








12 civil and military competence, educstion, and economic development
vhich are among the principal obstacles to successful indspendence .

In pressing this effort, probless vill somstimes arise out of spéctal — -
interests that some of our allies have in specific lees developed .

(i areas. We should make a concerted effort, through consultative
o2 machinery, to Teach agreemsnts vhich will subordinste such special
;‘“...

Con: interests to the larger goal of denying these areas to chaos or
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the needs of the less dsveloped world as & vhole, the U. §. cen heip
the Atlantic Commmity to see its task in larger terms, vhich will
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transcend differences on specific colomial issuss, and vhich wvill
' enable its colonial or ex-colonial mesbers to cease to regard the
onhﬂhmﬁncubeingtohm;ontomnouctmmtoth.
bitter end or return to & limited Buropean status.

One purpose of such ganuine--and often abresive--consultation
in NATO should be to bring about this change in perspective and
poucybyan-llnu,bymn!cthuofmmdum&
\their problems. Other purposes are descrided in the Discussion of
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in this field.

3. Eurcpean Integration and Peyond. The U. S. should make

clear its support for the movement towvard lmpem'inumuou.
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The U. K. ehould not be encouraged to oppose or stay apart from tat
Tl movement by Goubts as to the U. 8. attitude or by hopes of & “special”
- relation with the U. 8. The 8ix should be encoursged to welcoms U. K.
sssociation vith the Commmity and not to set the price %00 bigh for
such association, providing that there is to be no wesksning of
osmtmuu.mnetbeax.

The ultimate goal of the Atlantic nations should be to develop a
@mﬂmw—ﬂty,um&mmummw
developed to address common problems. Opportunities for moving in this
direction may arise over tims, and the Atlantic mations will de in e
better position to exploit these opportunities if they are cleer
beforehand that this is the general direction in vhich they want to
mOve, m.wﬁwhupabhoremmm,utw
in the economic sphere, atthou;'neet possible time, Over the long
run, it might be open to other countries villing and able to share its
responsibilities.

4. Organization and Msthod. The principal organ for consultation
should be the North Atlantic Council. Two subordinste instruments may
be helpful:

e. NAC Committees. The U. 8. should encourege the Council
to set up informal committees ¢o address regicmal and functional
prodlems. These committeed® membership should be on the basis of
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national involvement, and their task should be to make policy
recorrendations--not necessarily based oa unanimity--to the Council.

b. NATO Policy Advisory Committee. The U. S. should propose

that the Council establish a Policy Advisory Committee to meet once

or twice a year to seek a consensus on basic objectives and tasks, and
to report that corsensus and its eppraisal of movement toward or away
from those ends to the Council. This Committee might consist of 3-5 '

ren of broad repute, who would not be naticnal representatives.

II. Mlitery

5. A Pregmatic PDoctiine. Tuz U. S. should urge that:

a. First priority be given, ir NATO programs for the Europearn
area, to preparing for the more likely contiﬁgencies, i.e., those short
ol nucleur or massive non-nuclear attack.

b. NATO cortinue, under this praogmatic doctrine, to prepare
to reet nuclear or rmassive non-nuclear attack in the theater--bub not
to a degree that would divert rneedod resources from non-nuclear theater
rrograxs to meet lesser threats or from programs to assure an ample
and protecéed U. S. strategic powver.

The U. S. should urge that this view be given effect by a
constructive interpretation of extisting doctrine, and that this
doctrine only be rewritten if nzeded European energies and resources

cennot be mobilized in any other way, and if it is clear that NATO

agreement can be reached on a revision.
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6. Non-muclear Forces.

a. The U. S. should anrource that the U. S. means to maintain

its own divisions and supporting unite in Eurcpe. ihile these forces
have as their primary objective the deferse of the MATO area, certain of
these forces may be required, temporarily and in exceptional cases, to | R
meet limited military sltuations short of general war outsids the NATO
area,

b. The U. S. should propose that the objective of improving

NATO?s non-nuclear forces should be to create 2 capability for halting

hAC AL

Soviet forces new in cor rapidly deployable to Central Europe for a

sufficient pericd to allow the Soviets to appreclate the wider risks
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of the course on which they are embarked. This program should emphasize
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raising the manning levels, modernizing the equipment, and immroving

the mobility of presently projected }NATO ron-nuclear forces. The
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U.S. should then press strongly for litTO exccution of this progranm,
as a matter of the highest priority. The U. S. should urge rapid

progress toward building up a motile task force to deal with threats
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to NATO flanks, as part of this progran.
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c. The U. S. should press for greater NATO research and

develcpirent regarding non-nuclear weaponry, and for ccordinated
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alliance-wide production of major nilitary materiel. The U, S.
should lead toward further coordination and integration of defense

arrangements. It is particularly important to be responsive to strong
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German desires in this regard.
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7. Nuclear Forces.

a. The President should state that an effactive nuclear capability

will be malntained in the Zuropean area ard that muclear weapons will not
be withdrawn without adeguate replaczment. Nuiclzar weapons in NATO
Europe may le regroupec as furtiher sindies ray indicate.

