even unilateral nuclear
‘disarmament, have increased substantizlly in the United
Kingdem in recent years. The rnature arné significance of this

trend is 2iscusszzd in Annex “AY O this Appendii.
(RO RL ¥ ald ' : - . amAd e ot
n\@gggunﬁv stppendix A" to
*‘";LLL' . imelicsure "I
SEChET oo - ‘WSZG Report lo. 50



7
S,.§-C--n O

L e

81. These apprehénsions; and a growing public fear of nuclear
war, could be aggraﬁated should the U.S., without prior con-
sultation with its allies, initiate the use of nuclear weapons
in a limited war. They could have particulariyﬁ;dverse effécts
on the actions of allled governments should the Soviets
precipitate a crisis of such proportions that a general war

appeared lnescapable.

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

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

war, 1f hostilities should break out.

83. These fears have been exploited with increasing boldness
by the Soviet Union. In the aftermath of the U-2 incident, the
Soviets extended their threats of nuclear attack even to air-
bases from which unarmed reconnaissance flights are made 1in
peacetime. Whille threats of atfack on U.S. overseas bases have
been a conslstent feature of Soviet propaganda for many years,
they may be taken with greater seriousness in the future. Such
threats are already a factor in the refusal of Denmark and
Norway to permlit "foreign” military forces on their territory
in peacetime. .There are indications that similar apprehensions
exist, or are thought by naticnal goverﬁments'to exist, in
other nations where the U.S. might wish to place nuclear weapons.
In this yearts negotiétions for rights to Wheelus Fleld in
Iibya, Prime Minister Kubaar requested that .a Joint cormunique

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

m Abpendix "A" to
Enclosure "I"
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stationing of "esplonage' aircraft, had been precluded.
Following the So#iet U-2 ﬁhreats, the Greek government issued
a communiéue stating that there were no U.S. bases in Greece
and emphasizing that each U.S. military overflight or use of
Greek airports required indlvidual clearance from the Greek
government.l On the following day the govermment éf Saudl .
Arabla reassured 1ts people that Dhahran Airfield was not a
U.S. mllitary base, that the U.S. was granted "purely technical
facilities" at the airfield, and that ﬁo goverrment had been
.granted permiission to use Saudl Arabian territory or airspace
for “military action" against any other state{g/
84.‘Despite generally optimistic attitudes concerning the
actual”likelihbéd‘bf:ébﬁmuﬁf%t—aggressicn, public apprehen-
.siohs about the "lightning rod" aspect of U.S, bases appear
to be spfeading_in some'countries. Many factors account for
thiS paradoﬁ, but perhébs the most prominent is a widening
public awareness of the destruction possible in a nuclear war.
Iﬁ several of those countries where there has been relatively
1ittle public concern on:this 1ssue -—-'Itaiy, the Philippines
and Spain are examples --- there is also likely fb'be rela-
tively-lihited public‘knbwledge of nuclear weapoﬁ_effects and
the nature of huélear war. In countries with adthbritarian
governments, sucﬁgas Spain, the possibility exists.ﬁhat public
apprehenslions haVe hot found a means of expressién agaihst

officlally sanctionéd policy.

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

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

1/ ¥BIS, DATLY R=PORT, culy 19, 19€0, OUO.
2/ FBIS, DAILY REPORT, July 20, 1560, OUO.
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of France, .= and particularly in the cases of the United
Kingdom and Canada, there appears to be apprehension that
the weapons or installations involved might be used in such
& way as to lead the host nation into war without its con-
sent, This concern ié, cr course, explolted by Soviet prop-
aganda. It is further aggravated by the fact that host

nations might not be able to exercise the prerogatives of

" national sovereignty over forces on theip territory, should

they wish to do so, in a crisis situation, The U.S,.,, for
its own part, obviously cannof agree to host nation veto
powers over éuch weapons as are considered essential to its

own security,

S1l. This conflict of interest 1s an element in the refusal
of Prance and Japan to permit nuclear-armed U,5, forces to
be deployed on theiriterritories under essentially unilateral

confroliin peacetime,

L/ rrench President Charles veCaulle, speaking cn the need

for national control of French armed forces, stated recently:

"France considers that if atomic weapons are to be stock-
Plled on its territory these arms must be in its hands, in
view of their nature and the consequences which their use
could have, OCbviously, France cannot allow its destiny,
its very life, to be'at the discreticn of others," FRIS,
Dally Report, lMiddle East & West Europe, & Sept 1960, p.
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ﬂgffects on Neutral Attltudes

92, The effect of theee apprehensions on the attitude of
the neutral or uncommitted nations is moderated by the fact
that, as a'matter_of definitlon, these countries do not per-
" mit the deployment of U,S. strike forces on theilr territory.
The questlon ef U.S, strateglc protection 1s also of less
relevance to the position taken'by neutral nations -- as un-
5; committed states they have foregone a direct claim on U.S.

protection, This does not mean, however, that they would
have no intereet in U,S, military assistance, should they be
attacked, or: that they would not regard the Western alliance
.with greater benevolence 1f their expectatlions of effective
military support in a crisis were high, The Soviets have
attempted to undermine any such expectations by drawing the
neutral nation§°in;o:§heir_gmn-eampaigns against U.S8. (or
'U.S;-doneted) nuclear strike systems overseas and, by doing
80, have made the attitudes of these nations relevant to the
military capabiiities_ef the Weatern alliance. Xhrushchev's
recent criticisms of Auetria, for-not protesting ;talian ac-
ceptance of'U.S. IRBM'S,is a case in point., Similarly, an
important factor in the fefusal of the Scandinavien NATO
countries to accent nuclear weapons is fear of SeViet reprisal.
against another nentra1,¢finiand, whose position3is of impor-

tance to their oWn seeurity1

93. Those nations which have chosen neutrality large;y to
avoid entanglement in war are naturally sensitive to the pos-
8lble dangers of nuclear weapons and to acts which they may
. regard as unnecessarily provocative of the Soviet Zioc. This

attitude is reflected in the priority given to disarmament by,

i/ The Huclear Weapons Issue in Scandinavia, Current Weekly
Intelligence Summary, 26 May 1960, Part III, pp. 8-10.
SECRET

" Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "1"
- 50 - WSEG Report No. 50




for' example, India, and is indicative of the rezction which
the United States might expect from these nations if it should

initiate the use of nuclear weapons in a limited war.

Future Trends in Apprehensions

Q4. The preceding paragraphs have discussed égveral sourcés
of friction within the Western Alliance that stem, by and large,
from public and official feafs of nuclear weapons and involve-
ment in nuclear war. With the growth of nuclear capabilities
on both sides of the Iron Curtain, it appears likely that these
fears will increase in scope and intensity, though the rate of
increase will vary conslderably from region to region and from
country to country. This general trend, however, will not
necessarlly mean that there will be a 8ignificant growth of
apprehension in those nations, such as West Germany, which are
particularly exposed to Communist aggression and which are well
aware tﬁat thelr security rests, in lérge part, on Western
nuclear capabilities. Moreover, it is possible that the develop-
| ﬁent of national nuclear capabilities by some countries might
result in more favorable attitudes toward'these weapons within
those countries. This appears to be the case in France, although
trends in British attitﬁdes would suggest the opposite conclusicn.
At present, in most Middle Eastern, Asian and South American
coﬁntries there appear to be gradually rising apprehensions con-
cerning the 'nuclear menace" which in some instances will con-
tinue to have directly adverse effects upon the military capa-

bilitles of the alliance.

95. Before leaving this subiect, howeveg, it shouyi be said
that there are two milltary trends which will reduce the impact
-of these fears on the military capabilities of the United States
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itself. One of these 1s the declining importance of overseas
ait bases to U.S. strategic power that should accompany the
‘phase-out of the B-47 medium bomber force in the mid-1960's,
Secondly,‘the problem of host nation controls should be eased
somevhzt as ellied nations acquire their own nuclear weapons
systems and, to at least some extent, gradually replace those
U.S. tactical nuclear aireraft and missile systems now deployed
in Burope. Such & shift in responsibility should ease the con-
trol problem, at the possible cost of U.S. doubts that the
missions assigned to these allied forces would actuzlly be

performed in wartime.

ther Influences on Allied Attitudes

96. Of the variety of additional considerations affecting
the willingness of overseas nations fto cooperate militarily
—

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

97. First, the estimetes that other nations make of the
nature and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threat to their security
clearly influence'their attitudes toward botn“the United States
and their elliance commitments.é/ In the'pest ons ‘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 military intentions than
has prevelled in: this country Although there have been
occasions in the pesu when crisis situations, pfecipiteted by
the Soviets, have'increased both 2llied military efforts and
. their willingness to cooperate with the United States, it does

not necessarily follow that future crises, in the context of

;/ For a devalled arsa-by-area analysis for recent trends in
this respect, see USIA/ORA, Free World Views of the U.S. -
U S.S5.2. Power ~elance, R-54-60, 25 August 1900. GSECRET.
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for example, Indla, and is indicative of ths w»eaction whic
the United States might expect from these nations if it should

initiate the use of nuclear weapons in a limited war,

Future Trends in Aporehensions

94. The preceding paragraphs have discussed several sources

- of friction within the Western Alliance that stem, by and large,
from public and official feafs of nuclear weapons and involve-~

" ment in nuclear war. With the growth of nuclear capabilities
on both sides of the Iron Curtain, it appears likely that these
fears will increase in scope and 1ntensity, though the rate of
increase wili vary considerably from region to region and from
country to country. This general trend, however, will not
necessarily mean thaf there will be a éignificant growth of
apprehension in phose,nations, such as West Germany, which are
particularly exposed té'Communist aggression and which are well
aware that thelir security rests, in large part, on Western
nuc;egr capabilities.' Mpreover, it is ﬁossible that the develop-
ment of national nucleéf-capabiliﬁies by some countries might
resulﬁ in more favqrable attitudes toward'these weépons within
those Eountries. Thié appears to be the case in France, although
trends in British attitﬁdés would sﬁgges; the oppésite conclusion.
Aﬁ present, in mosgt Middlg Eastern, Asian and Souﬁh American
coﬁntries there appear.to'ﬁe gradually rising appféﬁensions con-
cerning the "nuclear menacé“ which in some instancés will con-
tinue to have directlj adverse effects upon the military capa-

bilities of the alliance._

95. Before leaving this subject, however, it should be said
that there are two military trends which will reduce the impact
of these fears on the mil;téry capabilities of the United States
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itself. One of these 1s the declining importance of overseas

air bases to U.S, strateglc power that should accompany the
phase-out of the B§47 meéium'bomber force in the mid-1960{s;
Secordly, the problem of host natlon controls should be eased
somewhzv as allied nations acquire their own nuclear weapons
systems and, to at least some extent, gradually replace those
U.S, tactical nuclear aircraft and misslle systems now depleyed
in Europe. Such a shift in responsibllity should ease the con-
trol problen, aﬁ the possible cost of U,8, doubts that the
missions assigned to these allled forces would actuzlly be

performed in wartime.

' Other Influences on £111ed Attitudes

96. 0Of the variety of additlonal conslderations affecting
the w‘llingness of overseas nations to cooperate militarily

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

97. Filrst, the estlmates that othgr nations make of the
nature and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threaﬁ"to thelr security
clearly influence their attitudes toward boph”the United States
and their a2lliance commitments.;/ In the:pést; one ‘of the major
difficulties that the U.S, has faced in eliciting military
support has been the tendency of many overseas nations to show
lesg anxiety on the subject of Sovieﬁ militéry iﬁtentions than
haslprevailed in this country. Although there have been
ocecasions in the past when crisis situations, precipitated by
the Soviéts, have increased both zllied military efforts and
thelir willingness to cooperate with tbe United States, it does
not necessarily follow that future crises, in the context of
| i
1/ ror a detailled area-tby-area analysis for recent trends in \

this resnec», see USIA/ORA, Fres World Views of the U.S, -}
U.5.5.2. Power lalance, R-54-0C, 25 August 1900, SECR BT,
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expanding Soviet and Chinese economic and mllitary power,

will enhance allied soiidarity. Somewhere along the line of
rising anxieties, a point may lle beyond which some of the
alllies will not dare to continue their collaboration with

the U,S, for fear of provoking hostile action by the Com-
munist 3.0c. Any decline in their expectation of effective

. U.S. military support 1ncreases‘the chances of such a negative

. attitude toward the alliance.

98. Moreover, in the minds of overseas publics, the rela-
tive standing of the Sino-Soviet bloc and the Communist sys-
tem, compared with the standing of the United States and its
institutions, bears heavlily on their attitudes, wholly apart
from the militery censiderations 1nvol§ed. To the extent that
the Soviet blocwbecomes attractive as a model for economic
development, or as the ﬁwave of the future”, active military
coiiabofatien with the United States would become more diffi-
cult for foreign governments to support. It is likely, there-
fore, that the attitudes of many non-Commund st countries will
depend in part on the outcome of the ideological, economic and
political agpects ef ﬁhe;cold var., In this_area the Soviets,
by the alternate use of "peace propaganda® and nuélear threats,
can play on the conflicting elements that militate against
collaboration with the Western alliance,

99, It is obvibus, moreover, that any cause of friétion
between everseas_ffee coﬁntries‘and the United States will
tend to place straiee on allled solidarity and neufral benev-
olence. The alliance 1s most directly affected when these
-disputes concern militayy matters, such as disagreements on
strategy, weapons systeme, or distribution of the military
burden, In this area;_eeesiderations of national prestige
aﬁd'feelings-of what meyee;thought to be a huhiliating
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dependency on the Unlted States may complicate the process
of decision making, 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 1s
possible that the sense of independence which some allies may
derive from their increased military power will facilitate
the making of military agreements, It is perhaps more likely
that this independence will lead these natlions to become more
demanding or more stubbornly insistent in promoting national,

_ as opposed to alliance, programs,

‘100, It is less obvicus that interallied disputes over economic
and political matters place obstacles in the path of military
collaboration, While one might expect that disagreements over
tariffs, financlal assistance or c¢olonial policy would not
seriously affect the values placed on the collective defense
efforﬁ, such disputes tend to strenéthen the hands of those 1In
allied coun¥tries who are, perhaps for other reasons, uﬁsympa-
thetlic or even hostile to military alignment with the Unlted
States, - '

101, Some of the gravest problems facing American alliance -
policy have arisen from the fact that some of our major allles
have belonged to the category of colon;al 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 colonial conflict. The colonlial power involfed may, as
in the recent case of Belgium, threatenbto re@uce\its co;lec-
tive defense efforts in retaliation for what 1t considers.

U.S. failure to support it,
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102. However, as the process of emancipation proceeds and more .
of the colonial powers‘éome to resign themselves to the liquig-
ation of their emplres, 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 soll-

© darity, will, however, be offset by the fact that sfrategically
' important areas of the Mediterrénean, Asla and Africa will have
shifted from the control of U.S, allles to governments which )
are less able to reéist Sino-Soviet preésures and which in many
cages are likely to adopt a heutralist‘position in order to avold

inveolvement in the great power struggle.

103. Another source of 1ntera;lied frictioﬁ, often connected
with the colonial 153ue, are the restrictions placed on some
aliied military cont:ibutions bty their preoccupation with in-
terests which tﬁey.rggafd as vital, but which have only in-
direct relevance to the primary issues of the cold war. Dis-
putes such as those betﬁeen the Netherlands and Indonesia,
Pakiqtan and India, Isféel and the Arab States, France and the
Algerian rebels, have diverted allied resources and military
p&wer:from the coliective defense effort. The posiltions 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 sﬁbsequenﬁ'redﬁcﬁions in, or withdrawals:bf, military
contributions to the alliance. In this area, 1t 1s difficult
Yo foresee whetheb American foreign policy will bé'more success-
ful than in the paéb in mediating such conflicts or in gaining
the sympathy of 1t$:a111es by the manner in which 1t approaches

. the dispute or contributes to its solution.

THE PRESENT STATE OF THE ALLIANCE AND PROSPECTS FOR 1964 TO 1967
104, By 1960, conditiohsﬂin the world had developed in a way

that'haé permitted th§ Uﬁited States to count on significant

Lo
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rmilitary efforts and cooperation by a large number or a;liEB,
incluuing the most pow@rful countries yhose territory adjoins
the Soviet 3loc, on vafying degrees of benevolence from many
neutrai nationé, on facilities to deploy important elements
of its strategic force overseas, and on considerable allied
contributions to the defense of territory consideréd of stra-
teglc importance to the United States. If 1t were not for
symptoms of possible future deterioration of this situation,
and for the inadequacy of the NATO Shieid ancd other local
‘defense forces, the present state of the col;ective defense

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

' considerable achievement.

105. There has, in fact, been widespread recognition through-
out the Free World that Communist aggressicn constitutes the
principal threat to the security of independent natlons and
that the ﬁhited States 1s the locus of countervailing power.

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

to exploit an issue to divide the Western nations have served

to pull them more closely together. 1In thg far Eést,‘Red Cﬁinese
brutality toward the Tibgtané and aggressive moves against the

Indian border caused India to reassess the gravity of the
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Comzmunist threat and the security provided by her own neutrality._/

Even among the new and uncormitted nations of Africa, the tend-
ency 1s to look first to the U.S. for economic assistance, if
not for military:protection. It should be added, however, that
preservation of the alliznce has not prevented the loss of much
territory and appreciable human and material resources once
available to the collective defense system -- where European .

" colenies have gained independenoe they have adopted a neutralist
position toward the East-West struggle, Had it not been for the
tide of colonial emancipation, most offAfrioa 28 well as India,
Burms, Ceyloh, Indonesia, Vietnam, Laos.and Cambodia would todey

be parts of allied territory.

106, As far as the noncomaitied countries are concerned, none
has s¢ far voiuntari;y opted to Join the Sino-Soviet Bloc. HNone
except Yugoslavia has a patently Coomunist government. Hoﬁever,
by 1960k the number of countries thatlclaim te be pursuing a
policy of neutrality, and that lean more or less strongly towards
the . Communist Bloe, has grown considerebly to 1nclude, apart
from Yuooslavia, the United Arab Republic as. well as Irag in
the Middle East, Indonesia and possibly Laos in Southeast Asla,
Guinea and possibly othe: countries in Afr;ca, and=Cuba in the

Western Hemisphere'itself}

107. Looking towards the'oeriod of 19564-1467, fhose responsible
for U.S. militarﬁ3polic& have reason to be concefned with two
types of trends reieting to chenges in the Free Vorld:

a. Pirst, witﬁ any adverse trends In allied'solidarity

ané neutral benevolence that affect allled contributicns and
T . “

1/ Even orficial spokesmen| - - . acknowledged )
privately in 1959 that, in the final analysis, "1t was American !
military power that would determine tihe freecom or demise of
vulnerable countries of Southeast Asia Tacec wath the potential
of Communist aggression. USIA, Free 'jorld Vi e»s, op. clt.,

2. 19, SECRET., .- . . T
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neutral noninterference witn 7.5. millvew»y policy and programs.
b. Second, with future U,S. needs for the ausiye military

collaboration of overseas allies. Such collaboration 1nCL.4aS

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

maintenance of effective indlgenous forces.

108, In this second area, it now appears that.cha#ges in the
U.S. strategic.striké force during the mid-1960's should reduce
dependence on overseas bagses for support'for the strategic
mission. B-47 medium bombers, the only strateglc aircraft now
deployed outside the Western Hemisphere, will deciine steadlly
.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,
ICEM's or U.S.—manngd land-based strateglc nissiles outside of

the Western Hemlaphere.

109, -This trend toward a declining reliance on overseas bages
must be somewhat qﬁalified. Depending on thelr actual wartime
missions, it may remain militarily deslirable to retaln "peflex"
medium bomber forces on the present SAC bases 1in Britaln and
Spain, Even with the phase out of the medium bomber force,
these bases could remain ugseful for staging openations or dls-

Apersal of the theater air forces, and, possibly, for poststrike
recdvery.of other aireraft. The importance of the present '
Canadian SAC bases to strategic alr operations cannot be evalu-
ated on the basis of the information available, These facilitles
have, howeve;, been strengthened as the number of overseas SAC
bases has declined, They could play &n important peacetime
role in support of air alert cperations, should the Canadians
relax present overflight restrictions., An important element

of the 1964-1967 strategic force, the POLARIS FBM missile
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submarine, 1is somevhat of an exceptlon to this trend. It 1s

a strategic offensive system scheduled for overseas deployment
in increasing numbers through the 1960!'s, Deployment of the
FBM submarines within range of thelr targets 1s not dependént
on overseas tender baseé, but the avallability of such bases
would increase the percentage of the force that caﬁ be main-
tained in patrol areas. As thé force grows in size, and mls-
sile range extensions add to the feasible deployment areas, |
local logistic support will diminisgh in importance. These
technological advances will also reduce the Importance of allied
cooperatlon in the communications and navigational areas of the |

FBM system. .

110. In contrast fo thls general trend in the strateglc mis-
sion fleld, ovgrseas‘U.S. bases will :emain important 1n a ,
number of other areés.. These include the collection of intel-
ligendé, provision of both strategic and tactical attack warn-
ing, control of the Biéc submarine thfeat, logistlie support
-of ﬁ.S. tactical foréésland the rapid transport of these forces
tolﬁrohbled areas. Rather than being reduced by technological
innovations, these overseas base requiremepts may increase as '
additional areas of thé:world présent military éifficulties to
the United States, The'present extensive and pértially suc-
cessful Bloe campalgns fb inerzase their 1nf1ugﬁc§ in and to
destabilize sectlons of Africa and Latin Americézindicate the
scope of potentig; military problems in these afeas. Even 1f
the responsibiliﬁj for malntaining stabilify in these areas
should be formally accepted by regional organizations or by the
U.4., 1t 1s evident that the United States will still bear the-
brunt of the military'and.economic burdens involved.

' 111. Other trends préviQuSIy mentioned Iin thils paper indicate,
however, that incfeésingly greater allled contributions to
Appendix "A" 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 ‘denylng control over these
countries to the Siﬁo-Soviet Bloc will call for greater allied
contributions in the area of localize& 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 1nternationa1 econonmic position of the U.S., the
increasing military problems faced by the U.S. in its own de-
;ense, and the possibllity of extensive economic aid programs.
to the underdeveloped nations are all likely to restrict the
aésistance the United States can give its technologically ad-
vanced allies in supporting their local defense forces. This
pcs s1ibllity emphaslizes the importance of increasing the allied

collective defenge 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 territory,
but the granting of rights by other nations for overflight,
staging areas, and even bases from which combat operations aré
conducted. Defenge by.locél forces may'therefore call for
solidarity among allied 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.

'3 . ' .
113. It was mentioned earlier, in relation 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 pfedicted. However, since the emphasis in
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— ~ Enclosure "I"
ECRET -60 - WSEG Report No. 50

SEERET



SERET -

S E C.R-ET
<

preceding sections has been on those trends foreshadowing diffi-
culties for the collective defense system, it should - again be
mentioned that countervailing influences exist. Experience has
shown that allieo countries tend to rally to the support of the
United Stetes when relations between East and West become critical,
particularly ﬁhen a Soviet-precipitated crisis threatens their
area of ﬁhe world. < The creation of NATO itself followed hard on
evidence of such threats to Western Europe; its force goals were
increased, if not met, under the influence.of_soy;et aggression

in Korea. SEATO was a similar response. If one assamés;~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 ag Indila have shown signs of alignment with the lVest, zs
evidenco-of fommurlast ageresasive intentions toward them has
- become unmistakable. | It was mentionea eamiier. houwsver, that

the rise of. Sino-Soviet. power, accompanied by more aggressive

use of nuelear threats and blackmall, may intimidate some of

the free countries and increase their reluctance to cooperate -

militarily with the Uhited States.

114, The outcome for 1n&iv1dua1 nations wili depend largely on
their estimates of the alternatives open to them.;‘The alternative
of surrendering to the Bloc, or even of jolning it voluntarily,
would seem to presuppose Communist subversion onrthe level of an
internal coup. While America's allies in Europe ﬁoﬁld seem to be
relatively immune;ﬁo subversion on this scale, some neutral and
even allied natioos:in Asia might choose the road of affiliation
with the Bloc unless given firm confidence in U.S. military pro-

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

1/ Public 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 1960 ==
-as compared with periods of apparent detente. See USIA/ORO,
Post-Surmit Trends in British and French Opinion of the U.S.
and USSR, WE-04, June 18&0, p. 15.
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115. Another alternative, neutrality, may become a more serious
possibi‘itj for many nations than it has been sc far in the post-
war peried. The rise in SinOéSoviet pover, a decline in the
deterrent value oflthe U.S. strategilc force, and the development
of independent deterrent forces will all tend to surengthen the
ranks of those who would wish to remain 1ndependent of 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 1its ﬁeighbors, such a
transition is likely to produce a chain reaction.

116. No matter how strong 1s the inclination in allied and
neutral countries to resist Communist S oe expansion in this
perlod, 1t seems unlikely that it will be possible fully to
counteract those erosive forces discussed earller in this paper.
This 1s particularly true of the problems following from the
declineAin allied confidence in U.S. -strateglc 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 rigsking the triggering of U.S.
ﬁuclear intervention. While in the areas of Asia that border on
Red China, such intervention 1s considered unlikely anyway, a =
decline in solidarity may result from the rise in Red Chinese
military power.

117. It would be possible, theoretically at least, to offset
the adverse effects of nuclear stalemate on the strategic level
by a burldup of local forces for deterrence and defense with a
view to éreaﬁing_a baiance'of military power -- and thus a stale-
mate -- on the nonstratesic level of military confréntation.
However, unless the United States is willing to continue to

carry a considerable part of the burden of such a builidup of
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limited 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 crder to be able to
support overseas local defense efforts, the United States must
be permitted to deploy tactical forces on or close to Eurasia;
but if ailiedlsolidarity declines, this permission might become

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

military cooperation of its member nations.

REMEDIAL MEASURES

118. While many political, economic énd ideological factors
will affect both the fqﬁure coheslon of the alliance and the
attitudes of.the uncommitted nations toward it, it is American
militéry posture -- including the Judicicﬁs choice. of military
st}atégies and weapon syétems -~ that will continue to be a

primary influence,_

;19. Theqretically, the'Uhited States might seek better to
protect its overseas alliés_by attaining a clearly;decisive
counterforce capabilityﬁagainst the Soviet strateéic,arm. In
practice, it now éppearé difficult enough to achieve and main-
tain a secure reﬁaiiatory force. It could also be sald that an
openly declared U.S. effort to achieve first-striké power could

- be self-defeating in terms of its effects on the alliance system.
Should such efforts 1ead to an intensification of the arms race,

its initiation bty the Uhited‘States might be regarded in some
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allied countries as a dangerous step toward war and, for this
reason, encourage the flight into neutrality that 1t was

. designed to prevent.

