[
L_._ A__ J_"n...-ll-‘ Lr- "

REVIEWIL BY ,ig_f‘d&_\é-— DAT»M

Il'xj. ' _____——————‘——_
B KCOLH ) ____—————-'—"

. | 75 AUTE.
) pmCRSE FRINELIC MARRINGS [
. ‘% : DECLASSIF LY?Q/B.JL: -SxBLL;q
_ " RELEASE DEITIEDCI :
' PE or FOT EXEMPTIONS - -

e i e S

LDS Jor .{D-JG—‘ IT.

ia A Report to the Secretary of State

August, 1960

e
wwﬁ

SECRET

Lo e e
“Sle - B 7/15/‘7
Amw,»; 5/ -t tdillia s

e 3 e g 4 Ry
e R Ty T T T e T
: o ey U S e




FOREWARD

(Revised 6/3/91)
Robert R. Bowie

To put this report in perspective, the directors of the Nucle-
ar History Program asked me to sketch briefly its origin and con-~
text.

The Report was prompted by an initiative taken by the NATO
Council of Ministers at its meeting in Decmeber 1959. For a decade
the Alliance had succeeded in preventing further Soviet expansion
in Europe and in reassuring the Allies as to their security.

By 1959, however, the Alliance faced conditions very different
from those at its origin. The Soviet threat was more complex. Un-
der Khrushchev, the USSR was combining hints of detente with
threats to Berlin and in the developing regions. Its nuclear arse-
nal was steadily growing, making the U.S. increasingly vulnerable,
and Sputnik had generated the myth of the "missile gap". Moreover,
allied relations had also changed. A revived Western Europe was
buliding the European Community; Western Germany was a member of
. that as well as of NATO. France under de Gaulle was taking a more
independent course, following the lead of Britain in developing a
national nuclear force. The ending of colonialism was spawning do-
zens of new nations, suffering from poverty and political instabil-
ity. '’

These changes were raising divisive issues among the allies:
How to respond, to Soviet policy and actions? How to maintain Wes-
tern cooperation for economic growth? How to cope with the vulner-
ability of the developing nations? Most troubling, however, was
the impact of approaching nuclear parity on the credibility of NATO
strateqgy, which was so dependent on the U.S. nuclear arsenal.
Would an increasingly vulnerable U.S. be as ready to use its nucle-
ar arsenal in defense of Eurcpe? Should the Eurcpeans have more
control of nuclear weapons? Did NATO need more conventional forces
or MRBMs in Europe?

This ferment had led to various actions and proposals in the
late 1950’s, such as the creation of the NATO nuclear stockpile un-
der U.S. control in December 1957; the request of SACEUR, General
Lauris Norstad, for MRBMs, his concept of the "pause," and his call
for NATO to become a "nuclear power"; de Gaulle’s demand for a
U.S.-U.K.-French triumvirate to direct alliance policy; rationales
for the U.8. and French nuclear forces; and the impetus to convert
OEEC into OECD.



ble with survival in the face of a significant risk of retaliation,
which the invulnerable Polaris submarines coming on stream would
assure despite growing Soviet capabilities. Concern seemed more
justified as to the lower_end of the spectrum. Might nuclear pari-
ty tempt the Soviets to take a quick, limited action with ready
forces in order to present NATO with a fait accompli with devastat-
ing political consequences? Against this risk the Report stressed
the need for SHIELD forces of aobut 28-30 divisions (as Norstad was
already urging) and for improving their guality and modernizing
their conventional weapons. Meeting this requirement should be
linked to the offer for a multilateral nuclear forces discussed be-
low as a single package.

On the nuclear issues, the focus was mainly on the allied con-
cerns arising from NATO dependence on U.S. nuclear weapons. Main-
taining the cohesion and confidence of the allies appeared to re-
quire some sharing of participation and control. -General Norstad
had suggested a "NATO nuclear force" composed of mobile, land-based
MRBMs, but vague as to structure, composition and control.

Instead, the Report proposed the formation of a sea—borne mul-
tilateral force (MLF) assigned to SACEUR to mitigate European con-
cerns. It would be created in two stages. As a first step, the
U.S. would commit U.S. Polaris submarines to NATO under an agreed
control formula for use by SACEUR. The second stage would be the
creation of a NATO seaborne missile force, jointly financed, owned,
and controlled and manned by mixed crews (i.e., non-national).
Sea-basing and mixed-manning were essential features designed to
assure joint control, prevent national withdrawal of components,
reduce vulnerability, and avoid other problems of a mobile land-
based system. In developing the proposal, I discussed it with
Admiral Raborn (who was running the Polaris Program) and other top.
Navy officials, who agreed that such a force with mixed-manned
submarines was feasible.

The MLF proposal had several purposes: (1) to involve and re-
assure the Allies; (2) to discourage national nuclear forces; (3)
to meet the stated military need for MRBMs while avoiding the prob-
lems of land-based missiles; (4) to encourage European integration
by the prospect that the MLF might eventually become a European
force as the European Community developed in an effective political
entity. My assumption was that the MLF would appeal to the West
Germans, the Italians and the Benelux members, and that skillful
diplomacy could probably induce the British to fold their national
force into the MLF and in time (after de Gaulle) perhaps even the
French. :

That the MLF became a U.S. proposal to NATO so quickly was due
to President Eisenhower himself. ©On August 16, at the request of
Secretary Herter, I briefed the President on the conclusions and
recommendations of the Report, focusing mainly on the political-
military aspects. He was at once interested in the concept of the
Multilateral Force. For some time, he had been preoccupied with
the issue of nuclear sharing with the NATO allies. He was opposed



At its 1959 meeting the NATO Council devoted three days to
discussing the state of the Alliance and the international situ-
ation. The Ministers then "instructed the Permanent Council to
undertake longterm planning, to cover the next ten years, on the
objectives of the Alliance in the political, military, scientific
and economic fieds, and in regard to arms control.™"

As a result, early in 1960, Secretary of State Christian
Herter asked me to prepare a report to assist the State Department
in this NATO planning project. (In late 1957 I had resigned as Di-
rector of the Policy Planing Staff of the State Department to re-
turn to Harvard to head the new Center for International Affairs.)
The understanding was that the report would represent my own views
and recommendations as an outside consultant. I was assisted by a
small staff of officials and outside experts of my choice (listed
in the Letter of Transmittal to the report}, and was given access
to classified data as required. I also had the benefit of extended
discussions with the Policy Planning Staff of State, officials in
Defense and the Joint Chiefs, and with General Norstad.

The Report, completed in mid-August, sought to outline an
over-all strategy for the foreign and security peolicy of the U.S.
(and its allies) for the coming decade. Its basic concept was that
this entailed two broad tasks: one was the positive effort to build
and manage a cooperative order for the prosperity and security of
the non-communist nations; the second was to safeqguard this order
from Soviet disruption, while fostering Soviet evolution toward a
less hostile relationship. Within this context, the Report un-
dertook to identify the major political, military, and economic
issues which the Atlantic nations would confront during the 1960’s
in their relations with each other, with the Soviet Union, and with
the developing world, and to recommend approaches for dealing with
them, through NATO or other means. Thus the proposals regarding
alliance strategy and nuclear weapons, which are of most interest
for the Nuclear History Program, were but a part of the wider-
ranging framework.

The Report was writen in a period of intense debate, both aca-
demic and political, on both sides of the Atlantic, on many of the
problems with which it dealt, especially those relating to securi-
ty. Defense experts differed widely on the strategic deterrent,
limited warfare, tactical nuclear weapons, conventional forces, and
national nuclear forces. European political leaders, including
West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, were expressing uneasiness
about the effects of nuclear parity. 1In the U.S., defense policy
had become a major issue in the President campaign. 1In preparing
the Report, my aim was to be non-partisan in the hope that its
conclusions might have an influence on policy-making, whatever the
outcome of the election.