L. Additional reso;xrces should be used te strengithen the muclear
capability now in Europe cniy where (i) polng programs zre co far undeciay
that they cowld not be chzanged witiioutl seriosus adverse nolitical effeacts,
or (ii) tie increase will nobt divert needez resonurces frem non-nuclear
tasks and 13 clearly required to cover needs either fur replacement or
cxpansion ihat connot De ret rrom outside the theater. The 15032 i€-(2
goals, as weli as the proposed 1866 geals, should he ~evicwed by the
State and Defcnse Departments frem this stancpoint.

c. The Secretary of Defense shoull undertske a stucdy cf the
extent to which nuclear weapons in NATO Europe could be mude mere sacure
against unauthorized use. Consideraticn should be piven, in this study,
to the preblem of control after jnitial use of nucicar weapons, as well
as before. Sorme possible safeguards to be comsidersd in such a study are
discussad in ti;‘e Lody of thiis report. These include making SACEUR
hsadquarters and cecmmunications mere secure against wartime disruption.

d. SACEUR procedurss for ordering use of nuclear weapons,

cnce he has been given political directicn, should be clarified and

rade more explicit.
e. It is vital that ths major part of U. S. nuclear power

not be subject to veto. It is not essential that the part of that
- 7 -
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power deployed in Europe be veto-free. It is, however, most important

to the U. S. that use of nuclear weapons by the forces of other powers in
Europe should be subject to U. S. veto and control. Therefore, the
concept of a veto by another than ourselves in Europe is not contrary
to our interests. '

fe. The U, S. should suggest that the NATO Council try to - .
work out general guide lines regarding the use of nuclear weapons or
a political method for determining such use. The U. S. should undertake
to observe any agreed guide lines or political method, insofar as
feasible. Until some other :indication of desire reaches him, the
President‘should make entirely clear his intention to direct use of
nuclear weapons if European NATO forces have been subjected to an
unmistakeable nuclear attack or are about to be overwhelmed by

nen-nuclear forcea,

g. The U, S. should announce its intention to commit, say,
five Polaris submarines to NATO for the life of the alliance, for use
by the President in accordance with the procedures outlired above,
except that the U, S. would remain free to use them in self-defense,
The U. S. should commit additional sea-borne missiles deployed in the
Atlantic or the Mediterranean to NATO, as they become available,

The deployment and targetting of these missiles should bc;. worked
out jointly by NATO commands and the U. S., with appropriate parti-
cipation by the Standing Group, so as to cover military targets in
Europe in ‘the degree that this 'could be done without change in

projected U,S, military programs.
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h. The U. S. should urge the U. K. to commit its strategic
forces to NATO, in the same manner as suggested above for U. S.
forces. Since the U. K. probably would be reluctant to do 3o unless
the U. S. also committed such B-47 SAC forces as it decides to station
in the U. K. to NATO, we should seriously consider the possibility of
taking such action in a manner which would maintain the essential
mission and U. S. control of these forces.

i. Over the long run, it would be desirable if the British
decided to phase out of the nuclear deterrent business. If the
development of Skybolt is not warranted for U, S. purposes alone,
the U. S. should not prolong the life of the V-Bomber force by this

or other means.

Jje The U, S. should not assist the French to attain a nuclear

‘weapons capability, but should seek to respond to the French interest in

matters nuclear in the other ways indicated above.

k. If the European NATO countries wish to expand the NATO
seaborne missile force, after completion of the 1962-66 non-nuclear
buildup, the U, S. should then be willing to discuss the possibility
of some multilateral comtribution by them. The U, S, should insist,
in any such discussion, on the need to avoid (i) national ownership
or control of MRBM forces; (ii) any weakeniné of centralized command
and control over these forces; (iii) any diversion of required

resources from non-nuclear programs. The U, S, should not facilitate
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European prcduction of MRBMs or procurement of MRBMs for European
na@ional forces, whether or not these forces are committed to
SACEUR.

8. Procedures. The U. S. should lay before the NAC the
generai guidelines that it believes should govern future NATC
military programs, based on the pragmatic doctrine suggested in
this report.

If allied agreement to these guidelines can be secured, the

S¥espien

NATO military commanders should be asked by the Council to desizn

'y,

alternative programs that would be consistent with these guidelines

and with two levels of resource availabilities: one corresponding

to present levels of military spending, and one projecting as
significant an increase as seems realistically feasible, in order

to elicit increased NATO effort. (As part of such an increased

NATO effort, U. S. military aid would probably need to be increased

!

and should include provision of advanced non-nuclear weapons --

instead of erphasizing nuclear weapons as heavily as at present,)
On the basis of the NATO commanders! replies, a decision could te
made as to the size and nature of future NATO programs that would

be designed to fulfill the strategy outlined in this report.
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