120. In this context, allied confidence in.U.S. military pro-
tection -- the backbone of the alliance system--r can be main-
tained oqu if doubts about the effectiveness of the Grand
Deterrent are crmpensated for by expectations concerning other
forms of U.S. mllitary support. One form this support might
take would be American technical. assistance and active coopera-
tion in the development of 1naependent deterfent forces abroad.
Several welghtfy arguments can be raised against such acticn. It
can be held that such independgnt nuclear strateglc forces will
be of little military value and may subject the United States
to serious new dangers. The Soviet Uniqn might respond to
such'a move by providing Red China, and possibly some of the
Europeaﬁ 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 response

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

121, Other risks of such assistance are those attendant on ény'
spread of nuclear weapons -- increased danger of a nuclear
accident, accidental 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 malntenance of conventional arms that may
be a more useful contribution to the collective defense. U.S.
technical and financial assistance can reduce the need for'such
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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ah cffective substitute for conventional ground and air forces,
here 18 also a fear that these weapons may fall into the hands
of" lrresponsible governments, should some now unforeseen

aluange occur in ﬁhe natione to which we supply them, or should

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

122, Cbviousgly, the lower the military effectiveness of these
Independent strategic forces, the less they can compensate for-
the dangers of abuse, Even so,‘the risks involved in supporting
the elfforts of allied natione to achleve them may be a price
worth paylng, if their establishment should prove psychologically
indis pensable for the preservation of solidarit Cy with the most
resourceful of the overseas free countries, If they believe
they need such forces, a bellef that meﬁ recede on further
thoﬁgﬁt, they are likely to proceed with their development,
whether or not aesisted'by the United States. The result would
be to create most of the dangers feared from such a prolifera-
tion of nuclear forces, with none but negative effects on the
alliance itself and 1itt1e opportunity for the U.S. to influence

the use made, or not made; of these systeﬁs.

123, It 1s unlikely that the spread of indep‘endez_'x.{: strategic
deterrents will ereateeuch divisive streinszas to destroy the
al;iance system 1tseLf.: The experience of the Uniﬁed States
and the United Kingdom argues otherwise. In the eese of smaller
and less powerful ﬁations, the probable limitations on the size
and nature of theifedeterrent 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 defenslve forces. Whether Amerdcan effortg‘directed
2t an inerease in such support would have a beneficial effect

Aan the solidarity of the alliance depends on the faith that the
allies in questioen have in local defense as 2 form of protectionu
against Communist aggression. As things stand today, such f

faith seems to be firm in South Korea and on Talwan ;

. ilxxs f | - : - | | In Europe there

is presently no such strong faith.

125, All NATO members, including the Unlted States, are cormitted
to the view that, apart from border incidents, no Soviet military
‘attack -on the NATO area can be effectively deterred or defeated
excepﬁ by the threat or use of American strategic intervention.

It is possible that-by the 1964 to 1967 period, the present zlmost
eXcIuSive'rélIéncé'on”%he Grind Deterrent could, without danger
.to the alliance, be shifted to a gréater degreé of confidence in
collecti#e'local defense. The force reqqirements of ahy such
.strategy of local defense in Europe cannot bg;discussed here.
Undoubtedly, such a change would require subétantial advances

in tactlcs, tactical weaponrj, and perhaps'ﬁﬁéAestabiishmept

and equipment of advanced U.S. staging areas sufficient in écope
to compensate for Soviet numerical superiority in those forces

available and militarily useful for an advance into Europe.

126. Other elements of U.S. military polic& can also influence
the cohesion of the alilance. One of these concerns the gquestion
of host nation controls over those U.S. nuclear weapons deployed
overzeas. The risks involved in grantigg cont;ol‘over nuclear.
vieapons, ang particuiarly of granting others a right of veto
over their use, are urmistakable. However, their effects in

practice may be somewhét exaggerated. Nations on whose territory
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out any tendency-towards increased apprehensions. Such hope
would not be warranted eith 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 understaed that the projection
of American military power onto, or close to, the Eurasian

| continent, far from being provoeative, is indispensable for the
5._protection of Eurasian free nations and that it is the consequence
of a geographical situation in which a finé of weak countries,
far removed from North Ameriéa, is expoeed to the risks of
aggression from the Sino-Soviet Bloe. Even so, U.S. military
pelicymakers should be aware of the high degree of sensitivity,
especlally in neutral countries, to anything that may draw
Sino-Soviet fire in their direction, as, for instance, over-
flights by military aircraft or military vessels in their
coestal‘waters. Ir; in the face of growing Sino-Soviet power,
and blaekmail threats, the sensitivity.of the non-Communist
countries of Asie andhﬁfrica should 1nerease in coming years,
one of the graveet diffieulties facing the U.S., in developing
a military policy for ﬁhe'protection of the overseas free
countries, will be 1ts diﬁinishing ffeedom of movement and
deployment in areas of such strategic significance as North
Afrlca, the M*ddle East .Southeast Asia and the Far East.

128. If military policy cannot be expected to couhteract
entirely the adverse trend now apparent in allied sollaarity and
neutral benevolence, it may be able to protect the United States,
as well as U.S. vital interests overseas, against the worst
effents of this trend. " As for the security of the United States
which rests on‘stretegic nuclear deferrence, the solution lies

in melking 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 pérmit. There
is no way of avoiliding entirely the allled fears and.erosive.‘ |
effects on-confidenée in U.S, support that will result from

the 1essening‘of U.S. dependence on overseas bases for its own
security. Apprehensions will be expressed that this independence
will generate lsolationlst 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-
_ovér, continued American determination to protect them, if
necessary, through the threat of strategic nuclear retaliation
will not only continue to give them a considerable measure of
protection, but should;h?lpgkeep much allled solidarity alive. .
"After all, no achievable degree of strategic nuclear stalemate

is 1ikeiy ever to remove the risks that the threét of U.S.
-strategic intervention poses to Communist planners contemplating

major aggression agalnst the overseas free countries.
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ANNEZ "A" TO APPENDIX "A"

p- h,__BRITISH ATTITUDES TOWARD COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

THE PRCBLEM

1. To explore those prospective developments 1n Britisgh forelgn
and defense policies. that would adversely afféc? the essential
solidity of the Anglo-American alliance and consequently might
impeir U.S. access to U.K. facilities for the basing or support

of American strateglic offensive systems.

SCOPE

- 2, This discussion explores the predominant currents in British
opinion, past and present, toward the U.K.'s forelgn policy ob-
Jectives and defense requirements., Particular attentlion is glven
to thosewgpendq in attitudes that might portend significant
chaﬁges in British collective defense policies and Anglo-Ameriéan
militafy ¢collaboration. General trénds in public opinion are
~discussed insofar as they suggest what might be the primary 1issues
of debate Iin 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 1in detail.-
In this respect, the future of the British independent nuclear
deferrent is considered of particular importance, since its
abandonment might result in significant shifts in British attitudes
toward nuclear weapons and toward U.S. strategle nuclear systems

deployed on or supported from British installatlons.

INTRODUCTION . \

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

preservation of a balance of power among the European states as an
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essential condition of the security of the British Isles, and (2)

the security of Britishmﬁolitical and economlc interests in Asia,
Africa, and other_overseas territories. 1In recent years, two
developmen;s have affected the pursult of these traditional ob-
~ Jectives, Thg balance of power struggle, formerly focused on the
European Qontinent, stretched outwards to embrace most of Eurasia
and North America, and, as a result of two wars and the rise of
‘. two other superpowers, Britain's relative power position in the
world dramatically declined. Thus, a third interest emerged to
become a keystone of British policy -- the Anglo-American alliance,
Only by enlisting American assilstance céuld the U.K. hope to pre-
sérve the security of its own home 1slands and of 1ts overseas

interests and dependencles.

4, Also in the posﬁwar period, a shift took place in the geo-
gréphigﬁl 6rie££;t£bnfgfﬂBri§?sﬁ policy: the U.K., began to regard
the security of Western Europe as its area of primary concern, al-
though its interest in tﬁe overgeas areas remalned high, particu-
lariylin the maintenancé,and development of -the Commonwealth. A

' numbéb of factors were responsible: the dissclution of large
seétoré of its coldnial holdings, the replacement of 1ts overseas
military commltments and économic interésts_in many areas by
American commitments aqd dollars, and, particulariy; the immediate
postwar spéctre of‘Sovieﬁ'expansion toward the Weéﬁ; With the
Continent undef the dpmination of the Soviet Uhidn; the East-West
balance of power ﬁqgld be shattered and the securif& of the U.K,
would be most gravéiy threafened. With this assessment, the U.S.
concurred at the timé of tﬁe Marshall Plan and the creation of
_NATO and still concurs today. Thus, British and American securlity
interests are deeply intertwined, although both the geographical
sltuation of the U.S. anﬁ 155 positicn as leader of tﬁe Free World
givelit-greéter and_w;dérf;nterests and responsibilities‘than lts

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

,contacts on the personal and cultufal levels have all served . to
reinforce this sense of conmunity between the two countries.
For the United States, the alliance with the United Kingdom
is of fundamental importance in vlew-of -the -U.K.'s contributions
to the power of the Free World: its industrial and financial
resources, its strategic positlcon off the Eurcpean continent,
its te:ritories and outposts in other parts of the world, its
militafy forces for collective deterrence and defense, and 1its

. 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 glven
the U.K..a privileged position in the American alliance network,

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

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

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

1/ On the level of public opinion, successive polls cf British
attitudes have indicated 'a high leve: of felf mmtuality of
Interests with the United States, with only minor varlations
over the years., The latest poll, taken in February 1960,
shows a slight galn over the average of previous years: out
of 1221 respondents, 25% felt that the basic interests of the
U.K. were very much in agreement with those of the U.S.; 55%
fairly well in agreement; S% rather different; 2% very
different; and 1C% no opinion (a net favorable response --
favorable answers less the unfavorable answers -- of 63).
USIA/ORA, West Furopean Climate of Cninion on the Eve of the
Paris Surmit Conierence, Wk-02, April iGco, p. 20, CCNFIDENTIAL
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the methods and approach appropriate to the pursult of their
common goals. On severzl occaslions, their different interests
in various geographical areas have led to a near rupture of
relations between them or to policies undertaken unilaterally

“without the otherfs support. The relative rapidity with which
Anglo-Américan relations have recovered from such occasions

. ;suggests that the forces which impel London and Washington

- together are substantlally stronger than those that divide theﬁ.

7. Nonetheless, there are indlcations that some very real
differences in outlook could develop between them over certain
of the issuea confronting the Western alliance, and it is
bossiblé that different politico-military approaches to these
problems, in combination with existing'sources of friction,
could lead again to a deterioration in Anglo-Amerlcan relatlons.
In this study, fordpurposesq:} analysls, emphasis will therefore
be placed on those British attitudes, official and non—official,
that suggest divisive'farces in the alliance 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 laad the reader to underestimate the strength-and_compass
of the many forceés that enhance the solidarity of the Anglo-
American alliance: . '

| DILSCIISINN
U.K. CONTRIBUTIONS TO WESTFRN COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

8. The United’ States regards the continued security of the
U.K., from Soviet attack or dopinaticn a2 a priority objective
- of U.S. policy, but not only bernause .f vre historical and cul-
fural bonds between them or becauce of expected British diplomatic
support for American internaticnal aspiratlons. Two other con-

giderations are also paraﬁount. First, it 1s of primary lmportance
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to the long-term security of the United States that the'Communist
Hoc. be denied the territory and resources of the British Isles
and cf-Britisnioverseas deoendenoies. Secondly, the U.K. can
make positite, immediate znd continuing contributions te U.S.

| ~military security in two important ways: (2) by supplementing

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

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

Active U.K. Military Contributions

Q. The British military establishment though gradually de=-
clining in overall st:ength during the past few years and subject
to deficiencies in sevefal areas, will premain an important factor

in the world military ba*ance in the 1960-1967 period.

i e ———— s X e i e e ————— e

-

L ' o, | -_Jmne militery io-
portance of the Army i3 greater than 1ts size alone would suggest

both because of 1ts overseas deployments and because of the sub-

stantizl number of.base facilities aveilable tod;he U.K. from
2/
Gibraltar in the West to Singzpore in the East, While these

Do K

~rent intelilgence wWeekly Summary, OCI No. 3334/00, 7 July
—1960, IT, p. 2. SECRET.. |

: ‘ : [ Iesp*te plens for relincuishing con- -
trol over present overseas British territories, the U.X. hopes
‘£o maintain substantiazl overseazs vasing rights. See Current
"Intellicence Weeklyw SLr~arv, OCI No. L&&j/gn ptemper
18900, IiI, pp. 2-4%. SECRET,
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overseas forces contribute to the limited war capabiliéies

of the Western alliance, their levels are not now sufficient
S — . ]

to meet the U.K.'s military commi menteLJFm' o A
- o ' - ' /" .
e T o 7 a- - ;-;...l‘.:k o \ 7'. . X °, . - /.— 3::)2{://“ ;
. ) ,._‘ . ,_: 4;- _-,‘ :
e g oo - {The Army has borne

- the brunt of the 1957 decision to reduce the levels of the
'l'Britlsh armecd forces and to create smaller znd more mobile

f';nuclear—armed forces of long-term and highly trained regulars-

. | \ Although

/
l.i .. = s - . T - T " e - D T R - a—
reductions in the BAOR have not been as great as originelly

contemplated, its planned qualitative improvements -- for
example, the provision of CORPORAL and HONEST JOHW missile - - - - -
units -- are not expECted_toAcompenssﬁe‘for its‘present quanti-

tative deficiencies by NATO standards. At present, it falls

short of MC 70O requirements in both combat and service sunport gnf
ts and in the modernization of conventional equipmenu. '
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U.S. Access to British Bases

13. From the American viewpoint, a.mosf important British .
military contribution to the alliance 1is the availability of

the British Isles as a major base area for offensive and
defenslve operations and for the logistic suppo*t of U.,S. forces
deployed in WEstern “urope. Fer the U.S. Alr Force, the U.K.
provides facilities fop strategle and tactical. air operaticns,
air refueling, reccnnaissance, logistic support and storage,

coemmunications, anﬁ the prograrmed BMEWS and MIDAS warming

B . ? _l . ’/_‘
systems. For the U.S. Army, Scuthampton and Liverpool are £ "555§'
, : " . - — !
supports of Bremerhaven POE4 . - _J / 3
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of the Conservative government are not substantial and are
centered meinly on the -1ssue whether priority should be
accorded to collective defense efforts or to policies promoting
a relaxation of tensions. But the current official line of
the Labor Party on forelgn and defense policies may suffer
modifications under rising pressureg in perty circles for
immediate unilaterel nuclear disarmament, greater control over
or the removai of American strategic bases, and a cutback of -
defense expendifures. Such proposals could lead in turn to
proposals for Britaint!s withdrawal from NATO and neutrality
in the wld war, if the present leadership of the Labor Party

were ousted,

Poesible Areag of Conflict on Anzlo-American Objectives

36. Despite a substantial degree of concurrence at present be;
tWeen'the'two'B}iflsbhiert£§§ on the goals of British foreign policy,
1t is apparent that the‘ConeervativesF approach is closer to that
of the United States. :Nevertheless, while the U.S. suﬁports the
foublmajor;objectiveS‘ef British foreign policy suggested above,l/
there is still'scope for significant Anglo-American differences
over the approaches best suited to their achlevement. I{ differences
should beccme acute and acerbate relations Eetweeﬂ the U.S. and
the U K., the climate of British opinion on the U K 's military
contributions to the Atlantic alliance could be adversely affected.

The possibilities of such differences will therefore be summarily

eXamined in the following pages.

Containment of Sino-Soviet Expansion

37. Although containment of Communism within its present borders
" remains a primary goal of British policy, most British anaiysts
differ with their Ameriean‘eounterparts wlth regard to the nature

i/ Contalnment, FETazatIon or Tensions, U 3 :
prestige. S o ; UK, ecurity, and U.K,
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and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threat. The Labor Party in particu-
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lar and the Conservatives, to a lesser extent, hold that there has
been a rundamentalzand significant change in the Sovlets' cold.war
strategy. ' The dangers of Communlst expansion, they belleve, are |
now primarily political, economic and psychological, rather than

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

adventures that might unleash a general war.

38. American obszervers, on the other hand, have shown a greéter
concern for the potential dangers of rising Soviet mllitary capa-
bilities, particularly in the missile fleld, and are deeply sus-
picious of Khrushchev'!s occasicnally professed desires for peaceful
coexlstence and nonmilitary competition with the West. Such poli-
cles 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 Khrushchevt!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 |
migsile threats and interference in Cuba and in the Congo. But if
it widens again under a new Soviet péacé offensiﬁe, it could have |
gserious coﬂseqpences for Anglo-American collective defense
planningl/ and could lead to differences over the cholce of

specific policies in a number of other filelds.
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Relxation o Tenslons

40. Recognitlion of Britain's diminlshed power has encouraged
general acceptanoe of the‘proposition that the major rcle in con-
taining tﬁe Soviet Bloc must be played by the United States. This
bellef, coupied wlth an acute awareness of the U.K.'s inability to
protect itselr if war is not avolded, has led the British govern-

- ment to place an increasingly heavy emphasls on another and c¢on-

ourrent policy objective: <the reductlion of East~¥2s3t tensions

while improving the international conditions favorable to peaceful -

ooexistence.: The prevalling British estimate of Soviet inten-
_ﬁions -- that the Soviets would prefer nommilltary forms of
competition with the West ~- leads to the same conclusion: that
gserious efforts muspbe made to cash in, whenever possible, on
any apparent Soviet desireEJPO regolve outstanding lassues. To

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

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

East-West negotiations_at all levels, including the Summit, as
might cushiocn fhe seéef;ty of the cold war and reduce the likell-
hood of accidental 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.adjustmento on speecific
issues -- trade, Europeon disengagement; disarma@ent, & nuclear
.test ban, open conflictléituations like Indochinapor potential
danger gpots like Berlin ;- whenever opportunitieo for settlement
appeared to open'up.l/‘

41, In contrast;zthe American goverrment has more often viewed

with skepticlsm the_vaiue and potentialitles of East-West negotl-

ations than 1ts British colleagues, especlally negotiations in

cb |
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public conferences or Summilt meetings where f2illure cculd == and,
in May 1960, did -=- result in a sharpening of cold war tensions.
In the American view, existing diplomatic channels remain a suf-
flcient, and often a preferable and more effective, instrument
for achleving satisfactory settlements. The American approach is
therefore socmewhat at variance with the generai RBritish view that
more sefious and more positive efforts should be made to provide
the Soviets with opportunities to negotiate.l/ It should bde
added, however, that many Conservativeg remain privately skeptical
> of the wisdom of these efforts; Macmillan'ts attempts to bridge
the East~West gap have been, in part,'a response to general publile
weariness with the cold war and to the Labor Partyt!s threat to

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

prior to the 1959 election.

Maintenance of Britain's Security

42. In pursuit of this objective, Britain has placed primary
reliance on its collective defense arrangements, particularly
NATO and the American alliance, and secondary reliance on the de;
velopnment of its own military forces. Britdsh attitudgs on defense -
policy will be the subject of the next section; here it is suf=-
ficlent to point out that while the U.S. éubscribes to the objJec=
tives of current British defense policy == deterrence of war on
all levels, particularly strategilc nﬁeiear War, énd defense
agéinst attacks that do oceur -~ the U.S. and U.K. may differ on
the application of that general policy in specific circumstances.

I7 In oritish public opinion polls since 1956 on the relative
standing of the U.S. and USSR, in the serlousgness of their
efforts to achieve disarmament, for example, the nigh opinicn
of the U.S. dropped to virtuzlly a standoff 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 sincerity of its interest in disarmament. Later polls
may indicate an increase in U,S. standing, in view of the
Soviet withdrawal from the Geneva dilsarmament conference.
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- 43. Differing geographical interests will be a particularly
rotent factor of diverging assessments of defense priorities,
The postwar contraction of Britain's overseas interests and
commitments, both in its leased bases and colonial possessions,
has progressively nérrowed the scope of areas in which the U,S.
and U.K. share heavy security responsibilities. Since the war
the Labor Pérty ahd, nore latgly, the Conservatives have beQn
willing to admit that Britain}s stakes in the Far East, Southeast
Asla and now the Middle Egst are declining. One may predict that
the U.K., with its limited military resources, will be increas-
- ingly reldctant to take such grave risks in defense of overseas
areas as the U.S. may feel justified, particularly those areas

threatened by Red China.

4%, On the.other nand, British observers are increasingly con-
,cerneq that in futﬁre yvears American readiness to come to the
assis%ance of the U. K. and of Westefn Europe will decline as the
utility of European strategic bases for the irmedlate defense of
the NOrth Amerdcan continent declines, and as Soviet strategic

'capabilities pose increasingly severe retaliatory sanctlons
agalnst U.S. strateéic intervention in a war 1nitially confined
to the European area. As confildence 1n Anerican strategic pro-
teotion declines, the incentives for Britain's contracting out
of 1its commitments to NATO and to the U.S. ggggg.increase if there
appeared to beilittlé hope of redressing an adﬁéfsely shifting
continental bai'a.‘:;_ée of power. Vhile a head-in-the-sand British
retreat to a ne&ﬁralist'and isolationist policy seems a highly
unlikely development -- whether based on independent nuclear
capabllities or on unilateral disarmament -- i1t 1s a concelvable
developﬂent if noninvolvement in a nuclear conflict should become

the paramount cons*deration gulding British securlty pollcy.
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continued U.K. Prestige and Power

45. The U.K.'s:diminishedApower position since World War II is
attributable to & number of developments, including the cencurrent
rlise of fhe U.S. and USSR as world superpovwers, fThe weapons revo-
luticn which left the U.K. particularly vulnerable to a strategle
strike, the diésolution of its old imperial sﬁstem, and its 1limit-
ed financial and industrial potential capable of supporting only.
a moderate military establishment. Given these conditions, there
is wide agreement that the U,K. must rely heavily on American
support to preserve 1ts present power position and to achleve ifs
-international goals, but necesslty hés not made a virtue of the
_fact;

46. In some quarters, the response to the U.K.'s sudden and
necessary abandonment of its centuries-old central role on the
worl¢ stage has been to deny the degree of the U.K.'s dependence
on tﬂé U.S., or to resent this apparent development. Thus, the
almost universal acceptance of the American alliance as 2
buttress to Britain's power is often accompanied by a séemingly
paradoxical urge that the U.K. maximize its 2bility to act in-
dependently of the alliance. This feeling 18 reinforced by the
constant irritations lnevitable within an 2lliance where coordi-
‘nation is attempted on so many aspects of policy, as ﬁéll as by
occasional major differences on fofeign policy'issues and on
éstimates of strategic necessitles. For a large segment of
British opinion, the abllity of the U.3. to run the Western show.
remains on trial, and generalized contrasts are sometimes drawn
between the youthful, exuberant ldealism of American forelegn
policy and the experilenced, measured:'realiétic‘approaéh of
British diplomatistg. On occasion, confidence in the United

States is badly shaken by such episodes as the Suez grisis, the
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haridling of the U-2 incident or the Summit fatlure a¢ Pards,
In eddition to Eritish uncerteinties concerning the skills of
American policymakers, there is also apprehensicn that the.U.S.
zay fail to suﬁport the‘U.K. when one of i1ts vital interests is
endangefed.(as &t Suez) or that the U.S. may involve the U.K. in
conflicts in which it has little direct interest.

47, To cushion the U.K. against unwelcome developments in U.S.

policy, it is often argued that Britein should develop some

gources of power independgnt of the American alliance. Such has

been the Justiflcation for proposals to tighten Commonwealth

- bonds or tb assocliate more directly with the Continental coun-

tries in economlc -~ and even political -- arrangements, The

maintenance of the British independent nuclear deterrent has

also been..supported on this ground, and, significantly, one of
. T . ] —a,

- = ....:H"-

its foremost officlal Justifications 1s its vazlue as a lever to
enable the U.K. to influence the direction that American pelicles
will take. |

38.‘In addition to these general areas.of {foreign policy where

‘differences could arisé to Jjeopardize Anglo;ﬁmerican unity, four-

other specific 1ssues should be mentioned as past or potential
sources of friction. First, the British have regarded with some

uneasiness the supnort and encouragement the U S has given to

the enhancement of West-German vower and the confidence i1t has
placed in the reliébility of the Federal Repubiic'as an ally.
As Churchill diéépproved of the American "one-track mind"

b/ \
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eppreach to Negl Germany at the closc of the war, many Britend

now depleore what they feel 1s a similar U.S. overconcentration
on the Soviet thfeat. American Support of Wesat Germany's inte-
gration into "Little Europe" has not allayed Eritish fears of
future German dominance in Europe or of German adventurism in the

years ahead. Secondly, West European integration has become 2

source of irritation between the U,S. and the U,K, V¥hile both
countries will suffer commerclally from the Common Market's ex-
ternal tariff, the Unlted States is willing to pay that price for
the expected advantages of Wést European-political union, even
_one from which the U,K. excludes itself. Thus, the U.S. has
strongly backed integration as a means both of tying Germany %o
the West and of c¢reating a flmm bulwérk against the Soviet
threat. In contrast, the U,K. hag favored particlpation in a
looser and breoader assoclation, primarily because of its Common-
wealth preferential tariff obligatlons and because of 1ts re-
luctahce to submit British independent action to supranational
controls. Thirdly, the different approaches of the two countries

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

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

49. Finally, and most important in terms of a serious future
Anglo~Ameriéan rift, is the absence of a common policy toward

Cammunist China and the Formosa Straits. While Britain has

sought to preserve i1ts remaining Asian interests, particularly
Hong Kong, by recognitlon of Red China and by & willingness to
deal wlth that country when necessary, many British feel that the
American policy of enforced isolation of China, like that of
Russia in 1917, breeds despotism within and acquisitiveness
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without. It is guite possible that the British governmcnt will
vote for Red China's admission 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. has not yet tried to
force these issues with the United States, a future crisis in the
Formosa Stralts could lead to sharply differing views on the
action to be taken. In the past, such divergent views have not
seriously disrupted Anglo-Anerican relations, although occasicnal
elashes have taken place, as; for example, over Indochina in the
spring of 1954. 1In the %uture, the consequences for the alliance

could be far more grave.

British At titudes Toward Collective and National Defense

50. Future American access %o military facilities in the U.K.,
Qparticularly those that support U.S. strategic systems, wlll be
.determined not only by the continued basic compatibility of U.S.
and U K. forelign policies, but also by developing British atti-
_tudes on issues relating to the ecuritv of the U.,K.: 1in par-—"""
,ticular, the net advantages and reliahility of the American
alliance, the risks that U.S. bases pose for ‘Britainls -security;

the relative strength of British armed 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 discussion of" theee issues 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 nonofficial circles. It is within this con-
text that the major lines of British opinion will be explored
here, lnasmuch as the views that determine the future shape of
British defense policy will also have a profound impact on the

ability of the U S to retain its British bases.
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52. The debate on Er itaint's defense requirements has often been
confused. The isSues are immensely conplex; strateglc thinking
in the U.K., even on the highest levels, is currently in a state
of flux; fhe 1nformation necessary to balanced Judgments on such
a variety of 1lssues 13 not readlly available; or can be interpret-
ed in different ways;.and-the cholces it a1l difficult More -
over, the exisftence of nuclear weapons with their hitherto in-
conceivable destructive power has introduced an emotional element
into the debate which has sometimes clouded the more rational
" considerations, particularly in nonofficial circles. Attitudes
have also been conditioned by single dramatlic events -~ like the
Bikini test results, Suez, or the recent RB-47 incident -~ that A
act as catalysts for existing but dormant fears which are then
transformed into an effective political force.  Problems intro-
‘duced 4n thils manner are not always debated in terms of the other-
relevant but not so dramatic factors. In short, while heavy
reliance on the American alllance and on the U,.K.'s independent
deterrent remaing official British pollcy, few people in the U.Kf
can see any certain and valld answer to Britain's security prob-:
lem in the nuclear age that is anything better than the lessar of
many evil choices. But, from the wldespread and 1lntense &ebate
that has been developing on defense issues, it ié clear that an
éktraordinarily high percentage of the British public 13, to a

greater or lesser extent, concerned.