Chapter Two of the Report details my analysis and proposals
with respect to NATO strategy and nuclear weapons. The strategic
nuclear deterrent seemed to me much more robust against major ag-
gression than many analysts argued. Soviet leaders would not gam-



to futher national nuclear forces (such as the French), because of
their divisive effect on the alliance, but he understcocod the con-
cern of the Europeans about control of nuclear forces on which
their security depended. He had been sympathetic to Norstad’s idea
of a NATO nuclear force. From his initial and later discussions,
it was clear that the President was attracted to the MLF concept
for the reasons which prompted the proposal: its multilateral char-
acter provided built-in safeguards against a national pull-out and
reinforced alliance cohesion: it would tend to discourage national
forces; a seabaorne force was less vulnerable and avoided the poli-
tical and other problems of a mobile land-based force; and it might
ultimately evolve into a European nuclear deterrent. He fully re-
cognized the practical and legal obstacles, especially getting Con-
gressional approval, but seemed to think they could be overcome.

At this request, a second meeting was arranged for "a couple
.of hours" in mid-September with General Norstad and me. At that
session we canvassed in some detail questions about the organiza-
tion, financing, control and other aspects of a multilateral force,
assessing the practical problems entailed. General Norstad was
convinced that the Europeans (except de Gaulle) would strongly wel-
come such a proposal, and that it would meet many of their con-
cerns. He also felt it would offer the best prospect of approval
by the Joint Atomic Energy Commitee of Congress.

On October 3, the President met with top officials of State
and Defense to discuss the multilateral force. Both Departments
favored the concept, though with some differences on specifics,
expecially the manning. After these were ironed out, the Presi-
dent approved the two- stage approach, and essentially de01ded that
the U.S. should: (1) assign five U.S. Polaris submarines to NATO by
1963 as an interim phase; and (2) assist in the creation of a mul-
tilateral NATO force with mixed manning to the extent deemed prac-
tical by SACEUR. The next day, the President discussed the MLF
with Paul Henri Spaak, then Secretary General of NATO, strongly
supporting mixed maning (as a sort of Foreign Legion loyal to NATO)
as the best way to prevent any withdrawal of units by a member, and
he suggested that control might be handled essentially as outllned
in the Report. Spaak welcomed the proposal and believed it would
reassure the European members and receive practically unanimous
support, except again by de Gaulle. The President urged that a
start be made promptly, in order to resolve the various problems
involved.

In mld—November, the MLF issue was discussed with the Presi-
dent at some length in the NSC for formal action on the basis of a
requested study by State and Defense. 'the President reaffirmed his
decision to submit the proposal to the NATO Council in December and
approved its specific terms. Besides committing the five Polaris
submarines as an Interim Force, the U.S. would offer to assist
other NATO members to create a permanent NATO force, deployed at
sea, initially with 100 MRBMs, if (1) the Force was based on "mul-
tilateral ownership, financing and control, and with mixed manning
to the extent considered operationally feasible by SACUER;" and (2)



"3 suitable formula to govern decisions on use be deveoped which
would maximize its effectiveness as a deterrent and establish its
multilateral character." The U.S. would also stress that the other
NATO nations should strengthen their conventional forces in accord-
ance with NATO military plans in order to maintain "flexibility of
response.” At the December 1960 meeting of the NATO Council of
Min-isters, Secretary Herter presented this offer.

Thus President Eisenhower launched the MLF as one of the last
acts of his administration. He fully recognized that he could not
commit the incoming administration, and that the MLF would require
Congressional approval, but he said he wanted to leave it as a le-
gacy of his conviction of what should be done. After its own NATO
review, the Kennedy administration essentially reaffirmed the
Eisenhower offer in the President’s Ottawa speech in May 1961. For
the next three years the MLF pursued a confused course until sunk
by President Lyndon Johnson. Its vicissitudes under Kennedy and
Johnson were due in large part to confusion as to policy (such as
the 1962 Nassau agreement with the U.K.) and the absence of the
conviction and commitment that Eisenhower possessed.

Note: In transcribing Dr. Bowie’s handwritten revisions to his
original text, I have taken the liberty of making some minor
changes and/or corrections regarding punctuation, wording, etc.,
without altering the essential meaning. - RAW
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- August 21, 1960.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

Subgect: Long—Ranﬂe Plannlnf for the Atlantlc Communlty
/

1. I have finished the report which you asked me to
undertake. on the tasks facing the Atlantic nations in the
coming decade. It is now being reproduced and should be
available upon your return.

2. The report is long, even though it focuses on a
few key issues. I found it impossible to treat these
issues meaningfully in shorter compass. The summary and
the chapter on North Atlantic defense may warrant special
attention, if you are pressed for time.

3. Mr. Merchant artranged for me to see the President,
as you had requested. I discussed the report's conclusions,
especially in the military and political fields, at some
length with the President on August 16. He was interested
and said that he would like to discuss the military issues
further with General Norstad and me. He has set aside the
morning of September 12 for this purpose.

4. I also went over the conclusions of the report with
Mr. Dillon, Mr. Smith, and Mr. Kohler, who were away from the
Department at the time of my meeting with you.

5. I have asked that copies of the report be provided
Mr. Dillon, Mr. Merchant, Mr. Smith, Mr. Kohler, and Mr.
Martin in the Department. If you approve, I would suggest
that copies be furnished -- with an indication that the report
has not yet been acted on by the Department -- to General
Goodpaster for the President, General Norstad, Mr, Burgess,

and Mr. Irwin
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and Mr. Irwin (for Secretary Gates) - all of whom have
asked for copies. It would also be useful to send a
copy to Allen Dulles; CIA is preparlng a related long-
range estimate on NATO. _

6, I do not know whether you plan to make the report

available outside the U.S. Government, It could readily
be put in a form which would be suitable for release to
other NATO allies., If you wish, I can prepare an edited
ver51on for this purpose.

7. I will be in Washington September 12 for the discussion
with the President, and will be glad to meet with you in
the afternoon to discuss the report further, if you wish.

8. Please let me know if I can be of any help in the
Department'!s consideration of the report.

AR 2N

Robert R. Bowie
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Dear Mr. Secrétérys

I submit herewith the report oﬂ "Tﬁe Nerth Atlantic
Nationg: Tasks for the 1960's";, which you asked me to
prepare. | R |

This report seeksrio analyze the igsues facing the
Atlantic nati&ns in the coming decade. It is designed to
_ﬁrovide a broad framework fﬁr the NATO Planning Exercise,
but is not ccnfined to measures that should‘be undertaken
through NATO. It gseemed to me that the Atlantic nations
. should consider the entire Ehallenge facing them in order
to determine which tasks should be performed in NATO and
which through cother instruments,

> To prepare a report of manageable size, it has been

naecesgary to fccus on key long-range issues for which
cocncerted effort by the Atlantic hations will be most
urgently needed in the 1960°%a.

The report dces not attempt to provide a blueprint
for specific action for the decade ahead. It seeks rather

to lay cut

The Honorable
Christian A. Herter,

Secretary of State.
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to lay out geheral purﬁoses.and guidelines‘dn which agree-
ment eight be reached by the‘Atlantic nations. Such agree-
'ment would provide a framework-wifhih‘which specific aceions
could be effeetively directed to agreed pﬁrposes.

In preparlng this report, I have been aSSlSted by a
'small staff drawn from various parts of the Government
and from instltutlons outside of Washlngton. I appreciate
very much the cooperation of you ahd_Mr.'Merchant in bring-

ing this group together. The Staff included:

Deane R. Hinton, FSO; member. of the Staff
of the Missicn to the European Communities,
Brussels.

Malcolm W. Hoag, of the Rand Corporation, and
former member of the Faculty of the
National War College.

Professor Klaus é. Knorr, Associate Director
- of the Princeton Center for International
Studies,

Hal B. Lary of the Pr991dent's Council of
Economlc Advisors.,

Louis Marengo, Central Intelligence Agency.

Irving A, Sirken, International Cooperation
Adminigtration.