53.lThe current spectrum of British attitudes on these issues
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 roughly
into four periods: (1) security unde: the American nuclear
umbrella, 1945 to 1954; (2) the debate on nuclear testing, 1954
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¢ 1956; (3) general approval of the "New Look" in Briﬁish de-
yowita policy, 1957 to 1958; and (4) increasing doubts on the -
wett.Loh independent deterrent, 1958 to 1960. A brief survey of
(hane periods, together with an analysis (in the following
“savtlon) of current attitudes on the specific subject of the U.S.
vasou, may indicate the trends in.British opinion toward reliance
f'cn'U-S- military power that will determine the future of the U.S.

saag system in the U.K.

Reliance on U S. Nuclear Capabilities, 1945 to 1954

. In the immediate postwar period, British opinion generally

P

:esardedithe Amerlcan atomlc bomb as a potentlially important

f2rce for world peace. As long as the American atomic monopoly

»23 maintained there was little sgentiment in favor of the crea-
E e i et PRI —a,

ticn of a British bomb, although there was some resentment over

ﬁ.S. refusal to share its atomic secrets with the nation that

- -
-

W

~zZd contributed 1its sciéntific talents to the wartime development

z* ‘he atomlic bomb.

S5, After the Soviets exﬁloded thelr first atomic bomb in 1949,
~zwever, the U.K.,became,the cnly cne of the Big Three without
2n atomic c:apa.bili‘liv and many Britons felt, Withodt'adequate
r to 1nfluence the policies of either the U.S. or USSR.

-

~Z2 consideration was dramatized in early 1951 when developments

% tha Korean War Indicated that atomic bombs m;ght be used and
iyt generate a geﬁéral war in which the U.K. would be involved.
L4 iow of the evident wealmesses of Britain's military capa-
+1itles, a public and officlal reevaluation of British defense
»ii41lop took place, which resulted in the decision of Prime
“iniakap Attlee's Labor gdvernment to produce the British

YLariig bomb, successfulljﬂﬁested a year later. The Conservative

“'tarpment followed Labor's lead in deciding in 1935 Yo create
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of the Conservative govermment are not substantial and are

T0p -u-:fﬁ'wr”"

centered méinly on the issue_whether priority. should be
accorded to collecﬁive defense efforts or to policies prom?ting
a relaxation of teﬁSions. But the current offlecial line of

the Labor farty on forelgn and defense policies may suffer
modifications under rising pressures in party.c;rcles for
immediate unilatéral nuclear disarmament, greater control over
or the removal of American strateglc 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, i1f the present leadership of the Labor Party

were ousted,

Posgible Areas of Conflict on Anzlo-American Objectives

36. Despite a substantial degree of concurrence a2t present be-
tWeen'the'two'Briflsh”bértfgz‘6n the goals of British foreign pblicy,
'it is apparent that the Conservatives! approach is closer to that
of the United States. Nevertheless, while the U.3. supports the
four major objectives of British foreign policy suggested above,l/
there is still Scope for significant Anglo-American differences
over the approaches best suited to their achlevement. If différences
snould beccme acute and acerbate relations between the U.S. aﬁd
the U.K., 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.

Containment of Sino-Soviet Expansion

37. Although contalinment of Communism within 1ts present borders

=

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

-/ Contalnmeént, relazation ol tensions, U.X. security, and U.K.
prestige, ’ ~
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and gravity of the Sino-Soviet threat. The Labor Party in particu-

moeflsm

lar and the Ccnservatives, to a lesser extent, hold that there has
been a fundamental and significant change In the Sovlets' cold war
strategy.. The dangers of Communist expansion, they belleve, are |
now primarily political; economic and psycheological, rather than

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

adventures that might unleash a general war,.

38. American observers, on the other hand, have shown a greater
concern for the potential dangers of rising Soviet military capa-
bilitles, particularly in the mlssile fleld, and are deeply sus-
plclous of Khrushcﬁev's occasionally professed desires for peaceful
coexlstence and nonmil;tary competition with 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 1eeders are unwilling to bank on the sincerity
of_Khrushchevfs peacefﬁl gestures to the extent of relaxing U.S.

efforte to strengthen the West's collective defense posture.

39. The gap between British and American estimates of the
threat has narrowed since the 1960 Summit breakup and Khrushchev's
missile threats and 1nterference in Cuba and 1In the Congo. But 1f
1¢ widens again undef'e new Soviet peace cffensive, it could have
serious coﬁsequences for Anglo-American collectice'defense
planning1 and cccid leadlto differences over the choice of

specific policies in a number of other fields.
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Relxation Or Tensiong

taining the Soviet Bloe nust be played by the United States. This
belter, coupied With an acute awareness of the UK, g inability to

competition With the Wegt . leads to the Same conclusion: that

: Eaat-Wegst nNegotiations at a1l levels, including the Summit, ag
i might cushion the Séverity of the cold war and reduce the likeli-
A

hood of accldental or intentional war. With few 1llusions that

such negotiétions could lead to a general settlement, the'official

appeared to open up,

41, 1n contrast, the Amerlcan Bovernment has more often vieweg
with skepticism the value ang potentiaiities of ﬁast—west negoti -~
ations than its British colleagues, especlally negotiations 1in

———
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public conferences or Summlt meetings where follure could == and,
in May 1960, did -- result in a sharpening of cold war teﬁsions.
In the American view, existing diplomatlic channels remaln a suf-
flcilent, and often a preferable and more effectlive, lnstrument
for achieving satisféctory gsettlements. The American approach 1s
therefore somewhat at variance with the general British view that
more sefious.and mbre positive efforts should be made to provide
fhe Soviets with opportunities to negotiate.é/ It should be
added, however, that many Conservatives remalin prilvately skeptical
‘of the wigdom of these efforts, Macmillan's attempts to bridge
the East-Weét_gap have been, in part,'a response to general pubiic
weariness with the cold war and to the labor Parfyt!s threat to

nonopolize the "peéce“ issue. This was particularly the case

prior to the 1959 electlion.

. Maintenance of Britain's Security

42, In pursult of this objective, Britain has placed primary
reliance on its colleéﬁive defense arrangements, particularly
NAT6 and fhe American alliance, and secondary reliance on the de;
velopnent of its own military forces. EBritish attitudes on defense
policy will be the subject of the next section; here it 1s suf-
ficient to point out that while the U.S. éubscribes to the objec-
tives of current Eritish defense pollicy =~ deterpence of war on
all levels, particuléfly-strategic nuclear war;‘and defense
against attacks that do occur -~ the U,S. and U.K;'may differ on
the apﬁlication'dfuthat general policy in specific circumstances.

17 in British public opinion polls since 1956 on the relative
standing of the U.S. and USSR, in the sericusness of their
efforts to achieve disarmament, for example, the nhigh opinicn
of the U.S. dropped to virtually a standoff with the USSR in
February 1960. Nevertheless, the U.S. still led the Soviet
Union by a considerable margin in Rritish publle estimates of
the sincerity of its interest in disarmament, Later polls
may indicate an increase in U,S, standing, in view of the
Soviet withdrawal Irom the Geneva dilsarmament conference,
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" 43, Differving geograpnical interests will te a pgrtlcularly
rotent factor of dive:ging.assessments of defense priorities..
The postwar contfaction of'Britain's overseas interests and
commitments, both in its leased bases and colonial possessions,
has progresgsively parroﬁed the sc¢ope of areas in which the U.S.
and U.X. share heavy security responsibilitieé. Since the war
the Labor Party and, more lately, the Conservatives have been
willing to admit that BErditain‘'s stakes in the Far East, Southeast
Asla and now the Middle East are declining. One may predict that
the U.K., with its limlted miiitary resources, will be increas-~ |
ingly reluctant to take such grave risks in defense of overseas
areas as the U.S. may feel justified, varticularly those areas

threatened by Red China,

44. On the.other nand, .British observers are increasingly cone
cerned that in future years Amerlcan readiness to come to the
assis%ance of the U.K. and of Western Eurcope will decline as the
utility of European strateglic bases for the imnmedlate defense of
the North American continent declines, and as Soviet strategic
capabiliﬁies pose Increasingly severe retallatory sanctlons
against U.S. sftrafteglic intervention in a war initially confined
to the European area. As confidence in American strategic pro-
tection declines, the incentives for Britain's contracting out
of its commitments to NATO and to the U.S. ggggg.increase 1f there
aﬁpeared to bé little hope of redressing an adversely shilifting
continental balance of power. While a head-in-the-sand British
retreat to a neutralist and isclationist policy seems a highly
unlikely development -- whether based on Ilndependent nuclear
capabllities or on unilateral disarmam;nt - it is a concelvable
development Iif noninvolvement in a nuclear conflict should become

the paramount consideration gulding British security policy.

Annex "A" to
Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "I

- 97 - WSEG Report No. 50

BOP-SRCRET



TqaﬁnﬁnnﬁT}SE;;a&?r..

Continued 1.K. Prestipge and Powap

45, The U.X.'s diminished powver position since World War II 1s
attributable to & number of developments, including the concurrent
rise of the U.S. anq USSR as world superpowers, the weapons revo-
lution which left the U.K., particularly vulnerable to a strateglc
strike; the dissoluftion of its old imperial gystem, and its limit-

ed financial and industrial potential capable of supporting-only.

a moderate military establishment. Given these conditions, there

1s wide agreement that the U,K. must rely heavily on American

support to preserve its present power position and to achleve 1ita

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

fact.

46, In some quarters, the response to the U.K.'s sudden and
necessary abandonment of its centuries-old central role on the
.world.stage has Seén to deny the degree of the U.K.'s dependence
on tﬁé U.8., or to.r?sent this apparent development. Thus, the
dlmost universal acceptance of the American alliance as a

buétress to Britain's power is often accompanled by a seemingly

‘paradoxical urge that_the U.K, maximize its abllity to act in-

dependently of the alliance. This feeling is reinforced by the

constant irritations inevitable within an alliance where coordi-

nation is attempfed'on so many aspects of policy, as well as by

occasional major differences on foreign policy,issues and on
estimates of strategic necessitles., For a 1arég‘$egment of
British opiniqn;fthe ability of the U.3., to run the Western show
remains on triai; and generalized contrasts are sometimes drawn |
between the youthful, exuberant ildealism of American foreign
policy and the experienced, measured, reallstlc approaéh of
British diplomatists. On occaslon, confidence in the United

States 1is badly shak¢n by such eplsodes as the Suez crisis, the
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haridling of the U-2 incident ar th

Y/

Tn addition to British uncertainties concerning the skills of

(]

Surmif failure at Parta,

American policymakers, there is also apprehension that the.U.S.

ray faill to support the U,K. when one of its vital interests is

endangered (as &t Suez) or that the U.S, may involve the U.K. in
conflicts in which 1t has little direct interest.

B7. To cushion the U,K. against unwelcome developments in U.S.
policy, it is often arzued that Britailn éhould develop scme
sources of power independent of the American alliance. Such has
been the Jjustification for proposals to tighten Commonwealth
‘bonds or to associate more directly with the Continental coun-
trieé in economlc -- and even political -- arrangements. The
maintenance of the British independent nuclear deterrent has
_alsq:begpusgpppgpedagp t@if ground, and, significantly, one of
1£3 foremost official Justifications is its value as a lever to
enable the U.K. to influence the direction that American policies
will take,

48, In addition to these general areas of foreign policy where
dlifferences could arise to Jeopardize Anglﬁ;ﬁmerican unity, four -
other specific issues should Be mentioned as past or poténfial
sources of friction. PFirst, the British have régarded with some
ﬁneaéiness the support and encouragement the U.S. has glven to

the enhancement of ﬁest German pvower and the confidence 1t has

placed in the relizbility of the Federal Republic as an ally.
As Churchill disapproved of the American "one-track ming®

7 s .
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appreach to MNazl Cermany at the clese of the war, many Britons
now deplere what they feel 1s a similar U.S. overconcentration
cn the Soviet threat. American support of West Germany's inte-
gration into "Llttle Europe" has not allayed British fears of
future German domihance in Europe or of German adventurism in the

years ahead. Secondly, West European Integration has become a

source of irritation between the U.S. and the U.K. W¥hile both
countries will suffer commeréially from the Common Market's ex-
fernal tariff, the United States is willing to pay that price for
the expected advantages of West Europeamrpolitical union, even
cne from ﬁhich the U.K. excludes ;tself. Thus, the U.S. has
strongly backéd integration as a means both of tylng Germany to
the West and of creating a firm bulwérk agalnst the Soviet
.threat. In contrast, the U.,K, has favored participation in a
looser and bfoader'association, primarily btecause of its Common-
'wealth preferential tariff cbligations and because of its re-
luctance to submit British independent action to supranational
cqntrols, Thirdly, the different approaches of the two countries

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

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

49, FPinally, and most important in terms of é_serious future

Anglo-American'rift,_is the absence of a commdh»policy toward

Canmunist China :and the Formosa Straits. Whilé Britain has
sought to preéef&e 1ts remaining Asian interests, particularly
Hong Kong, by recognition 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 s quite possible that the Britigh government will

wote for Red China's admission to the U,N., and béﬁh British par-
ties regard the offshore islands as properly within the—juris-
diction 6f mainland China, While the U.K. has not yet tried to
force these issues_witﬁ the United States, a future crisis in the
Formosa Straits could lead to sharply differing views on the
action to be taken. In the past, such divergent views have not
seriously dlsrupted Anglo-American_relations, although occasional
clashes have taken place, as,_for example, over Indochina in the
spring of 1954. In the future, the consequences for the aliianéé

.could be far more grave,

British Attlitudes Toward Collective and Nzatlional Defense

50, Puture American access to milltary facilities in the U.X.,
_papy;cu;arlg_thgge‘ghgt gggport U.S,. strétegic systems, willl be
determined not only by the continued basic compatibility of U.S.
and ﬁ;K. forelgn policies, but also by developing Britilsh atti-
tudes on issues relating to the security of the U.K.: in par--—"
ticular, the net advantages and reliability df the Amerlcan
alllance; the risks that U.S. bases pose Eéf"Br&taian-eeéurity;
the relative strength of British 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 nonofficial circles, It is within this con-
text that the-major lines of British opinlon . will be explored
here, inasmuch as the views that determine the future shape of
British defense policy will also have a profound impact on the
ability of the U.S. to retain its British bases.
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52. The debate on Britaint's defense requirementa has often been
confused. The 1ssues are immensely complex; strategic thinking
in the U.K., even on the highest levels, 13 currently in a state
of flux; the information necessary to balanced Judgments on such
a variety of issues 1s not readily availlable, or can be interpret-
ed in dirrerent_ways;-andutheuchoicea'aié’éii aifficult. More-
over, the existence of nuclear weapons wlth their hltherto in-
conceiveble destructive power has introduced an emotional element
into the debate which has sometimes clouded the more ratlonal
considerat;ons, particularly in nonofficial circles., Attitudes
‘have also been condltioned by single dramatic events -- like the
Bikini 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. Problems intro-
‘duced 4n this manner ére not always debated in terms of the other-
relevant but not so dramatic factors. In short, while heavy
reliance on the American alliance and on the U.K,'s independent
deterrent remains official British policy, few people in the U.X.
gan'sée any certain and valid answer to Britain's security prob-:
lem:in the'nﬁclear age that 1is anything better than the lesser of
many evil cholces., Bubt, from the widespréad ang.intense debate
that haa been developing on defense 1ssues, it is .clear that an
éktraordinarily high péfcentage of the British public 1s, to a

greater or lesser extent, concerned.

53.lThe currenflspectrum of British attitudss. on these lssues
can best be undefétcod and evaluated against the background of
what has been called the "nuclear debate" of the postwar years.
The development of concepts and public reactlons falls foughly
into four periods: (1) security unde:r the American nuclear
- umbrella, 1945 t6_195ﬁ;: (2) the debate on nuclear testing, 1954
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to 1563 (J) general approval of the "New Look" in British de-
Sy ol polic, 1957 to. 1958; and (4) anreasing doubts on the
awett.loh 1nde§endent deterrent, 1958 to 1960, A brief survey of
(hoau periods, together wiﬁh an analysis (in the following
qaation) of current attitudes on the specific subject of the U.S.
waaoy, may indicate the trends in British opinion toward rellance

o V.8, military power that will determine the future of the U.S.

saso system in the U.K.

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

33. In the immediate postwar perdod, British opinion generally
regarded:the American atomic bomb as a potentially important
f>rce for world peace. As long as the American atomic monopoly
xas_main?aiged F?er?_wain;itgif sentiment in favor of the crea-
tien of a British bomb, although there was some resentment over
the U.S.‘refusal to share Iits atomic secrets with the nation that
nad contributed 1ts sclentific talents to the wartime development

¢ the atomle bhomb.

5. After the Soviets exploded their first atomic bomdb in 19&9,
~zwever, the U.K. became .the cnly one of the Big ”hree w*t;out
en 2tomic capability and, many Britons felt, without adequate
Furen to-influence the policies of elther the U.S. or USSR.

-

.nilz consideration was dramatized in eafly 1951 when developnents
in %h%o Korean War indicated that atomic bombs might be used and
"Lyt generate a general war in which the U.X. would be involved,
<4 tiow of the evident weaknesses of Britain's military capa-
Selities, a publié and official reevaluatisn of British defense

o

‘41ep took place, which resulted in the decision of Prime
finlakap Attlee's Labor government to produce the British
‘iarig bomb, successfully tested a year later., The Conservative

1rnment followed Labor's lead in deciding in 1955 to create
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a British thermonuclear_capability. th decisions initially
met with substantial public support, for they seemed to promise
that Britzin could again claim great power status, that it would
no longer be totally dependent on the U.S., for deterrence from
stretegic attack, and that the British bombs would contribute
both to the deterrent posture of the Free World and to Britain's

y/
infiuence within the Western councils. The opposition Labor

_Party, with the notable exceptlon of Aneurin Bevan, concurred in

2/
Prime Minister Churchill's H-bomb decislion.

The Nuclear Testing Debate, 1954 to 1956

56. Only a few months later, there appeersd the first substan-
tial public doubts about nuclear weapons in general and about
British nucleer weapons in particular. These apprehensions,
ﬁhich have since multiplied, initially concentrated on the issue
of nuclear testing as the result of a wide dissemination of in-
formation about the destructiveness of the H-bomb and the dangers
of 1ts fall-ocuv. Opposition to the British manufacture and
testing of nuclear weapons increased uhdé# the impact of the
American AEC's report, in February 1955, on the effects of the
Bildini H-bomb tests of the previous year, which weas widély publi-

cized. The testing issue was also brought dramatically before

Annex. "A" to
Appendix "A" to
‘ Enclosure "I"
- 104 - WSEG Report No. 50

. 1 3. \'*'l_‘ Ol ) e Al
A :?J‘:}L“ w4 (t‘l*‘a“"!}fa P]. .

i
b e e - -



the public eye in a major debate in the House of Comrmons in March
on & resolution to halt all further testing until an international

conference determined the long-term radiation hazards,

57. Exploited by the laft wing of the Lahor Party as sn election
issue in 1955, public zentiment for a test ban continued to grow
and reached a climax in June 1956 with tiie publication of a
Teport by the respected Medicil Research Council which expréssed

fear over the poscitle long-term genetic effezcta of Strontium 9a.,

.The effect of this report was such that Prime Minister Eden was

constrained to announce Rritain's yilllingness %o cornsider nego-
tiatlons for an intermationzl test ban apart from a discussicn
of general disarmement, By the summer of 1956, public opinion
in the U.X, favored such a test ban, with or without genéral
disarmameﬁﬁ;-° although opinion was more evenly divided whether
the U.K. should proceed with its own H-bomb bosts .~

58, By the end of‘thé year, however; perhaps under the impact
of_Britain's.militafy:weakness at Suez, there was a significant
shift'of opinion against the concept oan_ggﬁaréte test ban and.
against the unilateral postponement of Brifain's thermonuclear

3 .
tests{d/ ‘

General Apprcval of the New Defenss Policy, 1957 to 1958

58. By 1857, the Cohservative government, nowaed by Prime
Minister Mécmillan,radobted a tougher line toward the Soviet

Union and, at thé:Bermuda Conference with President Eisenhower

in the Spring, reﬁersed its previous test ban pelicy by agreeing
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not to consider negotiating an agreement on nuclear production

or testing except within the fremework of a satisfactory generzl

disarmament agreement.

Y/

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

1957, marked a significent turning point in the character and

objectives of British defense npolicy.
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62. The Suez operation had brought 1nto.Questicn not only the
adequacy of Britain's military strength'té!gchieve its vital
national goals, but also the value of it§36verseas deployment.
The conviction grew that the polithél costs of maintaining
overseas bases against mounting anti-colonial pfessures woulgd dbe
heavy,'while_the declining importance of-ﬁritish economic and- |
colonial interests in Asla and the Mlddle East seemed to suggest
that 2 reevaluation of i1ts overseas commltments would be 1n
order. By 1857, the Mzcmillan govermment was faced with a
cholce betveen increasing the defens%,efforﬁ tq meet the commit- -
ments and to assure the securlty of the Britlish Isies as well

and, alternatively, concentrating the defense effort to achieve

%7 Defence: OQuullne of Fuuure Pclicv, Cnnd 12L Anril 195i>
i, ?L.z-‘ﬁﬁ,f..“;‘ i “J"‘J? — 5'”‘~ e e Z}
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more satlsfactory results within a narrower range. 1In choosing
the latter course, the government committed the U.K. to a five-
year policy that constituted a radical revision cf both the size

and character of the whole defense program.

63. The new defense policy, which has been llttle modified in
succeedling years, was basedlon two major assumptions: in-the
words of the White Pzper, (1) "...that there is at present no
means of providing protection for the people of this country
egainst the conseguenccs of an attack with nuclear weapons /. so

tha#? ...the overriding consideration in all military planning

must be to prevent war rather than to prepare for it;" and (2)

that "..;in the frue interests of defense...the claims of mili-

tary expenditure should be considered in conjunction with the
country's finaricial and economic strength." Thus, the U,K. chose

to piace primary reliance for ifs security on the policy of

strateglc nuclear deterrence, while limiting the share of its

_resourcés -- particularly manpower -~ devoted to defense.

64, It folloﬁed'frém the latter consideration that Britain
should (a) make reductions in the overall strength of 1ts mili-~
tary forces, then 700,000 men, down to.375,ooo‘oy 1962; '/(b)
abolish conscriptiéniby 1960; and (c¢) reduce?thenumber of

British forces deployed abroad, on the grounds that Britain could

not afford to continue its "disproportionately large contribution®

£o NATO nor fhéz"substantial demands on British manpower" by
garrisons in British.colonies and protectorates; meanwhile,
Britain would (d) zrm its forces with atomic weapons, and (e)
create a moblle central reserve force in the British Isles that

could be rapidly dispatched to any trouble spot by a strength-

Annex "A" to
Appendix "A" to
Enclosure "IV

- 107 - WSEG Report No. 30

r‘(ﬁf“”?ft“ﬁTtlI*uv

o ——

&t

ened RAF Trensport Command or by naval "commande .carriers', e



PIETTRANSLIN AN (3 DL IR LY L L T

(43

EF, rds e it Bl nahe R aiimyopd bt et ae

v e BRI et Ry L MR DS g AU Vot 2 e

vy

-

R L I

— J P17 ¢
T8on Ve IR G )L

| —— ' Lt ' . _‘t‘ ST
W S’ICCT{ET N o

an, For sirategic nuclear deterrence, the British government

L 4

swae not to rely solely on American capabilities, but rather
v wpoed the develcpnent of'its own nuclear deterrent power;
cenrding to the 1957 plan, the means of delivering the Brifish
s would femain the British medium-range strategic bombers of
.no V-clzss whick would later be supplemented by ballistic
wtsiles, supplied indtizlly by the United States,£/ uwntlil such

-«we as the UK, had perfected 1ts own missile capébility.

~~, This latter cb*eﬁu*"e of the 1957 Wh*te Paper has never
wen fulfilled, In A»rxil 1960, under. mount1n5 criticism that
-~a British fixed~-site BLUE STREZAK intermediate range missile
223 ;iready obsolete before 1t was operationéi; the Defence
o -istry ﬁ}pally abandoned its military strateglec missile progran.
i. wis decided insteid that the life of the newer V-bombers would
s extended into the late 1860's by the provision of the air-
r2~ched ballistic missile, SKY BOLT (GAM-B?), to be supplied
T the United States. ' -

27. The 1957 White Paper on aefensp was.: very well recelved by

e -

.2 Zritish press where it was widely “epo”ted There was virtu-
.17 unanimous praise for the government's "courageous and
—allstic” reevaluation of the naticnal defense pollicy in the
-«7n% of the country's economic capabilit#és and the.development
aclear weapons.g/
/.. 27 placing primary reliance for Britain's defense on the
weclear deterrent, the Mécmillan government forced Labor to

wodif7 1t stand on the issue of nuclear weapons. In the

“7r%ant House of Commons debates that fcllowed in the spring

/
611957, 1t became agparent that the Lzbor Party wes divided iy
- - i 3
Q§P
' Ll
" .
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between two factions which have been unable td resolve their
positions in subsequent years: (1) the more moderate grouwp,-
which iﬁitially supported the government's nuclear dete}rence
pelicy bﬁt whiéb was still willing to postpone 3ritish nuclear
tests until the prospects of an internationﬁﬁ H-boﬁb &. szrm-
ament agreement were further explored; and (2) the left-wing
and pacifist groups which pressed for an unconditionzl ban on
testing andé on the manufacture of the E"itish uhermonuclear
bomb, Desplte 2 large-scale Hropaganda effcrt by the latter
group led by Aneurin Eesvin, the govermment remzined firm, and
on May 15, 1957, the first British H-bomb was successfully

tested,

69, Public opinion polls a2t the time indiczted that *he

government had correctly assessed the mocd of British opinion

which anpea“ed ittle affected by the vigorous anti-test campaign --

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

nuclear weapons would remz2in necesszary as 1onb as the USSR re-

fused to negotiate 2 rezsconable disa hamenu mlan, and by October

1957 the annual Iabor Party Conference hadirejected the proposal
for a unilateral British nuclear ben, with even Aneurin Sevan
reversing his position.2 Up to 1959, the British putlic gen-
erally went along wlth the government'!s new c,fense policy which
nas also commanded the actlive support of uhe ILar Party's front

bench in Parlizment,
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the ground that 1t would provide independent insuranée against
the Soviet strateglc threat in the event that the U,S., should

decide not to "commit suicide" for the defense of Europe,

Incre2sing Doubts Abnut the Independent Deterrent, 1958
Yo 1900

72. During 1958 and 1959, the 3ritish public generally ‘
. yemained convinced of the validify of the new defense policy,
as long as the cold war continuéd and as long as no general
disarmament agreement was reéched. Nevertheless, several devel-
opments during these years indicated growihg dissatisfaction
and uneasiness, both in the general public and in responsible
circles, over the value of the independent deterrent and the
risks that it entailed, The resulting debate on Britain's own
nuclear capabilitieslgenera%ed'ideas and political movements
‘that might well affect British defense policy in the future
and,.coﬁceiVably, the-pfOspects of the American base system in

e

the British Isles,

nThé.Cégpaign for Muclear Disarmament.

| 73..One of these developments was the nonparty Campaign
for (Unilateral) Nuclear Disarmament whose annual:mass demone
stration marches -- the first in 1958 from London to the atomic
research center at Alde:ﬁagton -~ have attracted conaiderable
public attention and not a little public sympathy, The proposals
of the CND, if taken seriously and carried to their logical con-
 c1usion, could hévé1grave_consequences for American basing rights
in the U.K., for the CHD holds that "Britain must.;.renounce uni-
-laterally the use or productlon of nuclear weapeons, and refuse
to allow their use by others in her defense," If ultimately
adopted.by the govérnmehﬁ, this program wauld mean not oply
the withdrawal of all‘huCiear weapons systems and their support
faciiities from Britiéh_s@il, but ‘could easily lead to Britain's
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abandonment of 1ts NATO commiiments and eventual adoption of

& position of neutrality 1n the cold war: results which mogt

- CND supporters have'probably not envisioned,

The The CHD cannot, however, be dismissed as a pacifist
stunt or even as a teﬁporarily hysterical reactién to the
nuclear menace. Its adherents are growing and include 2 num-
ber of respected citizens,l and 1ts 1959 Trafalgar Square rally
drew out Frank Cousins, leader of Britain's largest trade union,
apd, as speaker, Robert Willis, chairman of the Trades Union
Congress, Moreover, tne CND draws on many old strands in the
Brifish political tradition -- genuine antl-militarism, Christian
bacifism, direct public protest and action for "what 1s right",
the "Little England" concept, nationalism (in the bellef that
other‘countries cannot ignore Britain's dramatic moral lead),
and antifAmericanism. Eut, nmost importantly, it plays on
British'ﬁeariness with the never-ending cold war and on increas-
ing apprehensions over nuclear weapons, the East-West arms race,
the destructiveness of modern war, the risks and uncertainties
of deterreﬁce policiesé and the U,K,'s particular vulnerability

to a strategic strike,

75. Althcugh the C¥D attracted o- and has since gained 37
1ittle support in Parliament or in the responsible press, ~at the

i/ including ¥, B, Priestly, A, J. P, Taylor, Victor Gollancz,
Philip Teynbee, and Bertrand Russell,

g/ For an analysis of the elements of the CND's appeal, see
David Marquand, "England, the Bomb, The Marchers", Commentary,
Vol. 29, No, 5 (May 1960), pp. 380-386,

3/ It exerts 1ts pressure mainly through the Labor Party in
Parliament, particularly through the Victory for Soclalism
wing of the Party. Among thLz Laborite Press, the Daily -
Herald, the Tribune, and the New Statesman znd Nation &ll
supported unilateralism until tney ananaoned 1t in ravor
of the new "nonnuclear club" policy of the Labor Party,
announced in June 1959,
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popular level 1ts successes have been striking. It is re-

markable ag the cne organization ¢n Britain's oitherwise drab
polltical landscape that can inspire mass enthusiasm on a‘
political issue, But it i1s most significant because its activ-
ities have happened to coincide with a noticeable shift of
opinion in responsibie circles where doubts are growing on the
validity of the independent deterrent concept., Thus, the first
of the CND's-obJectives -=- the abandonment of Britain's strate-
gic nuclear capability -- has galned respectability, not because
it 1s morally "right" or tecause 1t will induce other naticns
also to "opt out” of the nuclear race, but because it may

become politioally expedient. Should the government decide that
continued maintenance of the independent deterrent is impractical
for a country of Britain's siée, location and resocurces, it is
probable that the CND would be strengthened in the pursuit of

its other objectives which would have more serious implications

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

Labor Party Conosition to British Nuclear Capabilities

76. Doubts on the Britlsh nuclear deterrent were also
strengthened by a-second impertant development 1n this period:
the shattering of the common front that the two major parties

had previously presented on the issue of nuclear weapons.

TT. 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,.S5, and USSR alone,

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

disarmament agreement E'Practically, the proposal seemed to fall

_/'In 1950, about 5000 marcners, supported by clergymen, 1intel-
lectuals, trade union leaders, and some Members of Parliament,
protested at Aldermaston, In 195G, 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 nparched all the way. The 1960 march
snowed increased CND strength, with about 30,000 at Aldermaston
and a crowd of 40, OOO in Trafalgar Square.
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between those two existing stools, desplite its appeal to those
who were searching for a way to hal% the spread of nuclear
veapons and calling for positive RBritish leadership in the
field of disarmament., The nonnuclear club idez failed to
ellicit more than noﬁinel suppcert at all levels of opinion,é/
Only a handful of papers welccmed The proposal as a new attack
on the problem of nuclear Weapons and disarmament the semi~

officiel Laborite Daily Herald, the pro-Lebor Daily Mirror,

the Socialist New Staztesman, 2nd the Tiberal News Chronicle,

Only the independe Ziterzl Manchester Guardian and independent~

Conservative Sunday Observer supported the nonnuclear club with-
out reservation as a '"reasoned and responsible" policy for
preserving the Atlantic alliance while seeking to limit the
spread of nuclear weapons and deemphasizing them as symbols of
prestige., In Parliement, the more pacifist or unilateralist
backbench Labor members felt the new proposal did not go far
enough, tut on the ofher hand thare were signs that a few Con-
servative M,P,'s were eympathetic to the eonceot. Wnile the
public “eaction might have been tested during the general elece
tion in October, 1959, events consp*red to generate public

indifference to the proposal. A complicated scheme to put across
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o the electorate, 1t attracted less public interest than
expected, largely because of the wave of opvimism zbout Easti-
West relations after Khrushchev's visit to the United States.
If the great powers'seemed less likely to fight, there seemed
to be less reason to worry about the bomb, Of those who took
notice of the proﬁosal, scme dismissed 1t as 2 eynical -~ even
hypocritical —; preelection maneuver which would have lit:le
chance of success if put into effect; France or subsequent
‘nations struggling toward 2 nuclear capablility would not te
willing to renounce their achievemen*s.l. Otiners felt that
the proposal hedged the issue and that the Labor Party should
| have taken a firm stand elther for or ageinst the deterrent --
for retention or for unilateral nuclear disarmeament., Many

othere did not unaehstand uhe nonniclear club idea,

79. ;t was 2lso cleer that the ronnuclear elud proposal )
had doee little to reéolve the fundamental spiit on defense
policy between the Labor Party's moderate leade“sh_n and 1its
unilaueralist-pacifist wing which was gaining ground, particu-
larly among the t“ade unions which heold considerabhe power 1n
Lzbor circles.2 Against this wing, Gaitskell and his shadow
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Cabinet defended the U,K,'s retention of the independent deter-
rent until the nonnuclear club was brought into existence, and he
insisted as well on Britain'!s responsibilitles to NATO and to

the United States, But Gaitskell was also under attack within
the party on other grounds: the party's poor showlng in the

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

resentment,

- 80, To counter the rising unilateralist <ide and to but-
tress 1ts positlon of leadership in the approaching Labor Party
Canference, to be held in October 1960, the Galtskell wing im-
plicitly abandoped thg nonnuclear club thesis in a new policy
ﬁx“nmnifesto,ﬁissued inﬂJuhe 1960 by the National Executive Committee
that waé intended to resolve the wideﬁing schism on defense
pdliqy.i/ The manifeéﬁp admitted that "...a country of our size
.caﬁnot remain in any real sense of the word an 'independent
ngciéarﬂpower'", and 1t proposed that ",..in future our British
contribution to the Westgrn aImoury.../should/ be in conventional
terms, leaving to the Americans the provision oféthe Western
strategic deterrent, " :

.81, The Gaitskell group therefore opposed in'érinciple
the malntenance of the ﬁ.K.'s own strateglc deterfent, but,
unlike the unilatéfglists,'continued to support the concept
of a Hestern,stratééic deterrent, to be supplied 5y the United
States. The manifesto nevertheless remained equivocal on Britain's

'appropriate contributiop to that deterrent, While it avoided an

1/ Forelgn Policy and Dezense, NEC/PS/58, issued by the Labour
Parcy Press and Puo;zcity Department, June 22, 1960. .
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outright attack on the U.S. bases, 1t eriticized patrols of

nuclear-armed a2ircraft and called.for the atandonment of the

THOR IRBM's deployed in the U.K.

82. Subsequent parlianmentary detates have indlcated that
the Gaitskell group~does not favor the immediate abandonment
of the British deterrent, but rather envislions a gradual phasing
out of British strateglc nuclear capabllities as the present
V-bomber force becomes obzolete, It 1s evident the Labor front
. bench regards with skaoptaclan the government s contentlion that
the promised SKY BOLT ASM can substantially extend the life of

1
the V-bombers as credible and rellable dellvery vehicles.-/

83. In contrast to the umilateralist position, the defense
manifesto emphasized Britain's continued collectlive defense com-
miﬁments, particularly to NATO, in other flelds than that of ﬁhe
strategic deterrent, At the same ﬁime, the document echoed the
concern of a number of Laborites (and of some back-bench Conser-
vatives as well) that ",,.the NATO armies in Europe are perilously
dependent on nuclear weepons", at the eﬁpense of conventional

2
capabilivies, In proposing full strategic dependence on

1/ SKY BOLY has been criticized on the grounds that it is as yet
a hypothetical solution to the problem of the dellvery system;
that the U,S, might decide to abandon its development, leaving
Britain in the lurch; and that interdependence 1n weapons de-
velopment with the U,S, undermines the independence of the
Briiish armed forces., See the discusslon of Labor'fs stand in
the Manchester Guardizn Weckly, 14 July 19€0, '

g/ ContInued criticism nas peen directed in particular against
the government!s announcement in the 1558 Defense White Paper
that even a conventional major Soviet attack would be met with
nuclear veapons: "...it must be well understood that, 1f
Russia were to launch a major attack on them /The Western
nation§7, even with conventional forces only, they would have
to hit back with strategic nuclear weapons, In fact, . the
strategy of NATO is based on the frank recognltion that a
full-scale Soviet atiack could not be repelled without a re-
sort to a massive nuclear bombardment of the sources of power
in Russia." Cnnd. 363, Februcry 1958, p. 2, paragraph 12.

Annex “A" to

Appendix "A" to

Enclosure "I"
20P=SECRET - 117 - WSEG Report No, 50

LORSECRES—



TP S ECREA

TOP. SECRET UEE"w

-

American power, the manifesto rejected the alternative of a
European independent deterrent on the grounds that it would
encourage the dangerous spread of nuclear weapons to additional

countries; the spectre of a Germeny armed with nucle r weapons
x/
was particularly cdecrierd.

84, Again,.the manifesto falled to bridge fhe gap between the
moderate Labof'leadership and the foremost‘proponenﬁs of unilateral
nuclear disarmament, notably Prank Cousins and Earl Russell who .
fefused to gccept it 25 a ccapromlisa énd who continued to gather
_Support for the immediate abandonment of the nuclear deterrent
and reﬁoval of U.S. bases from the U.,K, Then, in September 1960,
the substantial confusion with the party on defense was further
cqppoupdeq byuphe;gspgypdiqglperformance of the delegates to the
. Trades Unlon Congresé, meeting on the Isle of Man, BRBefore the ca-
fefence;were two motions: one concerﬁipg the officlal Ietor Party-
T.U.C., defense policj éﬁd the other in faveor of unilaterel nuclear
disa:mament, proposed ﬁy Mr. Couéins. The:dglegates voted to adopt
both poiicies, though the latter by a 1argeg:majofity, despite the
apparént 1ncbmpatibilitj_of the'two proposaié. if the Labor Party
Conference in eéri& October either'repeats"thisjbontradictorylperh

formance or votes a clear unilateralist mandate, the leaders of the
: 2

Parliamentary Labor Party will be on the spot.” Either they will

L/ Tne proposal of a Europear strategic deterrent as a zlternative
to the British deterrent waes presented in Alastzir Buchen's
widely-circulated book, NATO in the 1960's (Institute for Stra- -
tegic Studies; Frederick A, rrzeger, n. Y., 1960), Gaitskell, (A4

[

rhimself, was in favor of the NATO deterrent through M2y of 1G60. .
- . . ———— .!.’
& | !

2/ I that conference, tne unilazteraiist trade unions Aid in faet

' muster enough votes to reject the June Labor-T.U.C., defense
manifesto which had emphasized reliance on the American strz-
tegic deterrent and on NATO. Instead, the conference tegsed two
urdlateralist resolutions advocating Britain's renunciation of
the testing, manufacture, stockpiling and basing of 2ll nuclear
weapons 1n the U,K., .a5 well &s opposing patrols cf nuclear-
armed aircraft from British bases, missile bases in the Uv.X.,
and any defense policy based on "the threat of the use of stra-
tegic or tactical nuclear wezpons." However, Parliamentary
Labor Party leader Gaitskell, who can expect %0 commznd the sup-
port of about three-guzrters of the Labor ¥,P.'s, has refused
'to accept these proposzls and has stzted his intention always
Yo cppose neutralist peoiicies for the U,XK, '
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have to reject the'Conferenée's dictates and proceed on their_
own, or they willihave to strugglé to reinterpret. their policies
in a preténse that they are follcwing the Confefence's motions,
In either event, their ﬁosition will not be enviable, and their
ability to present constructive criticism on defense policles
will bé seriously compromised by their growling isolation from
the bulk of Iaborts membership,

85. In the meantime, the spokesmen for the Conservative govern-
ment have remained firm against all attacks on the usefulness,
éredibility or morality of a defense policy emphasizing the inde-
pendeﬁt nuclear deterrent. Whether the government wlill 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 deferrent on the future willingness
of thékU.S. to supply a yet-undeveloped missile, the SKY BOLT;
was not an easy one, and it illustrates the practical difficulties
that the British deterrent will increasingly face, The BLUE
STREAK decision was, moreover, a severe blow to those Conservaf
tives who feel that only a British-developed delivery vehlcle can
assure the UK. of a truly independent strategic force.

‘86, Defense poliby has now entered the political arena and
promises to become a major issue between two parties whose
political outlook in other flelds i1s surprisingly harmonious and
at a time when few other issues can arouse public interest,
Public pressures for the abandonment of Britain!s nuclear cap-
abflities can ﬁe expécted to rise, if present .trends contlnue,
It may be that the government will feel that such pressures
cannot be ignored and, along with the practical difficulties of
maintaining the deterrent, will justify its abandonment, On
the other hand, for the government to admit fhat the major

emphasis of its five-year defense progrém was misconcelved would
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certalnly be regarded as a severe political defeat which the
Conservatives must hope to avoid, While it 1s now impossible

to predict with certainty which considerations wlll become the
dominant ones structuring Conservative policles, it seems pos-
sible that finanecial, technolqgical and strategic difficulties,
as well as publlec pressures aroused by unilateralist crusaders,
'will lead the govermment eventually to abandon the deterrent,
whether within its present term of office or shortly after 1964,
On the other hand, if the U,X, should succeed in negotliating the
~dispersal of the V-bomber force on U,S. bases outside the
British Isles; the government may regard the future of the
British deterrent as more promising. The British abandonment
of the deterrent, 1f it did take place, would, of course, bring
into sharp foéus_the question of the U,S, nuclear strike forces
and sgpport systemé'relying on British installations, as well
as the RAF-manned THOﬁ missiles now deployed in the U,K., As
1éng as néfional stré%egic nuclear forces remain a major element
of fhe British military establishment, there are. fewer grounds
Bn which to eriticize the employment of British facilities by
similar U.S. forces. - if the British forceé were abandoned, for
whatever reasons, public pregsures for reécind;£g U.S. base

rights could be expected markedly to increase.‘:j

87. Thus, thelfuturé of the British strategic deterrent
will be an important determinant of British attitudes toward
nuclear weapons df'all lIdnds, and ultimately toﬁard U.,S, nuclear
weapons systems operating or supported from U.Kc.facilities, |
While the strength and direction of opinién on the issués of
nuclear deterrence and defenge have been traced in the preceding
pages, a brief summaf§ or the reasoning behind those convictions

may cast some light 6n the possibility of shifts in the official

position under the impact of the nuclear debate.
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88, The following arguments represent different strains

in the thinkdng of the pfoponents,and opponents of the deter-
rent; within each-group are many people clearly influenced by
geveral but not all of the arguments employed on elther side.
The vast majority of those who advocate abandbnment of the‘
strategic deterrent, for example, present suggestions of alter-
native defense strategies, such as reliance on the Amerl can
deterrent, greafer British contributions to the conventional
aspect of the overall Western—collective defense effort, or

" the e¢reation of an independénb NATO strateglc deterrent. Only
a few opponents of the British deterrent now conclude that
Britain should move all the way to a policy of unilateral cone -
ventional as well as niuclear disarmament, removal of the Amer-
lcan bages, abandoniment of its NATO commitments, and neutrality

in.the cold war.

89, it should also be noted that opinions on the inde-
pendent deﬁerrent do not always split neatly along party lines,
A few p:ominent Conservatives, including ex-Defense Minister
-Ahtony Head, have declared themselves opposed to the indepeﬁdent
deterrent, while a few back-bench Laborites have vigorously =

l .
defended it._/ ' :

The Officia)l Position: Arzuments for the Retention of
Britain's Independent Nuclear Cavapilities

g0, The British independent deterrent has been Jjustified:
a. As a contribution to the strength of the Western
alliance, It isfargued that Britain should share fully

in the burdens 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 avandoning BLUE STREAX,
622 H., C. Debs,, No. 101, Cols, 247-256, 291-300, Antony

Head's position vas set forth in the same debate, ibid, Cols.
256-261, : '
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capabilities are a significant addition to U.S. strategic

power and to. the Western strateglc deterrent,

b. As providing leverage for exerting influence on

Amerlcan policy: to strengthen the U,K,'s hand vig-a-vis

the U.S. (1) in resolving interallied differences and in

formilating common policies, particularly those pollcles

concerned with the deployment and use of U,S, nuclear

weapons;

(2) in couatering conceivable future American

i1solationist tendencles or reluctance %o participate in

a war confined to Western Europé, under conditions of a

‘U,8.-USSR nuclear standoff; and (3) in gaining access to

American nuclear information, or to American strateglc

delivery systems,

¢+ Por the preservation of the U.K.'s status as 2

major werld power,

Without strategic nuclear capablllities

in a world in which two other atomic powers are operating,

i1t 18 felt that the UK. will no longer retain 1lts great

power role, its capacity to sit in on or promote nuclear

disarmament negotiations, nor -- with regard to its missile

progrém -- 1ts prospects of gaining additional 1ntefnational_

prestige through space achievements,

d. As a2 minimum deterrent against Soviet attack or

Soviet 'missile blackmail,

It is feared that both the in-

creasing vulnerability of the continental U.S. to Soviet

missilearetaliation and the diminishing U.S. strategic de-

pendence on European bases will undermine the reliability

of U.S. strateglic intervention against limited Soviet

nggression in Europe, whether in the form of a major con-

. ventional attack or a missile strike confined to one countiy.

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

T/ 1o public Interviaw in 1958, Prime Minister Macmillan stated
Lthnt possession of the H-bomb had had a great influence on U.S.

i)t
AR T

Department of State/B
rltnin and the Weatern Alllance, Intelligence Report No,

&5 Rigust 1959, D. 2.

POl U CTET m

SECRET/NOFORN,

and ",,.made them pay greater regard to our peint of
ureau of Intelligence and Research,

8093,
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e. As a support for British freedom of action abroad.
It is argued that the independent nuclear capabllity will
help the U.K. preserﬁe 1ts relative freedom of actlon to
defeﬁd or assert its interests in situatlons where Amer-
ican and British interests diverge.l/

~£, As an economic means of achieving security. It 18
argued that an essentialiy,nuclear force would provide the
most defense for the least cost ("a bigger bang for the
pound"), while the consequeﬁt reduced reliance on massive
ground forces justifies the politically popular abolitlon

2/
of conscription.

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

91, Some of the a:guments against the independent deterrent
._'conce:n 1ts nuclear aspect, but others relate to the practical -

difficulties of maintaining an effective British delivery system
-under developing étEategic conditioﬁs. Questions are also raised -
_about the value of an independent deterrent capability within the
canfext'of a reputedl& "1nterdependent"'allianée systen, and the
adverse effects of the British deterrent effort on NATO's goli-

darity and military effectiveness are deplored.

1/ wnlle This argument has been less prominent as the limits of
British freedom of action are more generally accepted, 1t 1is
still put forward from time to ftime. During the recent BLUE
STREAK debate in April, Mr. R. T. Paget, a Labor M.P,, remarked:
I canmnot conceive that I should wish to live in a world 1n
which we can never assert our rights anywnere without first
obtaining Américan 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. =249, 27 April 1960,

2/ This argument, an important factor in the initlal popularity
of the 1957 Defense White Paper, no longer appears very per-
suasive 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 tomard
American strategic forces based in the U.K,, may be sumnarized
in the following categories:

a, That a British strategic retaliatory force will be
too vulnerable or too expensive to maintain as an effectlve
and credible independent deterrent, because:

(1) The attack warning time available to forces in
the British Isles will be minimal or nonexistent;
..(2) L political decision to retallate would be
. ‘extremely d4fficult to reach within this time 1imit;
(3).Britain {s too small for the adequate dispersal
of a land-based retallatory force;
..(4)..Increasing enemy missile accuracy rules out even
i : : the costly expedlent of hardening;
i ’ (5) Budget limitations preclude the development of
more than one British strateglc dellvery system, on which

b e s

the enemy can concentrate poth his attack and his defenses;
(6) And even the currently planned delivery system
for the mid-sixties (the advanced V-bombers equipped with
the American SKY BOLT, GAM-87) will be too vulnerable, 1f
‘based 1nfBritain, 1in view of the prohibltive costs of an
extensive alirborme aiert. o |
Alternative retaliatory systems or alterrnative deployments
are rejected on other grounds: that land-based POLARIS
would be nearly as vulnerable as BLUE STREAK or the
V-bombers and THOR's, POLARIS dispersed on surface _ ‘
shipo would be too de*ectable, and a POLARIS submarine
prozram is consldered teyond the limits of the British
economy., Moreover, it 1s argued, the Joint-control
problem that mizght be raised vy the dispersal of the
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V-bombers to a global network of Americen or other bases
outside the U.K, would compromise the independent character
of -the deterrent. Thus, +that the destructive 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 1neffect1ve ag a deterrent,

b. That, 1f the British strategic force is ineffective
as a deterrent, it will not strengthen Britaint's ablility
to stand up to the USSR in the absence of American support.
If -- 1%t is argued -- the British force cannot provide
reliable'insurance against Soviet missile blackmail, it
will not significantly increase Britaln's resolutlon to
act independently of the U.,S. in defense of vital British
overseas intereSts, even by conventional means, in the '
gace of Soviet retaliatory threats. Nor can the British
deterrent ensure Britaints security if the United States.
should, for sone reason, renege on 1ts commitments to come
.to Britaints assistance.

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

¢, That the British strateglc force is such a minimal
centribution to the total strateglc pcsture of the West
that it cannot be ‘considered significant or declisive.

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 1ndependent deter—
rent: its long experience 1n international affairs,
Macmillan's proven ability and world position as a leader
and diplomat, tne ﬁ K.'s leading role in the Commonwealth,
1ts pivotal position in NATO and othe" collective defense
arrangements,_and {ts economic power. Moreover, 1t 1is
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argued, 1t would be dangerous 1f its possession. of
nuclear weapons should encourage the U,X, to pursue lines
of policy not supported by actual British military capa-
bilitles.

e. That the possibilities of Britain's strategic
isolation are slim: a major Soviet attack on any NATO
country -- or the threat of such an attack -- thet does
not evoke American support is highly ﬁnlikely; i1f, houever,
elther event sghould occur without U.S., reaffirmation or
fulfillment of 1%3 alliance cermmitments, the U.K, is 1ost,
whether or not it possesses a strateglc force.

Two further arguments i1llustrate the ambivalent
attitudes of the opponents of the independent deterrent
,toward the Soviﬁsrmilitary threat; %they both discount
1ts gravity and fear its poasible consequences for the U Kot

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

ge That Britain's nuclear force, 1f not effective.as
a- deterrent, makes the UK. a certain target if a general
. war occurs,  Fears are directed particularly agalinst any
fixed-site missile systems deployed in the UKo == whethef
the abandoned BLUE STREAK or.the American-supplied THCR
squadrons --.and to a lesser extent agalnst land-based
strateglc bombers -~ the V-bomber force, as well as those
elements of SAC deployed on Britlsh bases.' In view of
their assumed vulnerability and primary utility as "first-
strike" weapons, these systems are regarded less as deter-
rents than as 1nvitations to attack, and 1t 1s supposed
that such an attack would turn the UK. into a "nuclear
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incinerator”, The loglc of this argument, 1f uccepted as
a major justification for a decision to abandon the deterrent,
would have profound implications for the future deployment
of U,S. strategic forces in the U,K,, inasmuch as the U.,K.!s
strike force 1s only one element of the mllitary forces con
British soil that might lead the enemy to regard the U.X,
as a worthwhlle target in a general war, To eliminate a2ll
elements that serve as "lightning rods" to attack, the U.K.
would have to demand the removal of U,3, forces and support
systems -- particularly any nuclear-armed aircraft and
missiles -- and if this approach were carried to 1ts logilcal
conclusion, the UK, might even serap substantial amounts
of 1ts own nonnuclear defense capablilities, withdraw from
NATO, andaconteect out of the cold war.

: h, That a feduction in the number of nuclear powers
lessens the risks of war by accident;

i, That Britain's renunciation of 1ts nuclear capabil=-

- 1ifies will facilitete general nuclear disarmament by encoum

17_ JI’

‘aging other would- be "Nth nations" also to abandon their

efforts to. ereate independent deterrents,

Je+ And that the policy of the 1ndependent deterrent
18 based on the "exploded fallaey" that "we shall prevent
war by preparinb for war“;l As a number of ©1d-school
Socialists believe, the independent deterrent represents
Britaint's 1nvqlvement in the inevitable progression from
balance of peﬁer policles to alliances and counteralliances,
to a spiraling arms race, to 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‘ebandon the belance of power prineiple

. K, dilliacue, an ex=League of Natlons official, in the
1900 defense debate, 618 H, C, Debs. 67, 1 March 1960, .cl, s
fol 1090, _ -
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ianavor of some form of federative or supranational polit-
ical system. | | )

k. That the U.K., unable to provide & reliable deterrent
of its own, must seek to preserve its security through
policles bﬁsed on the principle of alllance interdependence,

. To date, it is argued, British defense policy has been &
factor of increasing'NATO disunity. 'The British nuclear
deterrent has aroussd the concern of otﬁer NATO govern-
ments that the U.K, might follow an independent course of
action in the event of a serious challenge to the security
of cpntinental Europe, This suspiclon has accelerated the
trend that has been plaguing SHAPE'!s efforts to coordinate
and integrate NATO forces in recent years -- the increas-

_ingly natlional 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 reliance on a
nuclear strategy -- in part a consequence of Britain's post-195T7
defense policies'-- operates as a divisive force in the allliance,
Such a strategy will greatly compound the problem of Joiﬁt'déci-
sion-making in a erisis by increasing the risks of Europels
nuclear devastation if war should .occur and thereby encouraging
neutrallst or.independent action., The possibility that NATO
might prove unreliable as a collective defense organization may
force other NATO members, besides France, to consider the feagsi-
bility of developlng their own national strategic deterrents.