Francis T. Williamson, FSO, former Director of
the Office of Research and Analysis for
Western Europe, Department of State, who
is assigned to the American Embassy, in Bonn,




Brigadier General Hamilton Au‘Twifchell,'U. S. Army,
'Department of Defensé, ﬁas mont cooparative in pnoviding
liaison with his Department and the military services.
Many officera nnd officials frqn thé Department of De?ense
were also helpful in . providing infonmgtipn and views.

In addition, papers on:specializéd topics were pre-
pared.for me by Robert Eisenberg,‘Division of International
Finandeg Alfred Reifman, Division of Commercial Policies
. and Treaties, and Mr. E. B. Skolnikoff,; of the President's
Sciencé Advisory Ccmmittee., Mr. Robert Komer of the Central
Intelligence Agency has been of great assistance in the
drafting of thea report. Mr. Henry Owen of the Policy Planning
Staff has been particularly helpful in contributing to the
Chapter on the less deveioped areas. Many other officers
. of the Department of State and Professor Lincoln Gordon of
the Harvard Business School, who is a Consultant to the
Department, have commented on various portions of the report
'nr Jiscussed with me the problema covered.

I am very much indebted to all those who assisted 80
ably in the preparaticn of the report. Of course, the
respensibility fer its conclusions is mine.

Sincerely yours,

ol fiCenne

ROBERT R. BOWILE.
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THE NORTH ATLANTIC NATIONS: o

TASKS FOR_THE 1960's

SUMMARY

'CHAPTER ONE: - Challenge of the 1960's

1. Basic Goalas . (ﬁpo:l9 - 23)

The Atlaﬁtic n#tions'muét'trf, over the lecng run,
both: | | |

(a) to shape the basic forces at work in the world,
8o as to create a viable world orderg and

(b) to prevent ths Sino-Soviet Bloc from undermining
that order or from dominating non-Communist ccuntries.

2. Ma jor Tasks (pp. 24 -~ 25)

~  To fulfill this dual 'goal, the Atlantic naticns
must:
(a) assure théir defenseg
(b) assist modernization of less developed areass
(c) - defélop a ccmmon strategy toward the Blocg
(d) mobilize the resources required tc accomplish
their purposes;
(e) ‘create a political framework within which they

can work tcgether to these ends.
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This report analyzes tﬁeée five tasks and the kind
of actions which the Atlantic nations must undertake in
order to discharge them. In pufauing these tasgks,; the
Atlantic Commun;ty should redigcover the cohesion and

sense of purpose which marked its creation Qver—é decade

ago.

CHAPTER TWO: NATO Defense

1, The Problem (pp.. 27 - 38)

During the 195093, NATO's strategy was based cn
decisive US superiority in strategic and tactical nuclear
weapons. Under these conditions; the strategy was
effective in deterring aggression and maintaining the
confidence of cur allies. .

Growing Scoviet migsile-nuclear capabilities are ncw
éroding the credibility of the threat of a strategic
nuclear response to less than all-cut Soviet attack. In
consequence; NATO Europe may beccme vulnerable to threats
of both limited aggression and nuclear blackmail: Eurcpeans
will fear both an excessive NATO response to limited aggres-
aion and the absence of a US strategic response tc greater
threats. The Soviets may seek to expleit this vulnerability

for divisive effects.




The problem cannot. be met by enhancing NATO'gs -
tactical nuclear capabilities. For the Eurcpeans,” tactical
nuclear warfare would be tantamount to a general holocaust.

2, Basic ‘Approach (ppo 38)

A viable NATO strategy for the 1960's must:

(a) enhance the ncnfnuciear capébility of-Shiéld forces
to resist attack‘by Soviet reédy forceé.and substantially
les=en their dependence on nuclear wéapoﬁsg |

(b) enable NATO to mount nuclear retaliation against
larger threats without a US veto,

3. Revised Shield Strategy =~ (pp. 59 - 51)

The enhanced non-nuclear capability cculd be based an
central front Shield forces somewhere near SACEUR's target
of "30 divigions, which will come within reach when the
German bﬁild-up is completed. These forces must be better
trained and equipped and have more adequate reserves. The
added cogts ﬁay be partially offset by some econcmies, and
should be well within NATO capabilities. Our NATO allies
should be the more willing to meet these costs, because they
would be related to the only kind of strategy that makes
senze for Eurcopean countries.

The tactical nuclear capability of the Shield would
be limited. It would nct be designed to fight a tactical

nuclear war in Europe; but cnly tc deter all-ocut massing




of Soviet forces for conventional attack and to reinforce

-

the strategic deterrent to Soviet nuclear attack.,

4., Strategic Deterrence. (ppa 51 - 65)

The nged for gstrategic de#errénce must continue to

be largely met by US strategic forces, which should be

maintained in a high state of -effectiveness. But a supple-
mentary NATO étrategic deterrent would assure our allies
that they were able to deter-Soviet all-cut attéck-on
Western Europe by means under their own contrcol.

Independent national strztegic forces are nct a suit-
able answer to this need, The UK's experience shows that
no major Eurcpean power is able te¢ produce a credible
naticnal dgtarrent from its own rescurces. Even if feasible,
proliferation of independent naticnal deterrents wculd be
dangercus, inefficient;, immensely costly, and have a major
divigive effect on the Alliance.

A veto-free NATO gtrategic force undeg command of
SACEUR wcﬁld meet many Européan céncéfhsg ana would nect be
subject to these drawbacks. Sea-tased systems, particulariy
POLARIS submarines; coffer great advantages for this fcorce:
They woculd be less vulnerable in war-time, and lese likely
to create political issues or public concern and mcre

secure against seizure by national forces in peace-time.
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The US should offer to create guch a NATO strategic
force in two ateps: .

(a) ZInterim Force: The.Interim Force would consist

of US-manneq POLARIS submarinqa, deployedAin European
waters under fhe full cont?ol pf SACEUR, in ﬁeﬁce and waf.
This force would fire its missiles (i) upen direct order
from SACEURrththe event of large-scale ﬁucléar attack oh
the Treaty area, or (ii) as the North_Atlantic Ceuncil
might decide in o¢ther circumstances, or tiii) as the US

- might decide in thé-absence of an affirmative SACEUR or
'NAC decizion. (pp. 60 -"61)

(b) NATO Deterrent Force: In setting up this

Interim Force, the US would offer to assist NATO in creat-
ing a multi-naticnal submdrine missile fdrce (NADET) undar
common financing and ownership and with mixed crews, =o

that no ally could withdraw units and employ them a2s a
national force. The use of this force might be governed

by advance authority to SACEUR to deal with large-scale
nuclear attack and by NAC decision in cther centingencies,
as in the case of the Interim Force. If feasible, the US
would seek by minimum custody or cother means to keep weagpcns
degign data aeéure. The US submarines yhich had constituted

the Interim Force could be sold to NADET. (pp. 61 - 65)
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5o Evaluation (pp. 65 _.TE) .

The above Shield and deterrent proposals weuld be
inter—dependent. Together with US strategic power;
they woﬁld deter Soviet militapy actions against the
NATO area; tﬁey WOuld-alsa séfeguard égainst Soviet
blackmail for divisive dr political purpdses, and go far
to meet legitimate Eurcpean éonéernso_

CHAPTER THREE: Atlantic Naticns and the Le=s

eloped Countrissg

The
Dev

1, The Problem and the Atlantic Naticna?! Stake In It
(pp. 73 = 79) '

The Atlantic nations have a vital interest in the
continued independence, iriternal cchesion, and stability
of - the less developed nations.

This interest is cnly 1ikely to be fulfilled if the
less developed countries can progress toward mcderniza-
ticn under mcderate governmeqtéand through evolutionary
means. .Tﬁé obstacles.are fbrmidableg decades or even
generations will be required.