And the further proliferation of nucl=ar weapons, whevher acguired
from the U.S. or through national development programs, will aggra-
vate 1nteralliance susplclons, especially 1if Germany should obtain

even tactical nuclear weapong.
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olt, roreover, it is argued, tne concept ¢f alllance -

interdependence -- already nominally official British policy ~--
irplies a c¢ivision of labor and speeclalization of functions
among NATO members which would maximize NATO's abllity to create
a graduated system of deterrents, from the strategic-nuclear
level down to the level of deterring a linited conventional
conflict., In this allocation of roles, it is felt, the U.S. 1is
in the best position to make the strategic-nuclear contribution,
while the other NATO countries, inciuding the U.K,, should con-

centrate on conventional forces,

95, A number ef eritics of efficlal polipy are concerned.
that Britain's concent“ation on strategic deterrence has reduced
the effectﬁvenesg of 1ts conventional forces. Not only has this
strategy been-udgd:to-Justify the intended reduction of the
British army and of the forces cormitted to the Continent, but
it has also_encoﬁfgged other European NATO states to relax their
effcrts to meet NATO's ground force objectives, It 1s argued
.thét the.presgnt inadequacy of NATO!'s Shield force endangers
NATO!s ability to deal with minor disputes or to "enforce a pause"
and buy time for ainlomatic intervention or: for a decision whether

" to initiate the use of nuclesar weapons.

g6, imile most oppone“ts of the independehf deterrent.

- insist that. 1nterdependence means rellance on the U.S. strategic
deterrent, others suggest that Britain should join with certaln
continental NATO members in the development ‘of a NATO or WEU
deterrent. Such a {orce, established separately from the American
deterrent, would hopefully achieve many of the objectiveé that

the independent British deterrent was.unable to obtain, A cred-
ible NATO deterreﬁqﬂcohld ve created, its proponents believe,
because 1ts Eﬁrbpeén'basis would (1) reduce its vulnerability by
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providing greater scope for dispersal and mobility, and (2)

) [P S TG RR i

allcw a pooling of the financial, material, and sclentific
“resources of a number of countries in an effort that is beyohd
the iimits of any single cquntry. And, if achleved, 1t would

be expected (3) to provide insurance against the possibility'
that the U,S, might decide not to "commit suicidé" for the
defense of Europe; (4) to give the Eurcopean countries a larger
volce in NATO policies by recducing thelr dependence on the U.S.;
(5) to reverse present trends toward NATO disunity by removing
the incentive for national deterrents; (6) to mitigate the "Nth
country" probvlem, thereby facilitating future disarmament efforts,
It may be supposed that proponents of the NATO deterrent are
among those convinced of the hopelessness of maintalning an
effective British deterrent, but anxious to find some means of
avoidiné:coﬁpleéé QE}aﬁgéié - and hence substantial political --
* dependence on the U,S, There are serious objections to the

_goncept, especially with regard to the difficulties of declsion-

making.

British Attitudes Toward U.S. Bases

¥7. The recent U-2 and RB=-47 incidents prompted a wilde-ranglng
discussion which has been valuable in clarifylng 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,
1t appears that there is widespread sentiment in favor of con-
tinued U,S. access to Brltish facllities, but that there is also
a strong desire for tighter British survelllance and control

over the purposes for which the bases aresused.

\

95, 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 1ts inception in 1558, 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 UK, of
the "nuclear menace", This follows from the premise of the CND
leaders that thé risks 6f an outbreak of nuclear war -- almost
inevitable, they say, with a continuing arms race and with
American strategic alrcraft-and missiles polsed for a strlke at
the USSR or on alert overhead ;Q are far greater and far moré
appalling than the risks or coﬁsequences of the milifary dom-
-ination of the U.,K, and Westerm Europe by Soviet forces, It
is better, Philip Toynbee.contends, to betray an alliance than
to betray the human race.l Bertrand Russell, another CHD
leader, holds that Britain must break with NATO and abandon
" the "orotection” provided by nuclear weapons: "Britain derives
no degree 6f séfetylwhatever from the American alliance or
from nuclear weapons, whether British or American, On the con-
trary, feliance upon-Aﬁerica and nuclear weapons increases the
~ 11kelihood of the total destruction of the population of
Brita.in.'_2 Whether or not the British government or people
iike?it, he argues, British territory will be used in the future
by the Ameficans_for some purpose as obnoxibus to the Soviet
Union as the U—2_recoﬁnaissance flight,’ Far this‘minority
pacifist group, the RB-HT incident, originating:from the Brize
Norton SAC base-agaiﬁét which the CND had marched;in past years,

seemed to confirm thelr fears.

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

Cousins, pointed to thé‘U-Q incident as dramatic evidence of the .

1/ Pnllip Toynpee, the rearrul Cholce: A Debate on Nuclear
Policy (London: Victor Gollancz, Lud., 1958). '

2/ Trom z letter by Lord Russell to the Manchester Guardian,
quoted iIn the New York Times, 22 June 1YcO,
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| v
need to abolish American bases in Britain, and most unions

committed to ﬁnilateral nuclear disarmament for the U.K, also

favor the withdrawal of 211 "forelgn bases”.

102, Such Sentiments are not, however, ghared by the majority
of the Parliamentary Ia2bor Party or b¥ ité moderate 1ezdership.
Bven Ernest Sninwell, on the 1eft of Laber's political spectrum,
admitted that, while Britain must go on boldly advocating ais-
armament, it must nevertheless continue to rely on the American
strategic deterrent: “i o not believé thzt the time has yef
grrived to say to the Unised States: 1Take your aircraft and
your missiles out of this cguntry,‘ vut I think the time will

come when that may happen.’

101y 1t has-been Labor‘pa%icy to support Britain's cormi tments
to NATO and its responsibilities for Western defense. While in
the lést two years the tabor Party has broken with the govern-
ment's defense policy on the issue of the. independent nuclear
deterrent, its leaders in Parliament == Gaifékell, Brown, Healey,
and Wilson -~ have placed nollgss emphasisfbh the need for & -
Western strategic deterrent as & condition of Britain's securily
Labor!s June 1960 manifesto on defense explicitly recognized
that,'in +he absence of & credible Britithdeterrent, rellance
would have to be placed on the strategic deterrent supplied by

the U.S.

102. The position of the Labor Party on the necessity of Amer-
jcan strategic bases and support facilitles in the U.K. will,

¥ s . .
however, remain equivocal until the current intrapaxty conflict

-2

g

2/ 622 H. C. Debates 101, Col. 267. April 27, 1960.
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on defense policy is resolved., To date, it should teo emphagized,

the party!s officilal platform has not opposed the continuation
of the American bases,'although.it has pressed for increased
British surveiliance'and control over the purposes for which
the bases are used, measures advocated over a year ago in its
1959 election platform.l/ Whiie the 1960 defense manifesto
expressed concern over the dangers of patrols of nuclear-armed
aircraft, iﬁs,reaffirmation of Britain's NATO responsibilities
and reliance on U,S, deterrént 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 Gaiﬁskell 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
surveillance and control, But this official position will un-
doubtedly be challenged:in the future és in the present by left-
wing Lavorites, and 1t is doubtful if the leaders of the Parlia-
mentérj Labor Party can make any further-concessibns on defense
policy or American base rights without abandoning the party alto-

gether to the unilateralists' viewpoint

104, TheAConservatives;‘on the other hand, havé'atood firmly
for the necessit& and.&esirability of American Sﬁfategic bases
and support systems 1n thv UK. Few of them feel’that the UK,
independent deterrnnt, if as they hope 1t can be maintained, can
ever be a reliable substitute for American strateglc power.

Prime Minisfer Macmillan has nevertheless agreed that American

17 0n"June 23, 1559, *he Labor Party agreed to advocate "tighter
control" over American bases in the U.X., but reaffirmed that
the next Labor government would honor Britain's commitments to

NATO.
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no operation should be carried out in such a way as to effect a

casus belli, to be needlessly provocatlve, or to risk damzging

Britain’s relations with its other allies by use of their air-
space without their knowledge.

106, Much emphasis in the press was glven to the so-called
"nrovocative” charactér of the flights which was regarded as
unjustifiable -- especlally in the case of the RB-47 -~ in terms
of-the mil%tary advantages that might be reaped by such recon=

naissance. Fears were alsd expressed that there might be

~inadequate U.S. political controls over'military and intelligence

activities. At the same time, however, the Soviet threats of
missile retaliation appeared to be encountering the law of dimin-
ishing returns. By mid-summer, the Eritish press was generally

‘discounting the ‘gravity of“the Soviet threats on the grounds

that phey were primarily designed to split the Anglo-American
allianée. Instead, the predominant British reaction was in favor
of measures to strengtheﬁ the alliance through lmproving lialson

on the use of the bases,

107. The'"spy plane" incidents have been useful in clarifying
the present state of British opinion on Amerdlcan base rights

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

2/ See, e.g., the Qbserver, 18 July 1960,

;/ The Econcmist commented: "If there is BEritish uneasiness today
apout trusting to the apparently unwritien understanding
between Mr. Truman and Mr. Attlee in 1851, it is chiefly
because the effectiveness of American political control of the
intelligence services has come increasingly to be doubted., "
From the article “"Intelligence Should Be Intelligent," The
Economist, 16 July 1960, p. 247.

i/ See thé Manchester Guardian VWeekly, 14 July 1960, p. 1: "A
new and tuller agreenent...ls a siep talen to strangthen our
alliance...The one thing that could shalke the allilance would
be the sense that the Americans were not playing fair with
their allies. That is what the revised agreement on consulta-
tion...should guarantee and be known to guarantee."
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use of the bapes must be supervised in Britain's incerests, and
that he will seek c¢loser liaison and continuous and intimate
consultation on such American flights as could be regarded as
provocative by the Soviet Union, In requesting a review of
the original Truman-Attlee bases agreement of 1951, the govern-
ment was respondiﬁg to strong public pressures for measures that
‘'would insure the U.K. egainst‘fhe possibility that future U-2 and
RB-47 incidents might occur frem British bases. The government
- feels that new understandisgs that will coordinate U.S. operations
" with British policies will, in'facé; strengthen the Anglo-
Amerlcan allisnce by allaying public suspicions or apprehensions

about U.S., employment of the bases.

105. In the British press, comments upon the plane incildents
have generally ceneenfrated oﬁ the need for adequate Joint con-
trols over American reconnaissance or other "provocative” activ-
ities originating from the British bases. It is significant
thst few dailies or Journals have questigned the desirabllity
of retaining the U.S. bases themselves. As the conservative

Sunday Times asserts, the bases are part of the joint defense

system for the advantage of the whole Westem alliance, 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 Iha.s,y. But, the Times cautions, f;ﬁe, U.X.,has the
right and dutyeﬁq‘insist on certain overall conditions or limit-
ations =~ that the program of operations from the bases should

be known to the U.K. as party to the Joint activities, and

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

1/ Br%éisn Lnlornatlon Services, Today's British Papers, 18 July
19 Pe 5 .
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flights...must be carried out witﬁin the common obligations of
the alliance and for the common advantages of the allies;.mfhe~
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 activities...that
have direct politicil implications and require the use of .

political judegment,

109. One can expeat, therefors, that the United States will con-
tinue to have access tp the bases for'military strike, reconnals-
.Asance{ and logistic operations. While these operations will
require the knowledge and approval of the British government, it
is doubtful that this will serlously restrict thelr sceope while
the present gpvernment remains in office ~- another three years,
at least, in the absence of some unlikely and unforeseen erisis,
When and if the Labor-Party regains ofrice, current trends within
the party seem to support the pessimistic prediction that the mod-
erate wing may have lost control in the face of powerful unilater-
alist pressures. Ir this occurs, the labor platform will include
proposals for the renoval of, at a milnimum, the most "provocative"
of the American forces or installations in the U K,: almost cer-
tainly any ruclear-armed aircraft of the U.S. Air Force and the
RAF-manned, American’ suppl*ed and controlled THOR missiles.g/
Whether under new leadershlp the party would also .advocate the
withdrawal of all U.S. base rights, including those rights that
the U,S5, is noﬁ'}equesting for the support of FBM submarines as v %

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

teglc warning and recornaissance, 13 more questionable, unless

In 1953, Labor had propoged a suspension of the constructicen

of all missile bases:. in Britaln until Summit talks had explored
_ the possibilities of ‘a wider understanding wilth the USSR, See

ILabourts Foreign Tolicy, 1958, P« 3.

%/ July Lo, 1500, p.._47.
2/
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the Labor Party determines to go- the full way to neutralism and

abandenment of all British commltments to the Western alllance.

110. Current estimates of public.attituégg suggest that & Labor

program advocating the withdrawal of all U.s:usfrike“and-support
- systems would find 1ittie appeal among British voters, unless )
some grave and major crisis seriously shakes confidence in U.S.
strategic support and protecticn or greatly intensifies‘fears

of unjustifiably rash and "provocative" U.S. actlons. It 1s much
more 1likely that the British people would accept the abﬁndonment
* of Britain's independent deterfent in the future, should 1t - |
prove necessary for military, finaneial and political reasons.
But 1t 1s also 1ikely that they would favor continued rellance

on the American strateglc deterrent and contribute those facil-
ities in the U.K, that are necessary to its effectiveness, though

preferably not alrbases for strategic‘nuclear strike forces of

launching sites for IREM's.

CONCLUSIONS

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

with the United Kingdom for a number of reasons, among them: the
basic simiiarity of American and British international objegtiQes
and policles, the U,K.,'s influence as a world power, its technolog-
ical, industrial and financial resources, its strateglc location
off the European Continent and 1ts outposts in other areas, its =
active militafy contributions to the Free World's arsenal, and 1ts
proviéion of extensive facilities for the deployment and support cf

U.S8. ground, sea, and air forces.

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

tinued unity of British and American tnternatlional objectives and on

annex "A" to-
Appendix "A" to
o A  Enclosure "I

-TO“’SLCR?T - 13 . WSEG Report No. 50

i

TOP_SECRET



) s Tg;a” rtga

TCP-SECRET—
=k

their continued concurrence on the foreizn and defense policies
best sulted to achieve these ends, As long as the'dohservative
government remalns in office, substantizl agreement can be |
expected to prevail in both these flelds, although oecasional
 differences in approach and priority may arisze., Particular
“7 difficulties may stem from increased British pressure for a

' greater volce in the West's military and political approach
toward the Communist Bloec, While it does not now appear likeiy
that the Laber_Party can gain office before 1964 and possibly
not for several years thereafter, present trends within the
party suggest that many of the foreign and defense policies of
a future Labor gevernment would be incompatible with U.S,
interests. One such policy might be that of unilateral nuclear
dtsarmament and . the removal of U,S, bases from British soil,
presently'urged'byfaﬁ5appareht'majority of the party's trade
‘union membership, |

113, The most importeﬁﬁ single factor effecting British atti-
tfudes toward the alliénee wlll be the degree of official and
publie confidence that U,S, mllitary pelicies and deployments
will, on balance, enhence the security of the U.K, against both
nuclear devastation and éommunist dominetion. Such an estimate
will depend on the *uture dominant evaluation of the primary
threat to U.K. national interests.

124, In this respect it is concelvable but not likely that the
evident dangers eficommuniet aggression could, in the future, be
eclipsed by severeif interisified Britlsh fears of involvement
in a general nuclear war, The effects of such a development on
.British. national and collective defense policles would be far-

reaching. At present, only a small (but vocal) minority conclude
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that the possible dangers of the "nuclear menace” would justify
the risks involved in Britich nuclear disarmameot and in a
neutralist reoriehtation of BritiSh policies, The vast majority
of Britons now reject that conclusion and its implicit assumption

that nuclear devastation and neutralism are the only alternatives,

115, It is nevcrtheless significant that the oidespread disposi-
tion at present to downgrzde the likellhocod of general war has
not offset the steady increase in public apprehensions about
the consequences for the U.K. of such a war. These apprenensions
" have led to more skeptical opinions on the practicallty and
desirability of a national or collective nuclecr deterrence
strategy for the preservation of Britaints security, if such a

strategy requires strateglc bases on the British Isles,

115, Public apprehensions concerning nuclear war are not
like ly to affect the Conservative government's present rellance
on the threat of strategic retaliation to deter an atftack on
the U.K., against which -- the govermment has aomitted -~ the
U.K. could not be defended. However, the practlcal difficulties
and expense of maintaining an adequate and secure British retal-
iatory force may lead the U,K. to abandon its independent deter-
rent within 2 few years and to place total reliance for its
strategic protection on the American strike force. Such a move
would probably not be accompanied by reductions in British mil-.
itary contributions in other fields to NATO or other collectlve
defence arrangements, and British facilltiles for the support of
U.S. strateglc systems would likely remalin available, Neverthe-
less, continued British pressure can be expected for full lnmowl-
edge and greater control of U.S. military operations from v.K.
bases and for joint consultation cn the use of nuclear weapons

both from British soll and elsewhere,
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ANNEX "B" TO APPENDIX "A"

JAPANESE ATTITUDES TOWARD COLLECTIVE DEFENLE

FURPOSE
1. To examine current trends in Japanese attitudes toward
defense_problems, and 1dentify those likely to affect Japan's
military collabtoration with.the United States through the
mid-1960ts,

SCOPE
2. Japanese public 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 United States., The
future implications of these attitudes for the U.S.~-Japanese
military alliance,are then examined,

BACKGROUND

3, Following Jepan's military defeat in 1945, the country was
governed for seven yeare through'the offices of the Supreme
Cdmmanaer for the. Allied Powers, A primary objective of this
government was to provide for the basic democratization of Japan
and to insure that it would never again commi t armed aggression.,
To this end a series of -major soc¢lal, economic and political
reforms were instituted by SCAP, including a Conetitution that
barred war as an_instrnment of Japanese policy, 'ﬁilitarists
vwere purged from ﬁhe Japanese political parties; the Emperor
reduced to the eitniar head of. government; local autonomy
encouraged; labor unlons established; and large land holdings
~ broken up, There were also major "trust busting”, taxatien,

voting and educational reforms,

4, To a surprising degree these institutiona1 reforms were

accepted by the Japanese people and have interacted with
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o leil, social and economic forces to produce permanent

ldCUl
socinl chnnge. T™is factor, coupled to a widespread Japanese

recpeat for Americea; and Japdnfs continued dependenéé on the U.S.
- ror both defense and trade, made it‘easy to assume that Japah |
would cnduré as both a Western democracy and a U.S. military ally.
For thip reason the wrath'and violence that erupted in Japan
over ratification of the U,S.-Japanese gecurlity treat last May,
the cancellation of President Eisenhower'!s visit, and the dovwn-

a1l of the Kishi government all came as considerable shocks to

the United States.

5, These events made 1t apparent that there was a measurc of
,pﬁblic discontent with the foreign and military policies pursued
by the Japanese goyernment since fhe nation became independent
in 1952. As most Western observers agreed that the new treaty
was in.fact acceptable, to the large majority of the Jepanese

‘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 2
parliamentary democracy was gti1l threatened by such Japanese
political traditions as minority intransigence and "direct

action,"

6. Te scope, duration, and intensity of the Spring riots and
dermonstrations also highlighted several trends in Japanese public'
opinion on defense matters that had been galning in strength '
during the past several years. As these attitudes bear directly

- on Japan's future role as an ally of the United States they are
of considérablglimpoftancé. It should be remembered that Japan,
eince the occupation, has become the most prosperous and dynamlc
6f the non-Communist nations of Asia, It is in a unique position

and has great potential for contributing to the developmein.t of
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the newer Asian and even African states, In 1953, its 90 million
people produced a GNP of $30.billion and provided an export:
maricet for over $1 billion worth of U,S, goods, a new high in
both categories, Militarily, Japan is the most important link

in the chain of islands ﬁhich provides logistic facillities and
bases indispensable to an economical and effectlve defensive posi-
tion in the Western Paciflc. These profound changes in Japanfs
domestic life aﬁd internationai.position over the past fifteén
years are the background against which the Japanese attitudes and

opinions, discussed ih the following paragreéphs, must be placed,

DISCUSSION

JAPAN'S CONTRIBUTIONS TO COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

7. In terms of its present military potential, the actlve
contributions that Japan can make to UWestern collective defense

effortg are relativeij small,

8. While Japanese ground forces have progresged during the
last ten years from what was essentially a police reserve inte
a :elatively well-trained force capable of operations at the
division level, this'fo:ce;isAconsideréd incapable of sustained
defensive operations w;ﬁhout heavy U.é. strétegip, naval and
air support. The Groﬁnd-Self—Defense Forcé, creétéd in 1950, to
réplace tﬁe Natioﬁal Pqiice Reserve, vas granted an air force
in 1954, and its mission expanded from the maintenance of public
order to 1nc1ude'the repulsion of foreign attack;  At present,
its strength 1s estimated at 171,500 men, an increase of about
11,000 over its 195h strength. Unofficial plaﬁs are for a
. 180,000 man ground force, ccusisting pf twelve infantry and one
mechanized division 6rganized on pentbmic lines. The GSDF
suffers from 1nadequate maneuver areas and 1ts naval and
air forces are considered incapable of provid*ng adequate
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troop lift support. These military shortcomings result in large
part from the continued absence of any substantiesl public or
official support for 1arge -scale rearmament efforts. For the-
foreseeable future 1% 13 1likely that Japan will remain heavily
dependent on U.S. advice and assistance in the defense field
and that the GSDF will continue to be almost totally dependent

on U.8. naval and air support for 1ts effectiveness.

9, Japan's most significant contrlbution to U.S. military

objectives in “he Far East 18 therefore 1ts avallability as a

* base for loglatle and combat operations. Without access to-
present storage, alr, and navai base facilities on the Japanese
islands, the ditficulties of establishing an effective deterrent
defensive posture in the Far East would be greatly compounded.
In addition to their support of U.S. fcrces deployed in Korea,
japanese”facflities’afe ofaparticular irportance to operation of
U.S. naval forces in the Western Pacific. Yokosuka, Honshu,
Japan, is the principal naval base for WESTPAC forces, providing
bulk supplies of POL and ammunition in addition to major facili-
ties for ship repalr. Sasebo, Kyushu, Japan, is a major fleet -
anchorage and includes the largest POL reserve west of Pearl
Harbor. It has been estimated that loss of 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 Japanese bases, such as Guam and Okinawa, do not have
commensurate facilities. Other U.S. military installatlons on
the Japanese Islands, such as electfonic intercept and target-
fixing facilities, woulé be difficult or even impossible to

duplicate elsewhere, € . \

I/ See Dally Intelligence Bulletin, No. 2891, 25 July 1960, SECRET.

Annex "B" to
Appendix "A" to

‘ . Enclosure nyn
SECRE , - 146 - WSEG Report No. 50
W |



JAPANESE ATTITUDES ON NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY
The Politiczl Climate

10. The political 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 minorlty oppo-
sition is furnished by the Japanese SOO;alist Party (JSP), which
has won approximately one-third of tﬁe total number cf seats in
the Upper and Lower Houses of the Diet since the war, and a
small Japanese Cormunist Party (JCP).l But this strong plurality

" of the LPD overestimates its ability to incorporate Into legls-
lation public and party opinion on many igsues, Several reasons,
arising from difficulties encountered in merging traditicnal
Japanese practices with the postwar political institutions, may
be g}ven for this disparity, The first is that many Japanese
do nét yet trust the political parties to be responslve to thelir
desires, At the mass level, there are many adherents to the
thesis that politics is synonymous with graft and corruption.
Thus the parties often find it difficult to attract and hold
popular loyalties and support, Secondly, a straightforwa:d.legis-
lative program in Japan is constantly threatened by factionalism

-within the parties, It is seldom that a party leader can guide
through the Diet major bills for mere than two'years at a time
without suffering such bitter. opposition that he loses nominatlion

1/ 01 vhe 57 ssats 1in ohe Lowver House of 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 national level,
At the prefectural level they are much weaker, with 482 Social-
1sts in the prefectural assembliez, representing 18,5 percent
of the total number, Further drastic declines are ghowm at
the city and district levels where they have 908 Assemblymen
or 4.6 percent, and at the rural town level where the Socizl-
4ists represent only 0,5 percent of the elected officials,
Robert A, Scalapino, "Japanese Socialism in Crisis," Forelgn
Affairs, January 19560, Although the Communists control 1ew
5TTIces anywhere, they still are supported by 1 million voters
out of 40 million. They are particularly actlve on issues con-
cerning security policy and often attempt to infiltrate or con-
solidate with the Socialists in order to bDe heard. See ColoWes
“Japanese Cormunist Party," 25 August 1660 (SECRET).
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as his own party's candidate in the next electlon, Either he
does nothing importarit, or he leads and falls, Finally, Ehere
st111l exists in Japan a basic discomfort with tne principles ol
majoriterianism., Historically, the Japanese are used to long

and ardﬁous compromises on important issues, rather than to that
acquiescence by the minority to the will of the majority upon
which éffective parliamentary democracy rests. The tendency of
the Sociallsts and Communists.to revert to direct action and pro-
tegt demonstrations to forece thelr views onto the majorlity has
contributed to this distrust, even among conservabtives, Minority
rights are not enthusiastically guarded by the majority when the

minority resorts to the subversion of basic instiltutions.