Basic regponsibility fer achiewving thia pregress must

rest with the less develcped ccountries. The Atlantic

nationg can make a significant ceontributicn, however, since

they pocssgess mest of the needed cutside resources,
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2, Financial and TécbnicallAid (ﬁpo 79 ~ 86)

Over the next decade, the Atlantic natiocns shbuld.
ﬁian to double or triple their financial aid to.the less
developed countries. If equitably sﬁared, this_burden_
can be'reasbnatly assﬁme& by heaithy Atlantic éccncmies;

It ﬁill be more difficult to meet the need of many
1éss developed countries fot pedpie aﬁd institutions
capable of-effectively la&hching and prdsecuting their cwn
develcpment progran;s° To do this, they will require the
advice and services of outside experts; help in training
their own officials and exp;rtss'and assistance and encour-
agement in their self-help efforts,

Bilateral prcgrams b; the Atlantic nations will be
imbcrtant in meéting this.heedL They shcould be admin-
istered for their lcng-term effect on the less developed
countries' meodernization, rath;r than for short-term
pclitical or commercial advantage. |

International and’private‘agencies have many advantages
in meeting the need qefined above: Their intimate partici-
pation in nation-building is more likely toc be welccme;
they are better able to insist con rigorous self-help;

and their effcrts are less apt to serve as a precedent

.11 -



- 12 -
for Scviet activity. The Atlantic nations should; therefore,

make a special effort to enhance the effectiveness of inter-

_natioﬁal and private aid to less developed countries.

(a) They should support'making the UN Sﬁecial Fund
into aikey instrument.fdr hé;ping governments of less
devéloped éountriés plan'and'organiée theirlover-éll
development progra-m-s° They éhéuld favor enlarging the
Fund's scope and fesourées and gi@ing it policy directien
of related UN programs, as necessary teo this end,

(b) They should support an increasing role for the
IBRD and IMF in advising governments of less developed
countries, and an expansipn in the rescurces of the IBRD's
affiliate ~- the Internat%onal Development Asscciation.

-

(c) They shculd establish a Develcpment Center to

‘premote (i) two-way contacts between civic, business,
and professicnal and labor grcups in the Atlantic and
less develeped naticns; {ii) the recruiting and training
of ycung people in the Atlantic nations feor service in-
less developed areas; and (iii) research cn key develcp-

ment prcblems,
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3.  TDrade With Less Developed Countries (pp. 67 - 93)
Inlview-of the dependence of the less dévelopéd
countries on tr#de for foéeign exchange, thé Atlantic
" nations shouldé | | o |

(a) cooperaté ih devéldping feasible methods for
.mitigating'the effects on less deveioped countries of
.drastic changes in prices of their primary exportsg and

(b) reduce the barriers to these countries’ exports
of manufactured precducts. ‘This reducticn might be undertaken
gimultaneously by all the Atlantic nations, so that its
burden could be shared. The dbmestic impact might be —
cushioned by compensathytassistance to the‘groups most

directly affected.

4, Public Order {pp. 93 - 97)

The Atlantic naticns shculd seek to enhance UN capa-
bilities for maintaining peace and corder in less develcped
countries. They should be prepared tolearmark centingents
or transport facilities for use by future United Nations
forces, and they should urge other countries to do the

same.
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The US and scme other Atlantic naticns should main-
tain effective fofces which could be used, in limited
operations, to he;p‘less developed countries to maintain

order or resist aggression,

. CHAFTER FOUR: _Relations with the Communist Blce

1. Basgé Approach ;(pp.gé..lolJ
In ccncerting their strategy regarding relations with
the Bloc, the Atlantic nations must reconcile the require-

ments of simultanecusly competings with and dealings with

the Blce. They need to maintain boths

{a) an unremitting awareness of Bloc hostility,

even when the Bloc is following a scft line; and
{b) a continuing desire feor useful relaticns with
the Bloc, even when tensions are at their peak,

2. Econcmic Relaticns (ppo1£2 -335.)

The Atlantic naticns shculd maintain existing limited
cecntrols cn trade, partly as a stéhd-by safeguard; and
should alsoc agree to hold the annual volume of private
credits to th? Bloc to approximately the existing level,

kP Exchanges (pp. 225 - 137)

The Atlaﬁtic naticns should press for widening ccn-
tacts with the Bloc, and should:

{a) try to agree on ccmmcn ctbjectives and guidelines

for their bilateral exchanée pregrams;
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(b) exchange infecrmaticn secured through these
prcgrams among themxselves.

4. Psychological Warfare (pp. IG8.-109)

The Atlantic naticns"should seek greater cocordination
of obJectlves and actions in psychologlcal warfare against
the Bloc, in order to 1ncrease its. potentlal impact.

5. . Arms Ccntrol (pp. 1.09 - IELB)

The NATO countﬂle= should seek more actlvely'to develcpr
arms contrcl measures whlch would serve to reduce the risk
of accidental war, to hinder the sp“ead cof naticnal nuclear
capablllt*esg to stabilize deterrence9 and possi b¢y tc
enhance regional securlty in Europe.,

In eorder to facilitate genuine negotiatigcn, the
NATO aliies should considér allowing the US tc negotiate
with the USSR in accerd with-agreed pelicy. IXIn that
case, the US shculd ccnsult regularly with its NATO

partners about the progress of negctiations.

CHAPTER FIVE: Rescurces of the Atlantis Ccommunity

The steady growth and effective use of resources in
the Atlantic naticns is essential fer meeting the tasks
ahead. To this end:

1. The Atlahtic nétions9 especially the larger ones,
should concert their economic peclicies more effectively
through OECD to stimulate mcre rapid growth, They should

be willing to discuss freely all aspects of damestic

<+ - S BECRET
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economic policies and should geek to arrive at a common view
of appropriate policy objectives and priorities. ﬁ19~.121)
2. They should consistently seek to reduce and remove

restrictions on trade; 'Tﬁe_US shoﬁid take the lead by

‘drastically revising its trade agreement legislation to

permit negotiation:- of subst&ntial'tériff restrictions in
GATT; The long-range goal should be to move toward free
tfadeg at least among the mére advanced nations. v = 127}

3. The US should join a reconstituted European
Monetary Agfeément, (127 -~ 128)

4. The Atlantic natia;s shoﬁld make a renewed effort
to ensure fuller and more concerted use of their scientific
capabilities, (128 - 134)

" 5. They should expaﬁd research and develcpment tc meet
NATO's need for non-nuclear weaponry; and should intensify
efforts to secure coordinated preoducticn of major military

materiel in Europe, and eventually throughout the Alliance.
. Lot . TR
{134 - 1k}

CHAPTER SIX: Requisite Political Framework

Concerting of policies and actions by the Atlantic
nations, as discussed in pricr Chapters, will require a
firmer political framework,

l. Evolving Relations {pp. 143-143)

The creation of an adequate framework is complicated

by the fact that relations among the Atlantic nations are

sanbid
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in transition. With bccmidg recove;ryp Europeén nations
have reg#ined their ccnfidence and aépire te a larger

role in the Alliance and in world affairé,A Their total
potential would justify énd support.such é role,'if
effectively marshélled‘in an integrated Eufdpeoi With the
existingldisparity in strength and iﬁf1uence, however, even
the largeSt bf the existing Eurdpeah Aations cannct neow be
aﬁ equal pértnqr with the US. Tensions are generated by
this conflict between desire and reality and by differing
pélicies for curing it on the part of the British, and the
European Community, and améné the members of that {Ccmmunity.

2, Structure (pp. 149 -154)

The mosf radical answer would be Atlantic Confederaticn,
But whatever its ultimate merits, it would be premature
~at this stage -- a source cof division and weakness and
not c¢f strength. It should not, however, be foreclosed,

The more‘practical course is to encourage the Eurocpean
Community to geccme an effective entity, if possible with
Britain as a full member, in the interests of the Atlantic
Community and of Britain. With comparable resources, the
US and a Eurcpean Community could beceme full and equal
partners feor jeint policy and action and :=culd fashicn
the necessary instruments to give effect to their partnership.

3. Improving Existine Instruments {pp. 1.514---'7_59)

In the meantime, NATO and OECD must be strengthenedj
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especially for the concerting ¢f basic planning and pelicies
of their members. Several measures are suggestedy

(a) A Steering Group shculd be established within

the NATO Couhcil to'develdp‘jo;nt preposals and policies
aneng tﬁe five or éix memﬁers'having ﬁost responéibility
in world affairs (us, UK, France, Federal.Republic, Italy,
and ﬁerhaps Canada). The NAC‘would.be kept informed,

and would act on matters of general concern.

{(b) An Atlahtic Planning Group should be created to
help develop a consensus on the cemmon Atlantic interests
on basic issues. Ccmpcsed of three to five senior and
distinguished men, not representing any nation but speaking
as individuals, this grcuﬁ would-recommend to NATO Foreign
Ministers long-range- cbjectives and pclicies,

" (e¢) To facilitate NATO-OECD coordination, key member

states of both agencies should have a single naticnal
delegation to both, under a representative able to speak
for his Government and to influence its pelicy making.

{d) To foster wider public understandine and suppcrt,

" it would be desirable: (i) to expand the NATO and OECD
information program; (ii) tc develop the role of the NATO
Parliamentarians in relation to both NATO and OECD; (iii) te
foster the nascent Atlantic Institute, especidlly as a basis

for wider public activity.
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CHAPTER ONE’

THE CHALLENGE OF THE 1960°'s

-

I, The Nature of the Challenge

As they enter the lgdoiﬁ%ifhetAtlgntic nations are
beset by unceftainty aboﬁt thg.challenge'they fﬁce, about
their purposes, and about their relatidns among themselveé.

Tén years ago, the tasks facing the Atlantic Community
seemed clearer and the common course more readiiy definable:
essentially, to reconstruct Europe with US help; and-to
defend it under the umbrella of US nuciear supremacy. Those
tasks were accomplished with great success. Over the inter-
vening decade, Europe attained high prosperity, renewed con-
fidence, and collective security.

But new problems have emerged. Today, the Atlantic
nations face a much broader challenge -- a challenge posed
as much by dynamic forces of change as by the Communist
effort to capitalize on them. TIn their breadth and scope,
the new problems are far more complex and difficult than
those of the last decade. The Atlantic Community must find
common answers to them, or face the prospect of declining
viability and a revival of inefficient and divisive national
approaches to what are really common tasks. It is vital,
therefore, for the NATO nations to analyze their basic

situation and to define their long-term purposes for the

ces
n
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coming decade,

In attempflng to devise such long-term guldellnes, they
must flrst grasp fully the nature of the larger histerical
cycle within which their tasks ﬁust be facgdo The challenge
of our era far transcends the“rqleiof,NATO aé a security
organ, or even the broad pcwe#“conflict between the Atlantic
nations aq& a hostile Communi-.;lt'Blo.ca

Iﬁ is'the chgllenge of an aée-of revelution ~- political,
social,-industrial, and techneclogical -- a centﬁ;y of dfnamic
change; of which this power ccnflict is but a part. The
basic forces of_thié agE‘wi{l-mold_the world environment
in which the contest must be Fought; indeed the side which
can best adjust to and cope with these forces will almost
surely determine the shape:of the future.

In the ccurse of the twentieth century, the whole
world crder is being profoundly reshaped., For forty years
the pricr crder has heen Ereakihg up under the impact of
the feorces of naticnalism, war, the continued spread of
the industrial revoluticn, and the onrush of science and
technology 1nto whele new dimensicsns. Key factors in this
prccess ares {a) the emergence of the less develcped
nations; with the sharp dichatcmy between their vaulting
aspirations and their inability tc achieve these uraided;

(b) the grcwth of new power grcupings, chiefly the Ccmmunist

Bloc, the emerging Eurcpean Ccmmunity and the nascent Atlantic
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(c) the missile-nuclear revolution in

meanas

of warfare,; which is'radically'altering old concepts about

the use of military'f;ﬁrce°

-

- 2] -

" We are now at midpoiqt in the 20th Century Revolution;'

The undermining df the prior corder has about rﬁn_its course,

The challenge of the ccming decades is how the new order

to replace it will be shaped.

II; The Soviet Respdnse

The Soviets have made frightening progress tcward

molding this order in their image.

And locming behind

Moscew is the burgeonlng power and even more ferv1d ideology

of Peiping.

Both are confident that histery is on their

side and that their concept of world order will inevitably

wip out.

the actual forces of change to date as mcving rapidly in

their favor,

We cannct affort to underestimate this challenge.

Nor is this cenfidence purely doctrinal; they see

The

rapid grewth in overall Bloc power is creating a threat on

a new .scale in the ccming decades.

Even with & much lower

gross cutput, which is likely to remain leower into the

197C%s, the Ccmmunists are increasingly able to concentrate

resources --— on investment,

cuter gspace, armaments,

or

foreign aid -- in amcunts rfivalling or exceeding our own.

There has

balance between the US

and USSR,

~n
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Thrcughcut the 1950's

also been a atriking change in the military
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the US had nuclear superiofity to cGMpeﬁsate for an imbalance
in gonventiocnal strength, But Soviet acqﬁisition ﬁf.nuclear-
missile capabilities is creating a nuclear stélemate,
tﬁe full'affecfs gf which are~§s yet unclear,

'Nonethelesé} the Soviet lééders-élearly comprehend.
the awescme risks of nuclear yarféqeo Théf wili confinue
to prefer nen-military medes of conflic£ 80 long as con-
fronted with-a ér;dible deterrgﬁt, though loéal aggression
may seem less risky to thém.. Mcrecover, f& them "peéceful
go—existence" is mereiy non—milita;y conflict; hence recur-
rent crigses are inevitable,-with all the risks of miscalcu-
lation they entail, |

At fhe least we-must=éxpect a heightened "cold war'
challenge, With new confidence in its power, Moscow is
shifting to a forward policy, aimed primarily at exploiting
fhe accelérating revoluticn in the less developed world.
The coutcome in this most active arena of East-West conflict
will profoundly effect the future of the Atlantic world.
Bu£ in Europe too, the Ccmmunists will explcit unresolved
political issuesa and divergent nétionél aims to further
their aims.

IXYI. The Response of the Atlantic Naticons

To rise successfully to the challenge of the 1960's,
the ‘Atlantic nations must recognize clearly the twofold

nature of that challenge, It involves more than defending

S-EECR E- 7
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against a.growing Communist threat, i;t also means responding
creatively to our age of revolution, developing a positive
ahd dynamic concept of.where we_wish to.go ourselves; and
thus adapting to and building on fhe forces of change in
1the world., Indeed these ﬁwo.tésks ére_insepérably related
-- we cannot accoﬁpiish oﬁe'ﬁithoﬁt_the other, |

‘Thus; the Atlantic nations must set thémselvés both

creative and defensive goals for the decade ahead:

1. Creatively, to shape the basic forces at work in

the world toward a viable order which will accommodate the
needs and aspirations of bothsfhe develcoped and less

developed states,

2. Defensively, to prevent the Ccmmunist Bloc

from underﬁining this nascent order and substituting its
oW, |

‘ These goals are obvicusly leng term in nature; we must
net limit our perspective to a decade. The dynamic forces
of change in the world, and the contest to see who will
best adapt to them, will continue well beyoﬁd this pericd.
Eventually there may emerge a werld ordef-into which the
evolution of the Communist states themselves might permit
them to be abscrbed. But, even if these states should cease
to be aggressive; the affirmative tasks of adapting to an
age of revolution are a challenge in their own right -- a

challenge to the dynamism and energy of free men.
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IV, The Basic Tasks

The realities of powér‘dictaté that the Atlantic
nations must play a central role in fulfilling the defensive
and creative goals qﬁtlined a?:;ove° Their mi;it#ry.—
strength must form fhe main bdiwark égainst Communist
aggression, 1Their economic strengtb.must profide ﬁuch of
the means for constructive growth of the less developed
nations. With their common traditioﬁs, comparable level -

' of development, and the already substantial tieﬁ among theﬁ,
they form a nucieus around which at ieast a Ffee World
- ofder c;n be built.