11, An example of these aspects of'Japan's political climate
was furnished by the political machinations during ratification
of the U.S.-&apaniéecurity treaty. Suspicions were first aroused
-about the Kishi administration's conduct in negotiating end rati-
fying the treaty --=§nd by inference about the treaty 1tpell ==
by factibns-within-ﬁis own Liberal Democratic Party;l These fac-
‘tional leaders attacked Prime Minister Kishi for more than a
| year, often to advance their personal interests, though less than
10 percént of the Liﬁéral Democratic Party members in the lower
house failed to suﬁport him when 1it actﬁally éame to a voté. This
~ provided an opening for the left wing opposiﬁioﬁ parties and

organizations to moﬁntxa campaign against the government., These

T/ For example,. kono lchlro, one of the most powerful conservatlve
factional leaders arraigned agalnsv Kishi, contended that a
change in léadership 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 Shunjukai, some of whom absented themselves
from Diet debate and vouirig through "ill health" in oppositlon

%0 Kishi. Other “"anti-mainstream” factlions in the LDP were
headed by Matsumara, HMikl, and ikeda. Factionalism on issues
other than the security treaty, and other problems, also
threaten the unity and even existence of the JSP.
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groups, which oppose the conservative administration on almost

all issues and are vocal, aggressive, and well—érganized, resofted
to the violent tacfics wﬁich‘brought down the Kishl administira=-
tion, With the heip of a leftist press Jealously conscioﬁs of

1ts new rights of free expressilon, they created a widespread
jmpression that thelr actions were Justified 53 the governﬁent's
suppression of its leglslative opposition, This impression was a
major factor in the public's toleration of the subseguent

demonstrations and violence,

12, The difficulties attending revision of the security treaty
are only the most dramatlc of a serieé of open controversies
which have developed over the ro;e of the U.8. in the general
area of Japan's national security. Fundamentally, these differ-
ences have arisen as a result of another general trend in Japanese
politics, This is a bacit but growing desgire of many Japaneﬂé to
see Japan re-emerge eventually as a leading .country in Asia and
to occﬁpy a position as a "bridge" between Asia and the West,
The probable path of such a development has been intensively
studied.1 To provide larger markets for her burgeoning industry,
1% 43 expected that Japan will particularly seek to extend her:
political and economic contacts with the states of Southeast Asia,
Por example, Japan has continued to term near-future "normalization”

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

1/ See "Inhe Tosition of Japan in the Far Bast apd in International

Politics 1965-1970," Tempo Report No. 58THP-41, Technical M1ili-
tary Planning Operation, General Electric Company, Santa
Barbara, California, 31 December 1958,

2/ In early August 1960, a Chinese Communist delegation attended
the Tokyo Labor Convention and the gixth Werld Conference Agalnst
Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs, They were the ?irst Chinese visitors
to Japan since Peiping broke all but nominal trade relaticns in
mid-1953 after Japan refused to make political concessions verg-
ing on recognition, The group was refused an extension of ftheir
two-week visas by the Ikeda administration, which considers
their political demands for resump:ion of trade out of porpor-
tion to its value when compared to the $1 billion U.S, trade
balanced in Japan's favor, O,N,I.,B., 25 July 1960,

11 -August 1950 (SECRET).
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Japanese would not advocate such a rapproachment without the
approval of the U.S. is-alsc symptomatic of her goal of maintain-
ing her Western tles while moving into this more reutralistic
position. The present wide debate in Japan on national security
. 1ssues jlluctrates 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 oflU.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 in the Cold War

13. The attitudes of the Japanese concerning Japan's present
involvement in the cold war reflect considerable ambivalence. 6n
the one hand, the practical advantages thnat accrue to Japan from
her present economic:and military ties to the U.S. and the West
are clegrly and obnieusly appreclated by the conservatives in
general;.on the other nand, there are many -- including
conservati?ee - who,feel, explicitly or implicitly, that the
allience_with the U.S. nrecludes real indenendence (dokuritsu)
and freedom of action fer Japan. The continued pfesence of U.S.
forces in 3apan_end theéevident U.S. influence on the foreign
policy of its govefnmént_is often interpreted to mean that the
U.S. 1s simply conducﬁing the occupation in a néﬁ,'more subtle,
form. The contention:of-the leftists and some eenservatives that
the alliance with the ﬁ.S. does not really leavefJapan free to
deve;op and p rsﬁe_an independent, genuinely Japenese, foreign
policy, is a chafée that evokes considerable popnlar mass appeal.

The slogan dolturitsu is one nf the few slogans used by all

1/ The slogan dokuritsu (independence) became pcpular, interest-
ingly enough, aiter Japan emerged from the era of American
Occupation, and is.lnvariably employed only in relation to
Japan's ties with the U.S.
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political pafties, and 18 clearly a reflection of renascent
natlionallist feeling. The call for greater Japanese independence
irplies that Japan_must réduce her ties with the U.,S., and from
this 1t is_only a sﬁort step to the argwsent thatl Japanese-
policy muit move in a direction of greater neutrality in the

cold war,

14, Despite indications that the Japanese desire greater
independence, and that at least one~third of the electorate
supports the Soclallsts and thelr policy of neutralism, the fact
remains that the cornerstone of'present Japanese foreign policy
is close éooperation and alllance with thé U.3. and the Free
“World. . Nonetheless, 1f 13 clear that no Japanese Government
can afford to ignore the widespread sentiments which favor
neutrélity, and 1t is in recoznition of tuese attiftudes that the
predominant goal of Japanese-conservatives can best be described
as thathof gecuring greater freedom of action for Japan within
the framework of close Japanese~American relations, rather than

" in terms of independence per se or neuftrality.

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

15, The alignment of Japan with the Free World is most
grapalcally expressed by its defensive treaty arrangements
with the U.S. Since the end of the occupation on April 28, 1552,
when the Treaﬁy of Peace restored Japén's sovereignty, the

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

1/ Indicative of Japanese orientations toward the cold war are
the results of the following question put to Jeranese parlia~-
mentarians during early 1958: 'iould yow approve or disapprove
of Japan being as neutral as possible in the cold war under
present circumstances?"

Total Iiberal-~-Democrats  Soclalists
Approve 6E% 52? 93?
Disapprove _ 24 37% %
Gnalified Answer 5% §§ gﬁ
No Opinion 3% 5% %
' 100% 100% , 100%

It will be noted that one-half of the Iiberal-Democrats Join

almost all Socialists in approving a_policy of as high a

degree of neutrallty as pogsible for Japan. See Lioyd A.

FreeS gix Allies and a Neutral (The Free Press, Glencoe, Ill.,
s

1959

pp. 42-47, 50-52. . :
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Security Treaty signed at San Franclsco on September 8, 1951,

The Security Treaty contimued to a substantlal degree the rights
to bases ip Japan that the U.S8. had exerclsed during the occupa-
tion. It provided the U.S. with unlimited righta to station 1n
Japan forces for the maintenance of peace in the Far East and

the securlity of Japah, while not binding the U.S. to defend Japan.
By 1957, however, Japan had made great progress toward lessening
its dependenee on fhe U.S. Its regaining of stature in the
family of nations was attested>by 1ts election to the Security
Council of the United Nations, its growing defense capabilities,
~and 1ts improving econonic vigor. It was at this time that Japan
began to press for revision of some of the "one-sided” treaty

arrangements.

16. The process of negotiation for this revision continued until
the U,S.-Japan-Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security was
signed by the foreién ministere of beth countries on January 20,
1960. ..I'Jlae’overa.ll aim'of the Kishi administration during the
bargaining was to achieve a greater degree of control over the
use of uU. S. bases and uo clothe the treaty with more indicia of
partnership‘and equality between the parties. Kishi's purpose
was to meet the growingiuneasiness in Japan over the provisions
of the former treaty and to renove the stigma of.coercion that had
attached to 1t; i.e., that the arrangement was oﬁe'which was
prenegotiated by SCAP during the preparations fér withdrawal
and hence was part of fhe price Japan pald for the'ending of the
occupaf;on. Thelu.s. was, in general, anxious te avoid any
serious breakdown‘in relations with Japan that might occur 1if

the U.S. appeared so truculent as to antagonize a large number

ol Japanese,

17. The new treaty iﬁcluded a number of significant revislons,
-The U.5. right to veto arrangemenus for the entry of a third

powver into Japan was removed, as was the right of intervention
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by U.S. forces into any large-scale internal disturbance in
Japan. The U,8S. undertoqk a specific commitiment to regard attack
upon Japan as one on itself, thus placing Japan in.the same |
position as Americén's NATO allles. These changes were intended
to remove any consldered derogation of Japan's equal soverelignty
and dignity. The treaty was also changed frcm one of unlimited
duration to one lasting only ten years, Finally, there were
Incorporated the following changes: -

"Article IV: The parties will consulf together from time

to time regarding the implementation of fhe Treaty, and,

at the request of either Party, whenever the security of

Japan or international peace and security in the Far East
1ls threatened, . .

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

“..The use of these facilities and areas 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 Agreement, includes many provisions of similar agreementsg
with NATO countries in addition to the following diplomatic note
‘of January 19, 1960:

"Major changes in the deployment into Jepan of U.S. armed
forces, major changes in theilr equipment, and the use of
facilitles and areas in Japan as bases for military combat
operatlons to be undertaken from Japan other than those -
conducted under Article V (reply to armed attack against
either party in the territories under the administraticn of
Japan) shall be the subJeci? of prior econsultation with
the Government of Japan,"

18, There was also established a spéciél commitfee to be used as
appropriate -for the consultations specified above, Called the
Securlty Consultative Committee, the membersnip includes for
qapan: the Minister for Foreign Affairs and the Director General

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

e = . \ R
l/ For the text of the entire treaty package as well as discussion
of 1ts meaning and application see Treaty of lMutual Cooperation
and Security with Japan, Hearing beTove the Cormiiotee on forelgn
Relations, U.S. Senate, 86th Congress, 2d Session, June T, 1960,
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to Japan and the Commander-in-Chief, Paciflc. %
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19, Although the wording of the treaty is somewhat open to l1n-
terpretation; 1t was understood by the U.S. negotiators to mean
that prior consultation through the Security Consultative
Committee would be required before the introduction into Japan
of nuclear weepons and "large missiles” (i.e., changes in
"deployment") and befcre the initiation of military combat P’} y
operztions from Japan agalnst areas outside JapenJv“ o -

o

ﬂvjb / ' N ;; ﬁithout_speculatins on the sﬁeeé or results of such
consultation in the event of a U.S. desire to use the Japanese
bases. for combat gper@tionga;n the Formosa Stralts, Vietnam, or

" elsewhere in Southeest Asiz, their availebility is of substantial

value.t:Ihe bases andlfacilities areliirst of high lcgistic
importance. Fer examﬁie, it is estimated that the availablility
at the Yokosuka Naval Base of overhaul and repair ;aci‘ities
permits the maintenance ‘of the Seventh Fleet at a high level of
battle-readiness at a saving of hundreds of millions of dollars
a year compared to ‘the cost of maintaining thege Vessels from bases
nearer the U.S. Secondly, the very presence of the bases is of
psychological-import as the perimeter of resisteqce to Bloc
expansion, somewbat.inianalogy with Berlin, Teir existence elso
implies that theHSQViet Union can never totally.discount their

possible use to a greater degree than the Japanese government

would now allow,

20, After the text of the new treaty was made public on
January 20, 1960, the Kishi zdministration began the process of %7 ik

1/ Unlted States-Japa
Conz“essicnel Brie

T“ aty cﬁ—ha*ua* Cooperation cnd Security, ) iA
o {

an ‘Tz
f g Boox,;
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its presentation 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 Socialihts and
Ccmmunists, who favored 1mmediate neutrality,;( to a somewhat
reluctant acknowledgement by the majority of the people that it
was & necegsary fequirement for continued Japanése security. The
various arguments employed by those who opposed the treaty were
not without appeal to many Japanese who, while supporting 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 tles with the U.S. preclude Jazpan from belng
completely independent. _

b, Japan's present relatlons with the U,S., though intended
to defend her against external aggression, actually invite
attack, If a major confliet 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 actlons, while
abrogation of the treaty and other ties with the U,S. would_.
reduce this risk of involvement in nuclear war, a

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

Jcooperate with Japan if she were no longer closely tled to the
U.S. |

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

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

and intefnational tension and the risk of another world war

l/ it 1s only quite recently that the Ccimunists adopted their
present, though undoubtedly interim, position urging Japanese
espousal of neutrality. During the Korean War, for example,
the Communist position was that Japan should reject neutraliazm
on the score 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 Come
munist Party vassed a resolution on 18 January 1955, proposing
the abrogation of the Security Treaty with the U.S., together
with abolition of all military bvases.. It further urged that
Japan should establlish "honorable relations" with the U.S. and
all nations of the world, and that Japan should remain neutral
and refuse to Join any military alliance. '
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would be lessened by adding Japan's industrial base and

technology to the neutralist camp.
€. Japan would getAthe best of both worlds by playing an
uncommitted role in the cold war, since both sides realize
that a breakdown of the Japanese economy might force Japan

into the arms of the other side.

21, These érguménts exerﬁ a gufficiently‘powerful attraction
.on the electorate that even the Liberal Democrats feel compelled
to take fhem into account by émploying soclallist and neutrallst
slogans.l/ However, both the Kishl and Ikeda administrations
~clearly rejected their maln thrust, and remalined for close though
qualified cooperation with the U.S., as has most of the electorate.
In the Diet elections of 1958 and 1959, in which foreign policy
issues played an unusually significant part, the voters were

given an opportunity‘fo decide between two clearly opposing

positions -- that of the Soclalists who advocated rapprochement

with Communist China and the Soviet Union (and whose platform
célled 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 éf:both the elections was a victory for the

Kishi administratidng 3

22. The new treaty:was presented to the Japangse Diet for
ratification on 5 February 1960. The legislative battle which
ensued, the mosf;bitter and protracted in the postwar political

1/ The Japanese Socialist 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
certain elementa of the Socialist forelgn policy platform. In
the past these borrowed policles and slogans have included
demands for closer ties between Japan and other-Asian ccuntries,
and for complete equality in Japan's relations with the U.S.

See I.I. Morris, "Foreign Policy in Japan's 1958 Elections,”
Pacific Affairs, September 1958, pp. 2239-235.
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history of Japan, terminated with final effective ratification on
19 June 1950. Some of the legislative oppesiticn sprang irom a
fear of exacerbating tensions . in the Far East, particularly with
respect to negotiaﬁion of certain territorial clalms wiﬁh ﬁussiai/
and hope fér 1mprovement‘of trade relations with Communist China.
If the Bloc had taken offense at the terms of the 1951 U.S.-
Japanese treaty,‘Japan could have explalned thaé it had not been
voluntarlily undertaken. By hegotiating a new treaty, Japan
could no longer deny its responsibility for its orientation
toward and commltments to the United States. The anti-treaty
‘forces also attacked 1t 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 in hostlilitlies between the U.S. and a third power.
The Kishi administration atfempted to counter this argument by
making the most of 1ts success in securing the U.S.'s agreement

to "prior consultation," arguing that such consultation would

prevent Japan from becoming engaged in hostilitiles against 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. At one point the Sovlet
Union had agreed to return part of the claimed islands 1n
return for Japan's sizgnature to the peace treaty, but in
November; 1C59, withdrew the offer as diplomatic retalia-
sxenl for the ishi administrztionts refusal to sesx abroga-
tion of the 1952 U,3.-Janan Sccurlty Treaty and her opting
instead for this revision of it. Japanese public opinion
was outraged by this Soviet action, and even extrems non-
Communist left~wing elements Joined in supoort of the

goverment's declzrztion deploring the Soviet zcvion.
Paradoxically this probably helped rather than hindered
ratification.
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will, However, even some supporters of the government appeared

to liscount the right of prior consultation as such a guarantee.

23. In ggiding the treaty through to Dlet ratification,

- Prime Minlster Klshl was subjected to muéh personal vilification.
Although he héd allowed more than three months'! debate on the
treaty, his opposition had used this time largely for emotional
5, appeals to the_public. In late May, when Kishi movéd to cut
discussion and ratify the treaty, the Socilalilsts were stlll
demanding additional time for debate. Immediately before the
balloting they resorted to a sitdown stfike, a boycott of the
Diet, and strong-arm tactics, but a2 majJority of the Lower House
approved the treaty on 20 May 1960, Action by the Lower House
becomes final if the Upper House remains in sesslon for thirty
more days without acting to_change 1t. Hence, when the Diet
'session, which ordihérily would‘have terminated on May 26, was
exténdeé:for fifty days by another majority vote on Hay 26, the
demonstrations ﬁhich haﬁ‘punctuated opposition to the treaty
sincéjearly'November 1959, reached a climax; Reports indicate
that 62,000' took part in ‘Tokyo and 202,000 throughbut the
country, many of the par#icipants being_members of the
Socialiat and Coﬁﬁunist parties, the General Couﬁcil of
Japanese Trade Unions,3and the Federation of Student Self-

Government Associations. While the demonstrationéafailed to halt

i/ The Asani and Yemiuri, two of Japan's largest and most
influential newspapers,. criticlzed the revised treaty for
not contoining a firmer guarantee that the U.S, would not
act without Japanese consent on any aspect of the new
securlty agreement requiring consultation between tha two
countries. The Yomiuri stated: "The phrasing of the joint
communique (referring to. the Eisenhower-Klshl communique of
19 January 1960) indicates that assurance of prior con-
sultation is not a rizht to be enjoyed by Japan but some-
thing to be granted when Amerlca deems 1t necessary. The
implications are cbvious . . ." Yomiuri, January 20, 1960.
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the final effective ratification of the treaty on 19 June 1960,

they did succeed in forcing Kichi to promlse his resignation and .

'lj

request the cancellation of'President Eisenhower!s vislit, the

‘timing of which macde many bellieve 1% was designed to bolster-

Kishi's own prestige. The strong minority opposition, aided by

" the Liberal Democratic party factionallsm, thus made ratification

a Pyrrhic victory for Kishi personally. The election of Ikeda
to replace Kishi has done 1ittle to heal this factionalism, and
herein may lie the seeds for the fuiure downfall of another con-

1
servative administration.d/

«

24, The process of securing ratification for the trealy has
brought home the fact that, while the treaty has the gupport of
the majority of the Liberal Democrats and most important business
groups, thelr support was by no means unqualified. Further, the
general publlc's acceptance of the Liberal Democrats' stress on-
Japan's peed 5 close cooperation with the United States and
protectlion against communist attack does not necessarily imply
popular enthusiasm for these positions on the part of the Japanese
people. The indications are that, for the pre =nt at least, most
Japanese look upon the question of §1ose ties with Amerlca as
necessary in view of Japan's weak military and economic position,
and that the security treaty, althouzh not desirable in and of
1tself, is something vhich, in the circumstances, cannoﬁ be
helped. This attitude reflects a pragmafic rathef than an
ideoclogical apprecach to the ties with the U.S. From thé Japane se

point of view, the relationship has risks and drawbacks, but at

I/ Keno and tne Shunjulial were not included in the new cablnet

announced by 1keda in early July, 1060. Kono presently favors

the creation of a new conservative party in Japan as & result.
gee Tokyo newspaper Kyodo, in English, 12 August 1960.
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the same time 1t is looked upon as one in which the advantages
outweigh those to be gained from pursuing the alternative

advocated by the Socialists.

o5, The violent success of the public demonstrations brought

‘out the fact that a militantly orgenized minority can impose

its will against the ﬁishes of the majofity. VYhile Ikkeda hes
" pledged himself repgatedly to the same poiicies as Kishi, and

. to the implementation of the new treaty as the foundation of his
domestic and‘diﬁlomatic policies, the possibility of jeopardiza-
tion of the U.S. military position 1n-Jqpan by demonstratlons or
strikes aéainst ﬁhe bases must notibé overlooked. The Socialilst
ahd Communist partieéAand-the Sohyq Lebor Organization have
addpted'resolutions:to oppose the implémentation of the treaty
Whenevef possible. However, the excesses of these groups will
more 1ik¢ly have the opposite effect...A recent public opinlon
poll Shqws that tﬁé Socialists have reached a new low in popular
estimatlon._ The sevef@l prefectural elections since Ikega's
election by his party hﬁve résulted in wide margin wins for
Libefal Deﬁocrats, espebially in.the'rurai areas, desplte ag

intense effort by the Socialists to expand their influence.

1/ The poll, Just concluded by Asahi, a large Tokyo newspaper,
showed the Ikeda administration enjoys greater popular support
- than any other government since 1951. The public 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 Sociallsts in

youth and highly educated groups: _
o | LED " gsp - _

Age 20-29 335 6%
Highly Educated 376 27%

J-2 Tntelligence Bulletin, 12 August 1960 {SECRET, limlted
distribution). ‘ .
2/ ONIB, 29 July 1960 (SECRET). :
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The violent minority has also weakened public opposition to the:
use o the Self-Defense Forces to quell serious ricnxfthough this
would still be an ghpopulér mcve, There have been investigations
and arrests of 1eaéers of the anti-pect rallies by local pglice
boards.1 Filnally, a2s a result of the public relations efforts
by each of the U,S, bases, combined with the écpnomic and éocial
beneflts of empléyment at the bases, it became more difficult

for the 3.7 million workers of Sohyo to leave their jobs, how-

ever willing they were to pass resolutions a2t union conventions,

Attitudes Toward Rearmament

.26. Japanege popular reactions to the fearmament issue are not
easy to define. Polls and other surveyég/ indicazte a graduzl,
albeit reluctant, acceptance by the Japanese. people of the need
for some sort of national defense force, Beyond this nﬁ consensus
1s diséernable, A% 2 “admestic political issue the entire question
.has becgme cne of the most controversial in Japén. The Socialists
oppose reérmament strenuousgly and make it a2 major lssue in thei: |
‘election campalgns, The Liberal Democrats support limited re-
armament, but the enthusiasm of their supporghhas wgvered in the
past, The future strength of a nctional defense force may. well
have received a boost from the recent June riots., While pdiitical

conslderations may continue to militate against the use 6f the

mllitary to quell internal disturbances, the Ikeda administration

_/ The pclice investigations also established that the mobb*ng
of U,S, Presidentizl Press Secretary James nagerty at Hanedza
Airport on 10 June 1660 was planned and directed by members
of the JCP?P and the extremist Zengaxuren student organization.
Foreigm Broadcast Infcrmeation Seﬂvice, Da;lv Reoort, 58 July

1560 {ofricial use only). \,L’

——r - ——

184 I and’ Lloyd A. Free, Six Allies and a Neutrsl,
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had pledged itself to prevent such occurrences and is expected

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

a. Article IX of the 1947 Constitution,g/éhe so~called
anti-war clause, calls for Japan to become a complétely
demilitarized state;

b. The economic and finaneilal resources of Japan cannot
stand the burden which rearmament would entail without reducing
the standard of living and .thus adversely affecting or even

'destroyinggits democratic freedoms and institutions.

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

d Large-scale rearmament, as well as U.S. bases and U,S.
forces on Japanese soil invites atfack from the Soviet Union

and Communist China.

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

that if Japan is to exercise any world influence it can.do S0

é? ONIB, 9 August 18G0 ISECRET’.

reads as follows:. "Aspiring sincerely to an interrational
peace based -on justice and order, the Japanese people forever
renounce war as a soverelgn right of the nation and the threat
or the use of force as a means of settling internatiocnal dis-
putes. In order to acccmplish the aim of the preceding para-
graph, land, sez, 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 milltary forces -- that is, something .

ere fermidable than the present Natlonal Self-Defense Force.
The conservatives cortend that world Communism is a2 definite
threat to Japanese independence and fhat the pacifist and neu-
tralist argument of strength through wealmess is not impressive

in the light of the cold war. The Kisht goverﬁment favored

an amen@ment to The Japanese Constitution to clarify the right

of rearﬁament and ‘would have ﬁassed such an amencdment if it

could have assured itself of a twoéthirds majorivy in both ﬁouses
of the Diet.2 In practical political terms, however, the Liberal
Democrats, although spearheading the ¢rive for constitutional
revision, made no mention of it in their platform in the May 1959
‘general elections beczuse they feared that it was a politically

disadvantageous issue. Even among conservatives there is ambiva-

lence at the grass rcots level on thls issue and, at least on

2/ This appears unliizely for the present. The left-wing and
. staunchly anti-revisionist segment of the Lower House can
~ apparently count on at least 1656 votes; six more than are

necessary to cafeat a bill or amendment. At a2 minimum, the
conservatives must incerease their support in-the House by 2t
lezst This margin before rsvisior beccmes feasible. 1In the
May 1929 elections the Socizlist Perty captured 166 seats, an
increase of six over the February 155 eisctions. Socialist
gains have, in general, been due to their use of slogans ovposing
constitutional revision, rearmament, nuclear testing, end the
Security Treaty with the U.S. In view of the solidarity of the
existing alignment of forces opposed to this particular issue,
it is almost certain that only future general elections result-
ing in an extrezordinary victory for the pro-revisioniss forces
could bring about constitutional revision.
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the emotional level, the appeal of %the Soclalists'on.this par-
ficular questicn 1s not without some attractlen to_mény conser-

vative Japanese voters.,

28. One final ;acuo“ of relevance to Japanese attitudes to;a_d
rearmamenc 1s the econonic factor. There i1s widespread bellef, -
shared by all narties, that the costs of rearmement on & meaningful
'sczle would place an inteclerable strain cn the Japanese economy.é/
This position 1is taicen by a mmber of conservacvives who are in-
¢lined to favor rearmament on other greounds, and was reflecced
in the negative attiltude of tﬁe Kishi administration to United
States urging thet Jazpan assume & larger share of its defense
burden. The poilticzal attractiveness of this argument 1s not

lost to the Japanese who see in 1T 2 lever to obtain the meximum

zmount of financial ascsistance from the Unlted States

. v . s R - —_—
Attitudes Toward Nuclear Weapons, uclear Weapons Testing, and
tne Establisnment ¢ lMisslie Easges in Japan

29. The subject of nuclear weapons has been hotly debated in
the Dieu, with the Sociazlists and Communists bitterly attackling
any proposal to introduce either nuclear weapons or gulded missiles
into Japan as a violation of the Constﬁtution. In 1958 the
Japanese Government decided that the nossession of offensive
nuclear weapons would be unconstitutional, but on the question of

whether or not defensive nuclear wezpons also ran counter to the -

Constitution, 1t remalined noncommittal. In assessing' Japanese
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popular attitudes voward the nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons
testing, 1t must be borne in mind that Japan's experlences at
Hiroshima and Nagasalid have ﬁnderStandably gensrated an extra-.
ordinary degree of emotional sensitivity on this point.i/ The
Japanese suffer from what some have termed “radioactibe neurosis,”
expressed by extreme hostility to any further nucléar weapons
testing, and particulariy 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 1itself wifh an economic basls for its emotional appeal for

the cessation of nuclear testing and the abolifion of all nuclear

weapons.

30. After the "Lucky Dragon" incident, the Japanese Diet urged
that further nuclear weapons testing by all parties be cancelled.
The Soviet Union appeared to accede to this demand seven months
later énd thereby scored a substahtial prcpagandé victory in
Japan, one reinforced by the United States! rejectlion of the
proposél. The fact that the U.S8.'s offer to suspend testling came
8ix months after the Soviet offer apparently contributed to the
relatively meager impression it made on the general public.

The Soviet resumption of testing undoubtedly neuftralized somé of
the'favorable.responses generated by the original announcement of

- f
a test ban, but Soviet propaganda and psychological warfare was

1/ Japanese-American relations were seriously affected by the 1954
"Lucky Dragon" incident in which the Japanese tuna boat was
caught in radioactive fallout near Bilsini atoll, and a crew
member subsequently died. There was another near crisis in 1959
when the oceanograpnic survey ship "“Tekuyo paru" 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 decontamination procedures.
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able to mitigate mch of the unfavoréble —€sSponse bY;Shifting

the onug for the reéumption of testing to the U.Sf“/‘

nuclear Weapons testing, 15 the fear helg by many Japanesga that
the U.s, intends te Stockpile Miclear wWeapons on Japanese soll,

The bPressure op pﬁblic OpPinion opn this issue foreceg both Kishi

there, It abpeanrg 2lmost certain that Japan Will not Permit
eithep the”introduction of nueleap Wweapons inte Japan op to the
Use of ©u,s, bases to launeh combat oberations involving conven-

tional weapons &gainst targetg elsewhere 1
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32, During the past year the issue of nuclear weéppns haﬁ been
1relutively quiescent, probably because there have beén rio recenti
nuclear tests in the Pacific; however, public¢ revulsion agalnst
nuclear wezpons continues unabtated, with left-wing elementél/
raising the lssue agaih in connecfioﬁ with the national debate
on the revised security‘treaty. By the terms of the revision the
Kishi adninistration made the.subject of prior consultation any

innovations which would introduce nuclear weapons or strategic

missiles on Japanese soil. If.the U.S. approached the Japanese

Government for permission to do so, the U.,S. would raise an issue

‘which would not only be vigorously opposed by the Liberal Demo-

cratic admiﬁistration vut which would azlso generate considerable
opposition from the general public, In & poll of Japanese
pa_rliamentarie.ns2 in early 1958, more than eight out of ten
opposed the "...establishment of long-range missile bases here
in Japan," with 77 péfbent of the ILiberal Dechraté'agreeing

with the negative view,

T e e T T
.