If thg Atlantic nations are to use their power effectively
to these énds; they will need to undértake these five
bagic taskss

First;, they must adapt their military strategy toc
the realities of the 1960's, and thus help assure the
security of the Free World. |

Second; they must jcintly foster economic grow@:hp
indepéndence, and viable societies in the less-developed
world.

Third, they must work out a common strategy to govern
their pelitical and economic relations with the Bloc.

Fourth they must increase the vitality of thelr own
3001et1es, and the strength of thelr eccnamies, te provide
a greater margin of resources for meeting the challenges they

face,




~Finally, the Atlantic nétions must develcp political
ties and instituticms ccmmeﬁsuratgiwith the unity of pur-
poée and effert required for these taskso  |

in aéreeing ¢n the nafnre-and urgency.of.ﬁhese tasks
the Atlantic Communify should féﬁiscd%er the.cohesibn
and sense of purpose wﬁich mafked.iés creétion:more‘than
a decade_ago. |

This report attempts to analyzé briefly-the key tasks
which should have pricrity during the comingrdecade° In
suggestiﬁg measures for attackiné them, thé report makes
no effort tc provide a detaiied or precise blueprint. No
one can set fixed goals for 1¢70 in such a pericd of
change. But if our actual policies must be flexible and
pragmatic; they shculd be given a clearcut sense of direction
which will knit them together into a ccherent and effective
pfogram for the 1960°'s, The essence of long-range planning
such as the Alliance will now undertake is to identify the
key forces af work in the world, and to determine how to
influence cor adjust te them; sc¢ that the Atlantic naticns
can then conduct their pelicy within the framework of
égreed leng-range goals,

The human and material resources fer fulfilling these
goals can be made available, The central question is one
of insight and will. This report tries to contribute to the
insizht; only the Atlantic nations themselwves can generate

—_—

the will,
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CHAPTER TWO

NATO DEFENSE X -

I. Need for Review ‘ -

| Whatever eise it may be or beccme; NATO must first of all
assure the éecuritj of its members; In its first decade, the
Alliance fulfilled that function, Indeed, it deveioped a system
of collective defense based on common strategy and combined
forces unique among peacetimerailiances.

Today, the NATO Alliance is subjecﬁ to a gathering ferment
of doubts and disagreement. This deepening unease is rooted in
a weakening consensus on the nature of the Soviet threat;, and cn
the best ways of meeting Communist pressuré. It is also rooted
in a declining ccnfidencé in the existing strategy of the Alliance
: The broader threats of the 1960's make it essential that

!

. the confidence of NATO members in its ability to discharge its
{
.security functicn be restored. Without that confidence, there
can be no meaningful Atlantic Community. Inter-allied cohesion =
may weaken in the face of growing Soviet power énd individual
members may, as a result, prove easy targets for Soviet threats
and cajoling.

To avert this danger, the strategy of the Alliance, and
its capabilities; must pe adapted to the realities of the 1960's.
The strateg§ must be viable ﬁolitically and psychologically as

well as militarily. It must give the members enough confidence

in their militar? security to stand firm in the face of nuclear
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bléckmaii‘or limited-conflicts.l-It'must pull them together
rather than aﬁart. . B .

‘The vastly growing Soviet nuclear threat clearlj domi~
nates the ceﬁtral seéurity qﬁ;stion forlNATOS Can é.strategy,A
evolved durihg'the 1950%s to ﬁéet a very different aésortment:

' §f threats, carry us -; with_reasonable-safety and confidence -~
through the 1960757 -Whaf are its current advantages and

disadvantages; what alternative strategies are possible?

II. The Stratggy cf the 1050's

1. The Strategid Concept

(a) Definition -

The dominant official statement of NAfO stratagy focusges
upon deterrence at three levels:

(i) Against incursions, infiltrétions, or hostile local
acticns in Western Europe, forward units of the NATO Shield
forces act as a deterrent. These units can counter these minor
aggressicns, if they occur, without acceptance of local defeat,
and thus.enforce a "pause',

(11) The Scviets can, of course, broaden or prolcng any
such miner fighting after the "pause”. Or they might begin an
attack in Europe on a large scale., In either cagse, whether or
nct the Soviets initiate the use of nuclear weapons, they are

to be met'by such weapons from the outset., There is no placse

in the cfficial astrategic concept for limited war with the
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Soviets in Europe. Expanded action in Europe by the Soviets, -

in short, would call for use of all weapons and forces at NATO's
dispesal.
'(iii) The reﬁaining‘aggressive possibility is for the

Soviets to begin by launching general nuclear war. From this

course, they are to be deterred by the retaliatory powér of the
West; particularly that of the strategic missiles and bombers
of the United States.,

(b) Risks for the Soviets

This strategy, when adopted, rested on a very strong
Vfoundation. With its nuclear superiority, the United States Y
was then in a position, without great risk, to threaten the
Soviets with unacceptable penalties, Accordingly, if any non-
nuclear fighting with the Soviets in Europe were broadened or
prolonged, NATO ferces could (i) use nuclear weapons, and
'(ii) broaden the area of hostilities to include Russia.

Thg effect was to put on the Soviets the awesome burden
of making hard and risky choiées. At each ievél cf Scoviet

choice -- whether tec provoke NATO in Europe, whether to move

to major aggressicn in Europe, or whether to launch general

1/

The terms "expanded action" and "expanded attack™ are
uged in this report to refer to any hostile local action which
is broadened or prolonged by the Soviets and which would there-
fore warrant use of nuclear weapons under existing strategy.
SACEUR has indicated; however, that nuclear weapona would be
used only as required.

£ BCRE T :

a8 e
L
avaas
andarw
. e
teen s




- - L] " . L} q ."

Tl dwiEly

- 30 =

war -L.thc prospective penalties were high and the rewards low
if the Soviets chose the more aggressive course, If ratioﬁals
they should have been deterred, as they dertainly were if they

even contémplated aggression.

(c) ‘Risks for NATO

Conversely, where NATO strategy rested upon taklng the
1n1t1at1ve in employing nuclear weapong, and carrying retalia-
.tlon to Russia, the r&sks for the West were 1ow. If the Sov1ets
had 1aunched general war in the 1950's by a surprise attack
upon SAC, they would have had to use bombers in a raid that
might have yielded the defenders hours of waraning, and which
might have had great difficulty in penetrating‘air defenses,

If they had triggered expgnded attack in Europe, much less of
t@cir still meager stockpile could have been spared for nuclear-
expensive tactical use than would have been possible for NATO,
.Most of it would have had to be reserved for strategic inter-
continental bombing. Not only would the Soviet forces and
pcople.have been damaged severely by more plentiful US weapons;
but its advantage in mobilized manpower would have been swanmped
by NATO nuclear weapons, Europe would have been seriously but
but no means irreparably damaged in the process of defending

it.

(d) Economy

The dominant strategy of the 1950's thus posed unacceptable

risks for the USSR and acceptable risks for NATO. It had the

. : 2o M. .5. é.c R .E-.T
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additional advantage of ecoﬁomy; If an expanded non-nuclear
attack by tﬁe Soviets need not be met in kind, and reliance
could be placed instead upon nuclear deterrence, then‘pfeparaQ
tion for non-nuclear warfare could be limited. And if nuclear
weapbna weée, on balance, greatiy advéﬁtégeous to the West,
then Soviet initiation 6f their use might be régarded as im-
probable. Thus NATO prepara£ions'for nuclear war stressed
\stfike—first rather than strike-second capabilities, with‘
=great peacetime savings which were purchased, however, at

the cost of marked vulnerability.

Theée economies, it must be noted, were not carried in
practice as far as the strategic concebt might have implied.
The Shield of armies and_supporting services was not reduced
to anywhere near a mere "Fripwire," and some capabilities
for sizeable conventional warfare were retained. This imposed
"additional costs, but it also preserved important assets and
flexibility for making new strategic choices. Nonetheless,

: the dominant strategy relied mainly upon nuclear defense,
-with its then existing advantages of acceptable risks and

economy,

2, Future Feasibility of Current Stratesy

(a) Effect of Growing Soviet Strategic Capability

The groﬁing Soviet nuclear-missile capability is eroding

/ the credibility of current NATO strategy. Its premise was US

supremacy in strategic and tactical nuclear weapons. With the
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advent of relative Soviet paritj, howevar, the United States
could no longer uae nuclear weépqns againsé the Seviet Uniocn’
while remaining virtually unscathed. 'Furthermore; the much
larger Soviet supply Qf fissionable material would permit
nuclear weapons to be used‘effectifaiy égaihét Western.Europe,
aﬁlwell as thé US.  General war in the'1960;s would thus damage
North America and Westefn Eu;ope eﬁormoﬁsly, with civilian
casualties probably numbered in the scores of millions.

These soaring costs of general war cast doubt on threats
to unleash it against limited aggression. Yet the primary
danger in this period is Jjust such limited aggression, rather
than a carefully-planned large—scéle invasicn of Western
Eurcpe;, preceded by massive Scoviet mobilizaticn and deploy-
ment. Where and if conflict breaks into overt military acticn
in Eurcpe, it will prcbabiy be minor in magnitude at the
‘beginning. |

We are currently faced with tense bargaining and poésible
hogtilitieg, for example, over Beriin. And so¢ long aa East
Germany remains under Soviet déminationg the possibility of
spreading disorders cannot be wholly discounted. The questicn
is where, and on what terms, any outbreak of hogtilities on
this central front would stop. The Soviets could increase
non-nuclear military pressure beycnd the ability of our forces
to resgpcnd in kind. Then we would have to choose between defeat

and general war. Those are grim alternatives,

Faced with this prospect, there is real danger that some
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of our NATO allieé will feel so vulnerable militarily that they
may become highly guaceptible to Soviet préssures.'lIndeed,

the credibility ¢f the threat of general war to deter any
expanded attack by the‘Soviét; in Westérn Eurcope is already
being increasingly questioheaiby our allies, and this anxiety

is acting as a major divisiv§ force in NATO today. The Alliance
may be subjected to severe, ;nd poésibly unbearable, strain

as a result. |

If our allies are not to be confronted with the prospect

-

of such unacceptable alternatives in the event of hostilities,
then scmething must change in the strategy. It is no longer
!politically feasible to plan to threaten general war against
évary expanded attack by the Soviets in Western Europe. To

d? sc clearly invelves a Prospect of Western casualties on

a scale which makes the threat unacceptable tc cur allies and
.incredible to the Soviets. That very incredibility, in turn,
increases the risk of more aggressive Sovietlpolicy. The risks
of current strategy have beccme exorbitant. | |

-

(b) Limits cn Strategic Deterrence

It iz not feasible in the coming decade to make massive
jretaliation cnce aga;n a reasonable and credible threat against
" every expanded acticn in Eurcpe. This would mean restoring

and maintaining the prcspect of tolerably lcw damage tc the

West in genevral war, while effectively threatening unacceptable

damage tc the Soviet Union. This would require an assured SAC
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capability to destroy the.steadlly grow1ng Sov1et retaliatory
power whlch 4if the Soviets protect it wcll, w111 include perhaps
thousands of targets, many of them sheltered or mobile, dls—
perSédg and concegled -~ and ;11 ﬁrotccted by aIAefensive network.
Any étfemﬁt to implement this altérnafive would ihvolve (i) the
‘certainty of con51derab1= tlme and enormous- expense, and (ii) a

great uncertalnty of ach1ev1ng the de51red resultso

Tt is this uncertainty of rgsults that must be emphasized,
We cannot be confident that thréaté of massive retaliation could
again be a réliablg deterrent'agéinst every eipanded action.in
Eﬁrope. And; where the st&%éé are so high, gambling simply will
not do.

There remains, of course, a reduced but vital range of

massive Soviet aggrcssionq for which there is no possible
al%ernative than deterrence by a strategic threat., For these,
as indicated later, strategic deterrence should be feasible,
But there is no prospect of recovering a degree of strategic
nuclear superiority so great that it would again bermit us
credibly to threaten general war in respoﬁse to any expanded

Soviet action in Europe.

(c) Tactical Nuclear Defense

Tactical nuclear defense is not a solution. A strong
tactical nuclear defense had considerable appeal as long as the
wesf, but not fhc Soviets, enjoyed nuclear plenty, The appeal
has been undermined. Soviet nuclear plenty has rendered a NATO

strategy based on tactical nuclear warfare very costly in peace-
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‘time and self-defeating in wartime.

(1) Peacetime Cost

-

At present, the tactical capabilities of either side might
still be crushed by 5 surpriﬁe‘nuclear attack which was
relatively "clean" Fer example, facticai aircraft at fixed
soft bases could be destroyed with relatlvely few air-burst
nuclear weapons, with consequent relatlvely small damage to
cities and populations. But major reliance on a tactical
nuclear posture would more and more lead both sides to develop
and deploy missiles which, unlike current aircraft, were con-~
cealed, mobile or hard. Te destroy these missiles would require
resort to much higher yield weapons. It would require satura-
tion bombing in the case of mobile targets and ground-burst

weapons in the case of fixed hard ones. The political costs
of a strategy which contenplated atomic hostilities on this
"scale in the event of any expanded Soviet action would be very
great.

The economic costs would scarcely be less. For although
some soft tactical targets in Eastern Europe and the Western
USSR == especially interdiction points of road and rail junctions,
ports and bridges -~ will not grow appreciably in number, the
number of Soviet tactical missiles in this area would certainly
grow if the West set out to create a capability for destroying

them, Only through such proliferation could the Soviets ensure

the survival of their tactical missile capability in the face
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of a determined Western effort to'qreate an effective counter-
missile force, In that event, Western nuclear missile require-

ments would probably be in the thoﬁsaﬁds, rather'than hundreds.

(1i) War-time Effect -

The peacetime political and ecoromic costs of,guch capabil-

ities would certalnly be very large° But the éosts of using

them, should tactical nuclear war break out would be prohibitive,
Such a war would destroy much of a densely populated Wcstern;
Europe, for which it would be dlfflcult and 1mmensely costly
to give even minimum protection through civil defenseo

A nuclear war in Europe cannot be so limited in civilian
destruction as to be accepéﬁble té Europeans. Nuclear weapons,
to be sure, can be small in yield and-relatively cleaﬁ; and they

can be employed only as élr-burst weapons against mainly military

targets. But military pléns are not tending to implement this

.concept, but rather its "dirty" opposite and the dynamics of

combat, in any case, make likely swift escalation from very
limited use of_nuclear weapons to very damaging use., The best
answer to an effective little bomb is a bigger one, with no
natural limit on size or savagery in retaliation or counter-
retaliation, The line between no nuclears and nuclears is
definable and observable, but not so the line between a '"clean"
and a "dirty" nuclear weapon, which is a matter of degree.
Moreover, any conéébt of limited nuclear war in Europe

would destroy the Alliance. By admitting the concept of a
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nuclear war restricted to Europe, the United States would be

' renouncing the threat ipherent in current strategy to broaden

the area of major European hostilitlies to the USSR. Thus it
would be giving the Soviet heartland sanctuary status in order
to preserve North American sanctuary., There can be little

appeal to ouflallies in this most divisive of strategies,

_An expli¢it attempt by the US to disengage from the most

———

terrifying threat; leaving its partners to bear the brunt of

thét threat would undermine NATO's central principle of common
defense. It would shatter rather than rebuild European con-

fidence, and invite a spread of neutralism,

(iii)Implications

Given its consequences; tactical warfare in Europe is

; not acceptable or credlble as a deterrent to anything less

than all-out Soviet attack For deterrlng this contingency,
it makes more sense to rely primarily upon strategic forces that
threaten vital targets in the USSR -- both the exist ng
strategic force in the US and the proposed strategic force
in Europe which is discussed later in this paper. These forces
promise to be much more effective for deterrence;, and, for
conducting general war if deterrence fails. For the outcome
of general war will be determined by the degree of damage
inflicted on the US and USSR, rather than by the course of
tactical fighting in Europe,

Strategic forces thus seem the most powerful and there-

fore lease unpromising means of deterring general war. And if
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we have bought‘this capability for strategic deterrence, why
duplicate it by great expenses directed ﬁoward less effective;
nominally "tactical®, moans'tolthe same end?