: ; ' .
P L T B T e e e R L B

e o : ’ . ’a

T/ The Sixth wWorla Conventlon Against Atomic and Hydrogen EBombs
on 2 August 1960 adopted severzl resoluticns militantly oppos-
ing both the development and deployment of nuclear weapons and
the revised securlity treaty. The sponsor of .the convention,
the Japanese Councll Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs, while
the author of considerable propagandz appearing in public news
media, is publicly opposed by the conservative acdainistration.

2/ Conducted under the auspices of the Institute for International

Sociz) Research by The Centrzl Research Services, Inc., Tokyo,

in 1958. Appreoximately 100 parliamentarians, preportioned be-

tween the Uppér: and Lower Houses in accordance with their fotal
respective memberships and in proper proportions in temms of

political parties, were interviewed.
3/ see Lloyd A, Pree, Six Allies and a Neutrel, op. cit., p. 50.
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34, The general.public seems to have accepted with aplomb the
Kishi acdministratlon's announcement that i1t intends to acquire
for the Self-Defense Force surface-to-a_r and alr~to-alr miss*les.
HAWK misgile bases have been built by the U,S, on Okinawz, and
MACE sites are being introduced on the Ryukyuan Islands, although
local legislatures have opposed them because of the land they
require and the offensive capabilities of the MACE (range 650
to iOOOTmilés).B ' Eociziistgahave continued tb'descry these
activities as Jeading inevitably to the establishment of larger
missile bases, the introduction of nuclear weapons and as sub-
jegting Japan to an ever greater danger of béééming a target for

_nuclear weapons,

1/ Sizning o the new U,S, - Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation
and Security; OASD (iSA}; Memo 1-12, 300/00 (SECRET, limitea
officizl use only).

2/ Following Khrushchev's threats to strike at U-2 bases, 8000 \ \
-Japanese paraded before the USN Air Station at Atsugl on 10 .“ /ﬁ/
July 1960 protesting the presence of U-2 aircraft. _ By 18 July gb/ '
;all three U-2's were returned by ship to the U.S. |-
’DOS Press and radio

- promptly lzauded the U.S, for the withdarawal, maintaining this
was 1in the spirit of the true meaning of prior consultztion.
1?‘036:'@15:1 Broadeast Information Service, Daily Report, 12 July
13860 .

3/ DIB, 13 May 1960 (SECEET). L
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CONCLU3IONS

23, Tor the next several years, Japan's common'interests_with
the United Svates and thne advanteges cshe derives from the U.S
Alliance will probably belsufficiently'great to preclude any real
- breail from.this-tie. At:the same Time, however, Japan can be;

expected to seek those opportunities which will decrease her

) :dependency on the U.5. This ‘effort will continue to be strength-

5._ened by strong-Japanese deslres. for an international detente,
Japanese fears of possible nuclear war, and.Japanese hopes that
accommodation between East and West would permlt Japan to reappear
on the international scene asg & spokesman for Asia and as an

Asian power.

36. The Japanese are likely to remain strongly'opposed to
increasing their participation in the military aspects of the
Japanese—American alliance. ‘While continuing to seek the benefits
of U S, military protection, Japan will probably. resist U.S.
Apressure that she assume greater responsibilities and a 1arger
share of the defense burden. However, with the revised Securlty
Treaty now ratified, 1t seems reasonable to believe that the
present U.S. military position in Japan might be" maintained for
several years, inasmuch as present trends in Japanese politics

would seem to auger a continuance of conservative rule.

37. Japan's future military collaboration witb_the United States
cannot, however, be regarded with ccmplacency.' Tnere are several
developments that could adversely affect this collaboration.

These would include Chinese Communist acquisition of nuclear

. Weapons or.the cccurrence of even a limited nuclear war in the
Asian area. While snch developments might, in theory, be expected
to stiffen Japanese efforts to resist aggression, tne opposite
reactlion is foreshadowed by the longstanding Japanese ‘aversion to
nuclear weapons and by the recent weakeninﬁ of confidence in the

ability of the U, S to protect Japan in time of war. At a minimum
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there va ' .- tg be contlnucd friction over the presence of |

-7

U.S. WL~\\\ . \15cs 1n Japan and efforts by the Japanese goveri-
ment to sAlusy public opinton by appearing to exercise greater

contivl oves .3, use of those bases,

38, Mis wnoc-sanee of Japanese mlilitary collaboration is under-
& wnporTan

1ined by =~a =12t that many of the facilities that the United

States wewld mezuire for wartime operations -- particularly those

. .

relevant o wne augpentatlon or evacuation of U,S5, forces in
Knrea —— wav» -2 returned in recent years to the contrel of the
Jépane:\ SoverTt=ent, Moreover, exdlsting U,S. bases and installa-
tions Hil; ~emain dependent on indigenous labor and suppliers,

For thesa ~eascns, the U, 5. must remain alert to Japanese reactions

in tne world situation that would alter this present

&
o
g
3
(i
v
V]

supﬁort. Snzuld there develop an economic crisis in Japan which
the U.é. sz2zai unwilling or unable to alleviate, or should the
Sino-So+ilz2% Z12¢ appear to have galned a decisive military position
sver ths Trlita2 States, the beneflts of close ties with the U,S,
Zay appezr l1e3s attractive to the Japanese than those which they
aizht hepe te derive from elther neutralism or closer relations

r.th the Zi-zz.

23, Wnile tne vast majorlty of the Japanese people reject
“rmuniem zz zn 1declogy, Japan may still be susceptible to a
Vfdet.diplcmatic offensive, The Soviets are in a relatively

‘wapful rarvaindnz position vis-a-vis Japan, due to their

“inued oncupation of island territories which have been
“ldered %y the Japanese as a traditionally integral part of
"7+ The Cnvieta may offer to recognize Japanese territorial

1 to theee lslands in exchange for the closing of U.S. bases

“Ynoor an Amer;can eévacuation of Oldnawva, This offer could

ragsged with favorable {rade concessions to Japan in the
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ANNEYX "C" TO APPENDIX "A"

ASPECTS OF PROSPECTIVE U.S. OVERSEAS
BASE FROULARLN0S, Lob4-1007

_ PURPOSE
1, To outline the relationship of overseas bases to U.S.,
military capabilities and, with partlcular refereﬁce to straﬁegic
offensive weapons, estimate the utility of such bases in the
1964 to 1967 time frame,

SCOPE
2. Tne present U.,3, overseas base system 1s described in
swumary form to indicate the purposes.for which the United States
uses military facilities provided by other nations of the Free
World. ° -

3..Future U.S; overseas base requirements are then discussed
in the context of the anticipated 1564-1967 strateglc strike

force and'the characteristics of individual weapons systems,

4. The.prospeétive military threats to the U.S, overseas base
system -- analyzed 1n WSEG Report No., 48 énd a preceding secfion
of WSEG Report No. 50 (Appendix "E' to Enclosur é “A") -~ are
recognized here but,not ‘reviewed in detail,

CONCLUSIONS

5. The ability to deploy forces and to conduct military opera-
tions on the periﬁhery of the Sino-Soviet Bloc is and will con-

tinue to be a major strateglc asset of the United States, Explolt-

ation of this asset, through the U.S, overseas base sysﬁem, will

remain dependent on the active cooperation of U.S5. allles:

6. The present_U,S;:éverseas bagse system 1s both complex and
eﬁtensive; U.S. focegjare now stationed at 160 main bases on
foreign soil, Thé tdtai_6f all Servicé requirements for overseas
: o | " Annex "C" to -

Appendix "A" to

‘ Enclocure "I
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bases, incluaing many-minor facilities and contingency needs, com=-
prises some 2,500 items in some 100 countries or lccations thircugh-
out the Ffee World, The primary functions of these bases are to
suppert the strateglc offensive mission and to assist in the de-
fense of CONUS,'the NATO area, and strategicaliy important areas
of the Far East,

7. U.S. base requirements vary with military, technologlcal

_ and political developments that include improvements in both U.S.
weaponry and in the military capability of allles, For the past

: fwo years, houever, the effect of these improvements has been
more than offset by new base requirements generated by changes in
the nature of the military threat or in the means avallable to
deal with it.. There_has been a marked increase in the number of
‘ecountries in which the U,S, requires military facilitles,

8, The present U,S. overseas base system 1s insufficient in
scope to suﬁport military operations in many countries exposed
to Communist aggression, particularly in those countries that 1lie
on the southern periphery of the Sino-Soviet Bloec. Base requlre-
ments for limited war operations are likely to increase with |
expansion of Sino-Soviet iﬁfluence outside the Eurasian continent,
particularly should the U.S. and USSR reach and recognlze a

"stalemate" on the strateglc level,

9, One of the controlling factors in the dlsposition and
employment of these forces will continue to be that of logistic sup-
port and the related use of overseas stacing and supply bases,
Prospective improvements in the technology of military transport
do not rromise a signlficant degree of independence from such-

faclllities,

10, The protective measures that may become necessdry for the

effective use of U,S. overseas forces 1in the 1964-1967 period are
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likely to increase bese requirements} Thi= 1is particularly

true of such measures as. the wider dispersal of theater strike
aireraft or their replacement by either STOL vehlcles or hardened
and dispersed tactical mlssiles,

11, Whether or not such a stalemate occurs, a wide range of
.U.,S. military and political objectives can be met only by the
presence of ﬁ.S; forces in strategic areés of thg Pree World,

_ Technologicai advances may permlt some consolidation or reduction
~ in these forces, but the effect of théir presence cannot be |

-duplicated from remote locations,

12, Tnere are and will continue to be serious doubts about the.
ﬁtility of overseas-based nuclear strike systems in a general
.war that begiﬁs wifh a well-coordinated Soviet missile and air-
cfaft,attack. Deséite their vulnerability, however, these systems
and baées'contribute fo deterrence of a general war by compli-
céﬁing So#iet coordiﬁétion problems and increasing the number of

countries that the S@viets would have to attack in a first strike,

13. The"expected cordposition of the 1964 to 1967 strategic
of fensive forée'éugurs a gharp decline in those weapons systems
now consldered suitablé:for overseas deploymenﬁ; and a correspond-
ing decline in SAC overseds base requirements "Existing SAC bases
could, however, renain useful for CASF operations or the dispersal

of theater forces.

14, Deploymenﬁ of the POLARIS (FEM) system within range of its
targets is not dependent on use of overseas facilitles, but thelr
avallabilivy would'increase the utilization of this system. The
importance of overseas logistic, communications and navigational

support to the FEM system will diminish during the 1964 to 1967

period
Annex "C" to
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15. Overseas facilities for the collection of all forms of
. intelligence on blo¢ activitieé are related to the strateglc
mission and will remain of critical importance in thls time
period. Although 1t may become possible to gather certain types
of intelliigence from.remote locations, several of the new
intelligence and warning systems can be most effectively employed

from overseas slites.

16, New overseas basa requireﬁents will also be generated by
the introduction o* military space systems, and the extension
of U.S. missile testing facilitiles,

DISCUSSION

INTRODUCTION

17. The ability to deploy forces and to conduct other military
operations on the periphery of the Sino-Soviet bloc i3 a major
gstrategic asset of the United States. Exploitation of thils asset,

vthrough the collabecrasicn of zllies and the U.S. overseas base
system, has enabled this country to compehsate, at least in

part, for the distances that separate us from our military allles
and for thelSino-Soviet'bloc's advantages of military éecreéy'

and interior lines of éommunication.

18. U.S. overseas base requirements1 stem from the nature of
this ccuntry's éolitical objectwives, the military threats to
those objectives, and the level and character of the resources
made available to meet those threats. Such resources include

U.S. military strategy, forces and weapons systems of diverse

¥ .

1/ The term "overseas bases" is used here to include all U.S,
force deployments,; milltary bases, installations and faclli-
ties outside the continental United States.,
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- and chengeeble characteristics, and facilit ties made availadble by
other nations of the Free World as part of a collective defense
effort,

19, As a'consequence of these factors, Judsments and cormit-
ments the United Stztes now meintains actlve offensive, ‘defensive
Or major. support forces aﬁ scrme 160 main base complexes_pn over-
seas territcry. The three'Services have 2 combined total of
2500 reQuirements for the retention or establishment of overseas
bases in some 100 countries, territories or locations vhroughout
the Free World.1 Many of these requirements are for minor tech-
nical or logistic facilities, or are mobllization reguirements to
be met only under wartime or other emergency conditions. Their
_approvel by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, reflects a Judgment

- that each is of-cetéecvac;de to U,S. security and, Specifically,
- could be expected cg assist in the conduct of war under current

strategic concepts, ' .

than offset by:new requirements generated by;changes in the
- nature of the military threat or in the meens-available to deal

with 1t,

! 22. In the course of the 1960 USBRO review, for example,
- there were deletions of 400 U.s, overseas base requirements but
addit ions of more than 600 new ones, HaJcr deletlions included
19 zir bases in France and Germany and an acoreciable “umber of
1 aircraft supnort facilities in France and the United Kingdom.

p.
§

1/ United States rzsa Requirements Overseas (USBRO) JCs
570/512, 12 July 1950, 70 SECRET. This list of Service
base recu rements 1s reviswed anmmually bty the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and distributed as a vasls for inter-service and
inter- De“a4tmenc .Drogramming and guidance.

2/ In accordance with JCS and NSC policy directives.
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Requirements for,lB,OOO troop housing spaces in France, West
Germany, Italy and‘Korea were also dropped after some consolida-
tion of facilities and a reevaluation of requ;rements. Among
the significant new requirements, however, were those for 24
Snecxal Weapons Storage Sites in West Germany, contingency
requirements fo: staging areas and logilstic support facllitles
in eight countries of Southeast Asia aﬁd fequirements for

_ specialized intelligence colléction facilities in 38 other

countries.

23, There has also been a perceptible broadening in the geo-
graphic areas considered of military interest to the United States,
and a consequent increase in the number of governments from which .
we desire military collaboration in some specific form. In 1959,
USBRO requirements were approved for logistic faclilitles in
nine céunt:ies not previously listed., Fourteen countries and
elght territories or colonial possesslons were added to the
USBRO 1ist for the first time in 1960 to meet new requirements
for communications, space tracking and recovery, and intelligence
collection facilities. In view of current political developments
1t 1s of interest that five of these "new" countries are in

Central =2nd South America.

oli, These fécts have been mentiocned to indicate the element
of fluidity in the overseas base system -- new base needs are
being generated by military and technologlcal developments as
older requirements are discarded. A prospective decline in one
type of requlrement does not thereforeydiminiéh fhe preéept and
poténtial military value of overséas bases, and the collaboration
of Ffee brld countries, to the United States.
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25. Present U.S. overseas bases and force deployments can be
divided into those primarily associated with (1) the strategic
offensive mission, (2) the air and sea defense of North Amerilca
and its lines of cdmmunication to Europe, (3) the defense of the
NATQO erea, and (L) the defense of strategilcally lmportant areas

of the Far East

26 This classification is adopted her , a@lthough it 13 recog-
nized that the theater defense forces may be deployed to areas
outside thwse of pfimary interest, aﬁd that elements of these
forces have a strategic offensive Qapability.g/ It should also
te said that many U.S. overseas bases support two or more of
the above functions. Facilities for communications, logilstic

sunnert and the col“ectian of military intelligence are of

thic mul -purpose type.

IVIASEAS BASES AND THE STRATEGIC MISSION 1960

.-E?. THO B-U47 (STRATOJET) medium bomber has been the strategilc
6ff\nsive system most closely assoniated with the U.S. overseas
vbaﬁes. Its range'lim;tations made forward bases essential

to attack on Soviet.térgets. Bases spread along the bloc
soriphery also provided the protection of dispéréal and the
tacticai advan?age pf:Being able to penetrate Soviet alr defenses

f~om different directions.

28, In recentayears, however, an increasged availability orf
tankers, a buildﬁp in the B-52 (STRATOFORTRESS)/KC-135 force,

and the evldent vulnerabillty of overseas alirbases to misslle

1/ Wnls is the classif u_,ioa used in the Lang Committee report,
2/ These includé attack carrier and tactical alr forces with
nuclear capability anrd those aerodynamic missile systems
~ {such as TM 76 A/B) viose range approximates that of tactical
- aircraft, They are grourped here with the theater defense
forces on the understanding that their general war missions
are directly related to theater defénse,
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attack have led to a gradual decline in the number of mediuvm
bombers deployed oﬁtside the U,8., in peacetime, Both polifical
pressures and new tebhnological requirenents have also reduced

the number of bases utilized by SAC abroad,

29, SAC has released 11 of its U.X. bages wlthin the past three
years, and the U,S, recently agreed {0 relinquish the three SAC
bases in Moroceco by 1963, Four of fhe U.K. bases were turned
- over to U.S, tactical squadroné withdrawn from France in the
aftermath of a dispute over nuclear weapons stockpiles, The
seven other U,K., bases were considered as ﬁo longer meeting SAC

requirements and were returned to U.K. forces,

3D~ B-47 bombers are currently deployed at ten alr bases on.
foveign soil; these include four bases in the United Kingdom,
thoes in Spain and three in Morocco. Alrcraft are rotated to
tt.acz2 bases on an average 2l-day cycle with the deployed forces
maintained in a "reflex" ground alert posture that keeps an
averzge of six B-47's on 15-minute alert at each base, Medlum
bomber forées are also rotated from CONUS to two bases 1n.A;aska
and one in Guam, SAC's present command structure assigns all
sprategic alreraft to the three numbered Air Forces 1in the
United States (the Second, Eighth and Fifteenth Alr Forces).
The overseas SAC commands {the Sixteenth AF at Torrejon, Spalr,
the Seventh Air Division at South Rulslip, England, and the
Third Air Division at Andersen AFB, Guam) are charged with
base maintenance and the supervislon of those SAC alrcraft
operating in their area, ’ - ‘

31. It is understood that those B-47 forces deployed outside
the U.S. in "reflex" or maneuver operations are scheduled to

launch immediate strikes in the event of a2 general war,
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Appreciable portions of the medium force may be subsequently
deployed overseas should SAC bases remein available for

follow-on aperations.

32, A wing of B-E£2 neavy bombers 1is deployed with its tanker
force to‘Ramey AFB in Puerto Rico. According to the Lang
Committee report this is the only airbase outside CONUS in
use, or programmed for use, for the peacetime deployment of
B-52's, In the event of'a general war, all heavy bombers are
to conduct operations from the Western Hemisphere., Alr Force
policy is to place minimum rellance on prestrike staging bazes

for such operations, using 1in-flight refueling whenever practical.

33. SAC plans to use nine tanker facilities outside the U.S.
for wartime support of the heavy and medium bomber forces. Six
of rhese bases are in Czanada and one each in Greenland, Bermuda,
and the Azores. In addition to thelr general war missions, the
Canadian bases could also be used for support of a "forward"
alr- alert should the Canadian government agree to this form of

overflight with nuclear weapons.,

34, SAC has additional requirements for bases to be used only
in the context of a general war. A maJority of’ these basges are
now used by other sections of the USAF; they inolude four bases
in the U.K., two in Japan and one each in Turkey ‘and on Okinawa.
Post~-strike recovery is contemplated at airfields in other
countries, such as Pakistan, to which there are presentlf no

U.S. base rights and where no peacetime deployment is planned.

35. In the absence of data on their wartime roles, the utility
of thege SAC OVerseas bases would appear to have been severely

compromised by Soviet MRBM and IREM developments. As Albert
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Wohlstetter commented two'yeérs ago, these bases "are subject to
an attack deliveriﬁg more bombs wiﬁhrlarger yields and greater |
accuracies and with less warning than bases at intercontinental
ranges, Whether they are under American command, or completely
within the control of our allies, or under joint control, they
presentlthe severest problems for the preservation of a deterrent .
force."  Possible exceptions to this conclusion would be if the
deployed bombers were used in a pre-emptive strike, or in counter=

-force missions against a very pborly coordinated Scviet attack.

_ 36, The presence of these bases mey, however, contrivute to a
form of political deterrence by forcing the Soviets to attack a
larger number of countries should they opt for general war. SAC
Qve:sgas_pase§ also %Eqregfgﬁthe force requirements and coordlna-
tion p;oblems of a Soviet first strike, although neilther of these
difficﬁltées would appear to presenf the Soviets with insuperable

‘problems.

OVERSEAS RASES AND THE DEFENSE OF CONUS

37. The second major function of U.S. overseas bases and force
deployments 1is defense of the continental United States itself.
While all U.S. and many allied military foreces contribute in a2
generél or ultimate sense to this task, 1t 1s the primary and
jmmediate role of those facilitles assoclated with strategic and
tactical warning and the active défense of the sea and air

approaches to this continent.

Strategic Warning

38, Strategic warning 1s generally d&fined as a notification
that enemy hostilifiles may be imminent, without reference to the

I/ "The Delicate Talance of Terror," RAND P¢1h72,.6 November 1958,
p. 32. CONFIDENTIAL.
2/ Possible Soviet methods of combining attacks on the U.S. and
. overseas SAC bases are discussed in’ Albert Wohlstetter,
"aAnother Look at the ortance of Overseas Bases," Alr Force
and Space Digest, Vol. 43, Mo. 5 (May, 1960) p. 73f.
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time element. invalved, As puch, strategic warning is inseparable
from general intelligence of bloc activlities, and the military

and clvilian Installations that collect such information,

39. Because of the security classifications involved, no survey
of pertinent'U.S. intelligence activities or facilities has been
made for this report, Nor has an attempt . been made to assess the

1ikelihood of gtrategic warning in the military environment of

the mid-1960ts, It is recoénized, however, that strategic warn-
ing of a Soviet attack could permit the augmentation of theater
forces and the>achievement of alert and dispersal postures that
might significantly affect U,S, military cepabllities in the
iﬁitial phase of a general werJé/
40, It is the opiﬁion of authorities in this field that
strateglc warning, 1f available at all, is likely to come from
those U,S. and'allieﬁ}intelligence collection posts on the general
periphery of the Sine—éoviet Bloe. These posts are distributed
along fhe VWestemn, Southern.and Eastern Bloc bouﬁdaries. Many
of these inetallations end activitlies are made pessible only
by the presence'ef other U,S. military units 1n!¢he locations

involved,

41, The nature of these intelligence activitieé:requires that
many of them be conducted from overseas territory and, in some
cases, from 1ocations dictated by the technologies involved,

4/ The effectTs of’stretegic varning on the capabllity of overseas-
based U.S. tactical air power are discussed in Enclosure "C",
Part II of WSEG Report No, 48, TOP SECRET,
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Electronic intercept (ELINT) sites, for example. must be i
located 2s close to the "target" areas as possible; critical
installations of this type are mzintained in|

Dk { a number of other countries allied to the U.S. - Conduct

of these operations from U.S. ships and aircraft would not be

' possible in many cases, and -would provide only partial cr inter-

nittent coverage in others.

Tactliczl Werning .

" k2, Tactical warning -- notice that the enemy has initiated
hostilitles -~ may come in principle from U.S. overseas bases,
from allied nations on whom the atteack is first lauvnched, or from
the detonation of nueclear warheads on U.S. scil., Primary reliance
for warning of air and mlssile attack on CONUS, however, 1s now
plaéedron networks of alr, land and sea based radars in the
Western Hemisphere, A large portion of these facilities are on

. foredign soil.

43. For warning of the air-breathing threat, these facilitiles
include three radar lines adross the northerﬂﬂsegment of the North
American cﬁntinent. Included in this network are approxiﬁaﬁeiy
100 airceraft control and warning installations on Cznadian soil.
Requirements for more than 70 additional (gap filler) facilities

in Canadz were  approved in 1960.

4}, Land, sea and air extensions of this system run from Alaska
to the Aleuvtlans and Midway Island in the Pacific, and from Baffin
Island to Newfoundland and the Azores i? the Atlantic, Programmed
 additions will run from Baffin Island to the United Kingdom in
a chain linking Greenland, Iceland and the Faeroes Islands.

ks, To provide this couniry wizh tactical warning of misstle

g . b NI b . A - o - = -
gutack, the Ealliistic Mussile Eerl: ‘ernuin_. Lysien \:EL%S)
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is under construction at sites in Alaska, Greenland and the United

Kingdom. The contribution of the U.K. radar site 1s to proride
co#erage against 15-degree trajectories launched from the western-

most portion of the Soviet Union against the eastern United States.

Active Defense: Aircraft and Missiles

. 46, Active defense of CONUS against air attack is provided by
manned interceptors in addition to area aﬁd point defense surface-
to~air missiles, The majority of these weapons are located in the
United States. There 1s no operationai system for active defense
,against ballistic missiles. Tentative plans for the NIKE-ZEUS
antimissile system, however, call for three local defense centers

and five fire units on Canadian soil.

Active Defense: Bea and ATE LOC's

47, Two tlers of U.S. air and naval bases extend across the
North Atlantic-Ocean'te Europe and North Africa, forming an
1ntegral part of our lines of communication to Europe and making
possible the defense of these arterles in time of war, Locallzed
AEW and ASW operations conducted from these bases may also play an
important part in the defense of CONUS against missile-firing
submarines. Additional uses of these bases 1nclude the logistic

support of carrier groups and other naval forces in wartime.

48, Key links ,;_Ln these North Atlantic base cha'_ins are Newfound-
land, Greenland,lIceland'and the U.K. in the north, and Bermuda
~and the Azcres ie'the central area, Naval and air facilitles in
Cuba and on islands of the West Indles Federation provide coverage

of the Carribean area and approaches to the Panama Canal.

4o, A similar range’bf military operations for the maintenance
‘ and defense of LOC's in the Northern, Central and Eastern Pzcific

1s made possible by a chain of multi-purpose bases on U.S. or
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U.S. controlled territory. Bases at Adak and Kodiak, Alaska,

provide communications, loglstic and intelligence support for
operations in the North Pacific and Bering Sea areas. Pearl
Harbor is the major naval base for forces operating in the
Central Paciflc, Midway Island provides a stagling base for
aircraft in transit to ﬁapan and Guam a medium naval base,
alr station and bulk storage site for forces operating in the
Western Paciflec. It i3 the westernmost majJor base complex under

firm U,S. control.

OVERSEAS BASES FOR TFE DEFENSE OF EURCPE

50. By far the major portion of U.S. overseas force deployments
are those associated with deterrence of attack on the NATO area
and the defense of that area should deterrence fail. The compafa—
tively large peacetime deployments to Europe reflect both the
seriousness of the Communist threat to that area and a judgment
that 1ts loss to the bloc would constitute a most serious threat

to the securlty of the United States.

51. A measure of this Judgment 1s that of 14 active U,S. army‘.
divisicns, five are stationed in West Germany for the defense
of central Europe. An additional 4000 men (noe.committed to NATO)
are stationed inVWest Berlin. These forées utiliée some 15 base
apeaé in West Gérmany and are supported by an extensive logilstic
complex that runs across France from the Bordeaux-La Pallice

port area to Kalserlauten, Germany.

52. The Lang Report states that a majJority of. the USAF!'s over-

seas tactical strength 1s deployed to Europe and comprises 39
r ' : . .
tactical squadrons. ' '

1/ From Tzble I, Enclosure "A’, Part II, of WSEG Report No. 48,
TP -SECRET, RESTRICTED DATA.
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53. These USAFE units have been assigned a large number of

automatic strike targets in the event of a general war. The

great majority of these are counterforce tarzgets -- such as alr-

fields and military control centers -~ that pose a direct ai;
1l
immediate threat to the theater forces and our NATO allles.
9# A few staging bases and long-range airfields are included
on these target 11 sts, but only a small nwiber of the USAFE auto-
matic: tarfets are also scheduled for attacl: by SAC forces. Except

e

for the rotational squadrOﬁs ' the USAFE areas i; target
2
responsib*lity are prinarily in the satellite countries.
55. Naval forces fér;the defenge of the Southern NATO area are
centered in the Sixth Fleet, deployed in the Mediterranean. The
Mavy!s policy has been to keep two CVA's in théEMediterraneah,

and one of these is i1sually in the Eastern Meditsfranean, at all

tines.

1/ Targeting dnta Tor voti land and carrler—baséd tactical ailr are
taken from Vol v, Part II of WSEG Report No. 48, TOP SEZCRET.

2/ Ibid.
.3; Three CVA's, one with an all-attaclk A/C loadinc, are currently

deployed to the Mediterranean in what is regarded as a tempo-
rary strengthening of U.S. strike power in the area., This in-
creased deployment has almost doubled thie number of naval
attack aircraft 1in the Mediterranean; it has also increased the
use nmade of naval air bases in Spain and Italy. VFR and other
aircraft displaced from the all- attaclk carrier have been
stationed at Rota; Spain, and Sigonella, Italy, to provice
coverage when the CVA is in theilr operating area.

rl
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Alrcraft from these carriers are assigned Primary responsibility

.. for about 55 counterforce targets, about half of them in the
pouthwestern USSR and the remainder in the satellite countries,
The Sixth Fleet also has eecondary responsibility for targets
assigned to those U,S, tactical air squadrons in-Italy and Turkey.

56. The Sixth Fleet receives the majority of its peacetime
provisions from CONUS by way of replenishment ships. The bulk
of its peacetime requirements for fuel and lubricants, however,
is supplied from commercial sources in Naples, Here, and in the
Far East, the number of Supply ships normally assigned to the
deployed fleets is not sufficient to free them from dependence on
overseas supply stores., This applies particularly to the high
tonnagegreguiremenge of POL_and ammunition, and no drastic reduc-

tion of this use of overseas facilities 1s in prospect.

5Te In addition to its bulk POL and ammunition -storage at bases
in Spain and Italy, the Navy has, or plans to have, wartime Sup-
plies of these and other critical materials prestocked at about
| 25 other locations in the Mediterranean area, These includeAsites
in the Balaeric Islands, Greece, Lebanon, ILibya, Moroecco, Tunisia
and Turkey,

58, Primary communications support for noth fleea and air units
operating in the.Mediterranean is provided by a complex of land-
'based facilities near Port Lyautey, Morocco, An installation at
Asmara, Eriteria (Ethiopia), provides communications coverage of
the Eastern Mediterranean, Red Sea, Persian Gulf, and West Indian
Ocean, Reliance on these land-based communication facilities will
.be reduced by the availability of communication ships in the 1963
to 1967 period. |

Rl
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NSE OF THE FAR EAST

59. The pattern of U.S. military deployments in the Pacific is
influenced by the great distances Involved and the relatilvely
linmdited nﬁmber of base facllities available. These conditions,
counled to the fact that our 2llies in this area are less capable
of defesding_themselves than are those in Europe, have resulted

in heavy utilisation of a relatively small number of base complexes.

60. Major Army deployments in the Far East include two divisions
of the Elghth Army and a missile command in Korea and an infantry
didvision spiit between Qlidnawa and Hawaii. Support for the
forces in Kbree is provided from 22 installations in that country,
and from bases in Japan and on Okinawa. The Marine Corps has one
division deployed to Okinawa, less one regiment which is in

'Hawail, and one airofaft wing in Japan, less one aircraft group
also ip Hawali. The-Hawaii-based units are organized into the
First Mariﬁe Brigade;;i

61 Accoroing to tne Lang Committee Report the Alr Force now
operates some 40 tactical and tactical support squadrons in the
Far East, utilizing s;x bases in Japan, two each in Korea and
Olcdinawa and one in the Philippines. There are wartime requls
ments for twe bases eacs:in Korea and Taiwan theﬁ_ere now occupled
bﬁ host nation forces. important alr transit faoiliﬁies for both
peace and wartime requirements are on the islandfoases of Guam,

Walce, Eniwetok, Hidway and Johnston Islands.

62. The approximate present deployment of nuelear-capable tacti-
cal alr forces in the Pacific theater comprises U8 B-57B!s and

150 F-100D's o _ ' tactical missile groups
(Tuvi—-61c)L A | ' 75 F-100D's'

_ana 25 P- lOOD' - R These PACAF forces

I/ From Table LI, ERSToSTTE WY, Part II of WSEG Report No. L8.
TOP SECRET, RESTRICTED DATA,
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are assigned several hundred Russian, Chinese Communist and North

Korean targets of a type not fequiring survelillance prior to attack,

63. Eighf of the Navy's 14 in-commission attack carriers are
generally assigned to thé Pacific Fleet, with from 2-3 of these
CVA's deployed in the Western Pacific wlth the Seventh Fleet.

The Navy's policy has been to keep at least one of these CVA's In
the vicinity of the Fhilippines and another in the area of Southern
Japan. leoglstic support for these navel forces is provided by a
'mix of mobile support and shore-based stocks, but the distances
involved and the limited number of support ships available have
resulted in considerable dependence on the major naval base
complexes in Japan, the Philippines, Okinawa and on Guam. Of

these the Japanese bases have been described as the hub of logistic
capability in WESTPAC.l/ Yokosuka, Honshu, Japan, is the princi-
ple naval base for forces operating in the Western Paclflc;

Sasebo, Kyushu, Japan, 1s a majJor fieét anchorage and includes

the largest POL reserve west of Pearl Harbor. It has been
estimated that loss of these two bases alone would require a very
substantia; increase in mobile support ships to maintain the

present readiness of the Seventh Fleet.

.64, Our allles in Asia are less likely than are those in Europe
to achieve offensive capabilitles that would permit a reduction
or withdrawal of U.S. forces. U,S. land-based nuclear strike
forces in the Far East are already concentrated on what would
appear to be a dangerously limited number of 1island alr bases.
The vulnerability of these bases and the requirements for greater
dispersal would increase markedly shoulg the Cﬁinése Comﬁunists

acquire a nuclear capability.

I/ The functions and individual importance of U.S. naval bases
in the Pacific and Mediterranean are discussed in Enclosure
"G", Vol. IV, WSEG Report No. 48, TOP SECRET.
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SHOPTCOMINGS OF T=E OVIRSZAS BASE SYSTEM J:

T& 2 ted War

€5. Between those U.S, bases in the Fer Zast and these in
Turkey lies & wide segzent of the bloc‘s'per* phery on which the
UrZltec States has relatively few mllitary instaliizticns a2néd no
n=2 jer base cc:plexes. Tne dearth of facilitles to suppert U.LS.
nflitary oue*ations in this arez of the worléd is m2de more serious
5y the fact th the free nations of South and Southeast Asiz zre
righly exposed to Communist overt and covert zggressicn ané zre
aTie To mzintvain only relatively low 1eve 1z of indigenous military

‘strength,

66, Tris shortcoming of the present U.S. overseas bzse gysten

[l e —

hag been :eco~1ized’infl . Leng Comzittee and in 1SZ¢ Repor:
No. 43, Tt &5 reflested o the large numper of U.S. militery
1'-\ec.n:."_'ma::zh@_:::.,s for DaS°S in Cambod_;, Ce;lou, Indiz, Indonesia,

Eenye, lacs, Neorth Borneo, Rnodesiz, znd Vietnam to which there
.o . k|

-

are presently no base rights.”  Poli ica_ d_’ ulties in meking

the'necessary tese and rights egreements have been z major

obstacle to fulfilliment of these requirenénts,'

67. Political “estrictions on the use c* certain U.S. overseas
base ﬁacilities have also led undes 1rab1e coqcen:ra tions or
depiloyments of U S. nuclear strike weaoons. Rgfusal of the Prench
to per=ii U.S, nucle*f cockplles on thelr LE--avD“? has resuited
in a concentratiéﬁ of uaCuiCal airecrafT in Germany and the U.X.
Tne Japanese(&iﬁ>dn nuclezr weapons has led the U.S. to plzce an
ﬁncesirable reliance on use of air fazciliiies in South Korez.
2oth these examples indi;ate the military izporvance of peliticzl

cohesion within the Western Alliance,

L/ These reguirements inciuas air movement facilities, bu'k stor-

2ge, con:un:catidns‘sites, PeTTs anft 2ncnoreges, staging areas

‘an¢ extensive logliscic support fecllivizs (het would be needed
for operztions in these areeas oo, Lh & limited number ¢f cases,
for U,S. ocperaticns in 2 general war, See listings under the
co;ntries named 'in the 105C US2RC, JCS 37C/512, 07 SICRIT,
hrmex YCM to
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pnneral War

68. Considerable doubt has been raised about the utility of '
the U,S, overseas Base system -~ and particularly about the

viirtime avallabllity of those U.S. nuclear strike forces deployed
| overseas -- 1n the context of a general war that begins with a
wall coordinated Soviet missile strike, A recent WSESF study of
tactical air forces in a general war sltuation concluded that
both U,S. land énd carrier-based strike aircraft have a present
capability to launch a very substantial number of weapons against-
.military targets in the event of a U,.S, initiative attack, but
added that:l

“The.USAF and PACAF hases represent highly vulnerable complexes . -

which can be destroyed by medium range ballistic missile attacks

from within the Sino-Soviet Bloc and which are well within the

estimated range of Soviet capabilities in the 1960 to 1963 time

periéd. Deployment of these missiles within the USSR only

would allow coverége of present overseas tactical bases except

Taiwan and the Phillppines,

"It is improbable that these forces will receive tactical

warnihg of a Soviet missile attack sufficient to enable any -

alrecraft to be launched before impact of the first missile in

ﬁhe theater,

>"Under certain conditions of stratégié alert the USAFE and

PACAP forces.may be able to launch about 30 percent of the

force if the enemy's missile coordination of a worldwide

attack is poor (such that the forces receive 5 minutes of

used warning-aﬁd the enemy attack is spread over 20 minutes)

¢ . v

J/ These are among the conclusions reached in Part II of WSEG
Report No, 48, 1 August 1960, TOP SECRET, RESTRICTED DATA.
The term "used warning" here refers to warning received,
and acted upon by the launching of strike aircraft,

-
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and our response to the initial phases of such an.attack is
virtually instantaneous, A significant decrease of the
survivabllity of the férce can be expected with a well co-
brdinaﬁed enemy attack or with our present communication
delays,

"In the event of a daytime surprise missile attack with no
strategic warning, it 1s considered improbable fhat more
than a smail.fraction of the aireraft force (less than 10
percent of the total force) could be launched even if the
enemy's missile arrivals are spread'over a 20-minute periocd,
"In the event of an enemy attack in general war, the ability
of the deployed carrier forces té survive long enough to
launch ail their aircraft is critically dependent upon

receipt of strategiec warning."
. e adE -

-69. These probleﬁé are compounded by the difficulties likely
to bes;t U.S. militaryicommand and control arrangements In the
initial phase of a geﬁéral war, . Assuming even that a timely
national decision could be made to release the overseas strike
forceés, tﬁere may:be éonsiderable doubt that exeqﬁtion orders
could reach them_before:these forces fell ﬁhderlattack. This
problem stems from thé disruption of commahd andkcommunication

systems that may occur as an intentional or "bonus" product of

Y
a Soviet first strike,
70. Another tyﬁe;of'iimitation on the use of overseas bases
and strilke rorcésl;h a general war is that of host nation re-

actions to the crisis that might precede such a2 conflict,
Should the Soviets offer sanctuary to these nations, in return

for their neutral:ty, U.S. forces ceployel cr cependent

1/ These command and control probplems are discussed in Enclosure

- "C" of WSEG Report No, 50, TOP SECRET, and in WSEG Staff Study
No, 78, TOP SECRET, |
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on the territories involved may be incapacitated regardless of

U.S5, intentions iﬁ the matter., The likelihood of this con-
tingency arising ﬁill depend on the cohesion of the Western
aliiance and the rigidity of its military ar:angements at the
time, as well as the time element involved, A prolonged crisis
situation, for example, might allow host nations to heutralize
U.S, strike forces before the United States had decided to
elther launch or withdraw them, Such actions would of course
put the U.S., on notice that these weapons systems might not

" be available and, perhaps, permit other arrangements for cov-
erage of thelr wartime targets, At the very least, however,

| the pdssibility of such contingencies emphasizes the importance
of a high degree of cohesion within the Western alliance, and
retention of both deploynent and target flexdbility for those

e —il

nuclear strike systems which the U, S deploys overseas,

T1. ﬁithout entering into a discussion of these problems,
i1t appears that they can be but partially alleviated by such
protective measures as the provision of bomb alarm systems,
more secufe and redundant communications, the introduction of
higher performance (faster reacting) tactical aireraft and |
missile systems and providing theater strike forces with the
protecfion of hardening, greater dispersal or moblility, Prox-’
imity to the potential enemy, and the use of ferritory not
under U,S, control, will continue to qualify the general war

utility of overseas-based strike systems in this period,

72, These doubts do not invalidate one form of contribution

¥ - ' .
made by overseas bases and strike systems to the deterrence of

general war, Regardless of their vulnerabllity, their very
existence complicates Soviet coordination problems and increases

the number of countries and areas to be covered in a Soviet

Annex "' to
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first strike, Nor'does their general war vulnerability reduce.
the importance of U.S. overseas bases and strike forces for
the great majority of missions -- ranging from psychological
bolstering cof the alliance to use in less-than-general war --
to which they now contribute, Many of these tasks promise to
remain important to U.S. security in the mid—l960‘s‘and may

increase in importance should a genuine "nuclear stalemate”

occcur atlthe strategle level.

73. Whether or not such a stalemate occurs, or is thought

-to ocecur, there will remain U,S, military and political ob-

Jjectives that can be met only by the presence of U.S., forces

at or near troubled and threatened overseas azreas. While im-
provements in military technology and the capabilities of
allies may permit some reduction in U S, overseas deployments
during thls period, the psychological effects of their presence
in strategically impoftant areas of Europe and the Far Ezst

cannot be duplicated from remote locations.

74 Cne of the- controlling factors in the disposition and
employment of these forces will continue to be that of logistic |
support and the related use of overseas staging and supply |
bases, ‘Prospective developments in military teohﬁology, such
as the introduction‘of long-range military jetltransports or
the wider use of nuclear ship power, do not proﬁise independence
from these fecllities. Instead, the protective_measures that
may become'neceseery for the effective use of these forces are
likely to increase U.S, overseas base requirements, This is
particularly true of_such measures as the wider dispersal of
theater tactical aircraft, or their replacement by either STOL

systems or hardened end,dispersed tactical misgsiles,

+
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OVERSEAS BASES AND THE STRATEGIC MISSION 1954 to 1967

75. Changes in weapons systems and related arees of military
technology may alter U.S. reqﬁirements for overseas bases in
the 1964 to 1967 period. Changes in the types and numbers of
weapons avallable to our potential enemies may, as suggested
above, seriously compromise the value of overseas-based strike
systems in a general war environment. Improvements in our own
weaponry may permit certain military operations to be conducted
from increasingly remote locatlons. New weaoons and assoclated

‘military techniques may also require location close to the bloc

to be effectlive.

76. It is difficult to predict the 1954 to 1967 composition
of the U.S. strategic strike force, as unforeseen political,
economic and technological factors mey alter both the character-
istics of this force and the level of resources devoted to this
part of-the defense effort.. Characteristies of the princlpal
- strategic offensive systems 1likely to be avallable 1n the 1964
to 1967 period are, however, given in earlier Enclosu;es to
this Report, and nominal force levels have been predicted on
the basis of anticipated funding and Service programs. The
estimated 1960 to 1967 composition of the strategic strike force

is given in Table I for those weapons now considered sultable

for overseas deployment,

Strategic Alrcraft

7. These estimates augur a sharp reduction in the

medium bomber and tanker force during the period of interest.

4

The B~47 feorce is expected to decline 50 percent from 1ts _

present level by the beginning of FY 1064 and to phase out
entirely in FY 1965-66 As the B-U7 is the only strategic
bombex deployed or scheduled for peacetime deployment ocutside
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of FBM submarines 1s relatively small. As the férce_grows in

size, and missile rénge eitenSions.increase the feasible dg—
Ployment areas, ovérseas logistic support is likely to diminish'A
in Importance. Anticipated developments in.the cormminicatlons
field, including globzl VLF coverage from transmitteérs oan U.S.
territory and the development of shipborne HARE receivers,

will fufther reduce system requiremenfs for overseas facilities

in the mid-sixties.

90, The cooperation of allied.nations, however, is likely to
remain of advantage to this system in the 1964 to 1967 period,
particularly should the Soviets attempt to locate, shadow,
harass and/or clandestinely destroy deployed FBM submarines in
peacetime.l/ Possible countermeasures to such a Soviet effort

include the submerines! taldng shelter in shallow or sheltered

weens, [0 L e g

.- o0 While it is not expected that FEM rﬁbl

PO I_ U o
submarines will crdinarlly patrol in the wate*s of aliied
nations, the use of thelr islands, bays, andfpther natural
shelters could be of considerable importancéﬂéér the evasiqn
of detection and attack, U.S. and allied surface ships coul&

also be used to locate and harass Soviet ASW units.

91l. Conversely, FEM submarines may be prohibited from operating
in certzin areas, such as the Red or Arabian seas, for political
reasons, Such denizl is most likely to apply to FEM tenders

(2s readily recognizable elements of a nuclear weapons system).

1/ This prospeci is assessed in Enclosure "E" to WSEG Report
No. 50, SECRET, on wnich the above discussion of the FBM
system is based.
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Soviet access Lo or control over additional land areas near

IBM deployment sectors would facilitate thelr ASW efforts.

Intelligence and Warning

7 g2, Closely'related to tn% strategic mission is the problem

- of gaining intelligence of Sino-Soviet weapons and activities, -
.5 The need for allrforms of informstion on Communist Bloc active-
ities has.increased markedly durling the cold war and no slack-
ening of this,trend is expected, Instead, the increasing serious-
ness of the miIitary threat to CONUS and the expense of possible
.defensive measures are likely to generate more_stringent reqguire-

ments for both timely intelligence and greater detail,

93; The great bulk of the information now obtainable, particu-
larlv that type of information assoclated wlith strategilc warning,
comes from installations and intelligence activities overseas.,
Improvements in teohnology have resulted in some consolidation
of these activities, and should provide additional and/or more
detsiled'information fromimore remote locations inﬂthé mid-sixties,
but.are not expecteé to reducerthe value of'intelligence operations

on the Bloc periphery.

94, Several of the neserzintelligence and warning.systems
discussed in earlier Enolosures to this Report would depend on
overseas facilities for their effectiveness. One?of tnese tech-
niqués envisages the use of airborne infrared sensors to detect
migsile launchings within the Soviet Union. Two methods of opera-‘
tion for such aircraft were suggested -- "Arctic patrol” nissions
along the northern periphery of the Bloc and "loiter type"
missions over allied territory on the Bloc's borders. Both such .
tactics would require the use of overseas airbases, Another such
teohnique is the susgested,use of over—the-horizon radar systems -
to deteoi hoth missile launchings and nuclear explosions within

. ‘ Annex "C" to
y - Appendix "A" to

~Enclosure "I"
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the Zioc area, &4 variety of these systems

ete,) are under development but have range 6haracteristics thét
mzke overseas basiﬁg Gesirable, or even necessary, to their
effective use, One suggested| ICBNM~ wavn;ng sySUem, for

example, envisages radar sets of this type in{ '15t[4

Y05 |

25. Other attack warming systems that may become necessary in
the early and mid-19601s involve use of ovefseas gites, An
‘exzmple would be the use of EMEWS-type line~of-gight radars 4o
provide coverage against Soviet "long-way-zround" (16,000 n.rai,)
missiles that are launched along southern trzjectoriles, Suggested
sites for such 2 "Southern Fence" are either close to pProbable
launch areas. on the southern periphery of the Bloc or in the_

_Bouthern portion of the Wegg;rn Hemisphere.

g6, Without assessing these systems, or the desirability of
‘using multiple modes of detection and observation, it appears
that several of the intelligence and warning systems now under
development can be most effectively employedffrom overseas sites,
or could be employed earlier in their development cycle if'shdh
sites are available, The utllity of overseas based Intelligence
systems 1s not necessarily limited to a pezcetime environment,
One of the most difficultigeneral war problems is considered to
be That of gaining timely and accurate knowledge of both the
performance of our own weapons and the locaztion of those %hat
reraln avellable to the ehemy, It 15 possible that overseas- -
based systems or vehlcles would be of utlility in such post-
‘strilke reconnaissance, partlcularly 1f they are not collocated with

deployed auclear strike systems or other U,S. forces overseas,

Space COperations

7. Indirectlyirelated to the strategic mission area aye those
nilltary requirements for overseas bases Lo support space operations
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Eppendix "A" to
.Enclosure "I™

- 205 - WSEG Report No, 50

TOP SEUIE

g

—EOP CJ CRET




TOY EECRET

in command, communications, R&D, testing and tracking functions.
Major additions to U,S, base requirements in this area are
likely %o include extension of the Atlantlc missile range pos=
 sibly through sites in the African and Indian Ocean areas, and &
landing site and other support facilitieé in South hmer:ica. for the
. DYNASOAR test program, Several of the earth satellite systems

it
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of FBEM submarines 1s relatively small, As the fcrce_grows in

gize, and misslle range extensions increase the feasible de-
Ployment areas, overseas logistic support is likely ©o diminish |
o in importance Anticipated developments in the commanicetlons
field, including global VLF coverage from transmitters on U.S.
territory and the development of shipoorne HARE receivers,
o owill further reduce system requirements for overseas facilities

in the mid- sixties.

90, The cooperation of aliied nations, however, is likely to
remzin of advantage to this system in the 1964 to 1967 pericd,
particularly should the Soviets attempt to locate, shadow,
harass enq/or clandestinely destroy deployed FBM submarines in
peacetime.1 Possible countermeasures to such a Soviet effort

include the submerines' taking shelter in shallow or sheltered

__Watéff:[ SRR IRt Sl
D05 I_.M I ‘Wnile 1t is not expected that FEM Tk

submar_nes will ordinarily patrol in the waters of allied

nations; the use of their islands, bays, andfother natural

shelters could be cf'considerable importance:icr'the evasion

of detection and'attack.: U.S. and allied eurrace ships could:

also be used to locate and harass Soviet ASW units}

91. Conversely, FEM submarines may be prcﬁibitedﬂfrom operating
in certain areas, such as the Red or Arabian seas, for political
reasons. Such deﬁiel is most likely Lo zpply to FEM tenders

(a2s readily recognizable elements of a nuclear weapons system).

I7 Tais prospect is assessed in Enclosure "E" to WSEG Report
No. 50, SECRET, on wnich the above discussion of the FBM
system is based. - :
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Soviet access to or control over additional land areas near

FBM deployment sectors would facllitate their ASW efforts.

Intelligence and Warning

92, Closely related to the strategic mission is the problem
of galning intelligence of Sino-~Soviet weapons énd activities, -
The need for all forms of infgrmation on Communist Bloc activ--
1ties has increased markedly during the cold war and no slack-
ening of this,trehd is expected., Instead, the increasing serious-
ness of thé.miiitafy threat to CONUS and the expense of possiﬁie
-defensive ﬁeasures are likely to generate more.atringent fequire-

ments fof both timely infelllgence and greater detail,

93. The gfeat bulk of the information now obtainable, particu-
larly that type of Informatlon associated wlith strategic warning,
comes frgm'installatiqns and intelligence activities overseas,
Improﬁemehts in technology have resulted in'some'conéolidafion

of these actiﬁities, and should provide additional and/or more
detalled information from more remote locatidns in the mid-sixties,

but are not expectéd Yo reduce the value of'intelligence operatioﬁs

on the Bloc periphery,

94, Several of the newer intelligence and warniqg systems
discussed in earlier Enclosures to this Report would depend on
overséas facilities‘for thelr effectiveness, One of these tech-
niqués envisages the use of airborne 1qfrafed éensors to detect
missile launchings within the Soviet Union. Two methods of opera-
tion for such aircraft were suggested -~ . Arctic patrol"” missions
along the northern periphery éf the Bloc and "loiter type"
‘missions over allied territor& on the Bloc'!s borders. Both such .
factics would requife_the use.of overseas alrbases,  Another such
technique 1ls the suigested use of over-the-horizon radar systems -
to detect both mlssile launchings and nuclear éxplosions within
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the =ioc area, A variety of these systems!
ete, ) are underrdevelopment but have range eharacteristics that
make overseas basing desirable, or even necessary, tc their .
effective use, One suggested\ ICBM-warning system, for K
example, envisages reder sets of this type 1nd ' : j,ﬁ‘[d>
B R S
! ' T A e
| ©5. Other attack warning systems that may become necessary in
the early and midG-1960's involve use of overseas sltes, An
exzmple would be the use of BVEWS~type line-of-sight radars %o
provide coverage against Soviet "long-way-around" (16,000 n.mi.)
.missilés that are launched along southemn trajectories, Suggested
sites for such a "Southern Fence" are either close to probable
launch areas. on the southerﬁ periphery of the Bloc or in the
_southern portion gf the Wes;ern Hemisphere.
g6, W‘thdut assessiné these systems,-or the desirability of
using multiple modes of detection and observation, T a2ppears
that several of the 1ntell¢bence and warning systens now under
development can be mostleffectively employe@.from overseas sites,
or could be employed ear11er In their deveiepment cyecle if such
slites are evailable. The utility of overseas based inuelligence
systems 1s not necesserrly limited to a peacetime environment,
One of the most difficu.t general war problems *s consiuered to
be that of geining timely and accurate knowledge of both the
performance of oﬁr pwn weapons and the location of those that
rerain available fo:the ehemy. It is possible that overseag- -
_ based systems or vehicles would be of utility in such post-
-strike reconnzissance, particularly if they are not collocated with

deployad nucleazr sitrike gsystems or other U,S, forces overseas,

Space Operations

97. Indirectly releted ' - the stretegle mission area zre those
militery recuirc1°nts for overseas beses to support space operations
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in command, communications, R&D, testing and tracking functions,

. Major additlons to U.S, base requirements in this area are-
likely to Include extension of the Atlantic missile range pos= | \
sibly through sites in the African and Indian Ocean areas, and &

landing eite and other support facilities in South hmerica for ths
DYNASOAR test program,

Several of the earth satellite systems

tions and other support facllities on oversezs territory,
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