It is thus as infeasiblé to meet NATO's current military
problem by a thorough effort to enhance the Shield's tacticai
nuclé;r capability as it would be to meet that prcblem by trying
to restore high confidence ih the threat of masgive strategic

retaliaticn,

(d) Conclusicn

Accordingly, NATO should revise ité strategy and forces to
reflect the conditions of the 1960%s., Fer a viable NATO strategy
in the coming decade; two ;hanges seem essential:

(i) A Shield in Europe whose cenventional capabilities are
so strengthened that thezincreasingly precarious dependence of
NATO upen nuclear responég to non-nuclear aggressicn will be
acceptably lessened,

(ii) A means of reassuring Europe that effective strategic
power will be available in a crisis to deter remaining thrcéts;'l

The meanﬁ of achieving these changes énd their consequences
are separately explored in the following two sections. One
prefatory caution, however; is required. The proposals are
interdependent. Unless the Shield 13 strengthened, the prcpcsals
to assure strategic deterrenct to Euroﬁe would bes teo risky for
reasons that will be indicated. The prcpésais form a package

that must be judged and, 1f accepted, implemented as a whole.
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TIII. Revised Stratery for the Shield

-

1, Scope of Revision

In revising NATO strategy for the 1960's, the aim:should
; be‘to strengthen the Shield's conventional military capabilities
to defend Europe against‘hon-nuclear attacké and to rgduce its
risky,dependencé ﬁpon initiafing.the use of nuclear weapons,
By this means, NATO could avdid the terrible dilemma -
which'the current strategy'invités. If.small_non-nuclear
hostilities started to spiral.into greéter magnitude, NATO
need not then choose between either (i) local defeat if it
decided against using nuclear ﬁeapons, or (ii) tremendous
casualties if it uses them: NATO could instead meet greater
non-nuclear threats resolutely in kind, with better hope for
assuring a favorable outéome. The burden of risky decision
would then be as much upéh the Soviets as on us. And any
- pressure upon the Soviets to move to preemptive attack would
be lessened, In sum;, fulfillment of this alternative would
create a much less precarious situation in Europe before or
during hostilities and would enhance the cohesion of the
Alliance. These are great advantages.

(a) Non-Nuclear Capability

To attain these advantages, it is not necessary that the
NATO non~nuclear capability be able to deal with the contingency
of all-out conflict resulting either from deliberate maximum

Soviet attack or from an unlimited spiralling of limited conflict.
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All-out Attack. Soviet hobilizatidn for a non-nuclear

conquest‘of Eurape would present the same clear-cut and
exfreme profocation as a Soviet nuclear attack. The same

strategic forces that are relied upon to deter nuclear attack
can also deter this provbcatién. Either event would justify

invoking the supreme deterrent.

Unlimited Spiralling. iﬁ NATO's conventional defenses

ére bolstered, the likelihood of any limited hostilities in
Europé Spiralling into éll-out conflict will be low, For the
Soviets would hardly continue in so dangerous a spiral, if
the Shield were holding and tactical victory were not close
at hand. They would reali;e that steadily expanding conflict
would generate a growing risk of general war by accident or
miscalculation and a gro&ing likelihood of the US threatening
strategic retaliation ifzthe conflict were not settled on

- gatisfactory terns,

For these reasons, an "adequate" non-nuclear defense is
defined reasonably,.if somewhat unprecisely, as one that could
contain any Sofiet coﬁventional attack based on ready forces
for a sufficient time for the wider risks to become clear,

Such a defense should be our stated goal. The time perspective
should be measured in weeks, or at the most months, rather than
years. Such forces should deter any such action or.its eXpan-

sion fér fhe reaséns alrea&f indicated,

(b) Tactical Nuclear Capability in Europe

The revised strategy would recognize that hostilities on
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a scale iﬁvolving tactical use of nuclear weaponz would
rapidly ﬁdvé inte general strategic ﬁarfare and that primary
reliance should be placed on cther means for deterring or
éonducting such waffare. ‘This would not imply an absence of
NATO tactical nuclegf weapons, They would still be necessary
to supplemeht'strategic foréea in dsterring ﬁhe Sovie ts from
iﬁitial uss of taqtical nuclear wehpons'and from an all-out,
and hence vulnerable, concentraticn of Soviet conventional
forcea in attacking Western-Europé° But this concept woﬁld
call for preparaticn on far lcwer scale than would be required
to enzble NATO to carry on tactical nuclear warfare. -

What tactical nuclearhcapability would be required to

fulfill these purpcses, if conventional defense in the theater
'is thus to be assigned primacy as the Shield's goal?
X The rough rule shcula bEe to add nuclear to ncn-nuclear
-capabilities conly when addition is relatively inexpensive in
terms of meney and of compremiszing the Shield’s ncon-nuclear
combat effectiveness.

Large tactical mizgiles illustrate the issue. They would
replace tactical airecraft which are useful for nen-nuclear
warfare (and which, with re-orientation of design and concept,
could be made mcre so). Not =2¢ an MRBM, which would be an
absurdly exﬁenaivc way cf carrying conventicnal high exploaives
and whecse cost 23 a nuclear delivery weapon could only be

juztified if it were intended to enhance the strategic detercrent.
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Consequently new tactical nuclgaf capabilities should in
general be added to the Shield only to a limited extent. The
goals of.strategic deterrence to all-out attack ahd.ofAdetérw
rence to lesser non-nuclear attack should have first claim on
military expenditures, If thgée gdais are fulfilled, most of
the bufden of deterring the enemy frbm moving té nuclear
weapons‘or to a decisive concentration of conventional forces,
because he fiﬁds”our'non—nuclear defenses strong, can be borne
by our strategic forces,

For these deterrent purposes, however, nuclear tactical
air strike forces will also be needed in the theater. Some
small misgiles, dual—purpoé& Howitzers, nuclear-capable air-
craft; etc.; which can be added at moderate cost, can also be
valuﬁble in supplementing?deterrence.

: On the other hand, if this concept be accepted, some
current trends must and can be reversed. The design of
tactical aircraft oriepted almost exclusively toward nuclear
delivery, with non-nuclear capabilities severely compromised
in the process;, is one example, .On the ground, the compromisf
ing of divisional conventional capabilities in terms of reduced
artillery and the other arms should be questioned. In design
of equipment; as well as organization and deployment of forces,
we must be sure that we do not so compromise our npn—nuclear
capabilities as to dissgipate their.potential adequacy.,

2. Effect on Deterrence

On balance, would this shift in strategy reinforce or

SECLRET



impair deterrence?

(a) Deterrent to All-out Attack o : o )
The NATO strategy must atﬁempt to dofer both all-out
and lesser aggressioﬂ.\ﬁnder the exiékigg and revised strategy,
the déterrent to all-out'attack ﬁoul& cpntinu§ to be the threat
of stfategic.rétaliation'égainst the Soviet Union; . The conﬁuest
of Western Europe should, théreforé,-continue to entail cost$
too”high to be éttractive.

(b) Deterrent to Lesser Aggression

The change would occur at the other end of the spectrum,
There the deterrent would be enhanced in effectiveness.

The strategic threat could deter any attack, aside from
inéursions and infiltrations, so long as thié threat remaiﬁed
credible to the Soviets éhd our allies, But as its costs to
the United States soar, the Soviets may be tempted to actions
-for their political effect. They may consider, in this event,
that the risks of the strategic response against smaller actions
are declining and that the potential political impact of such
‘actions is increasing.

They may consider that the risks are declining because
execution of the strategic threat would involve such dis-~
proportionate costs to the U.S.

They may consider that the potential political advantages
of lesser actions are increasing because our allies would be
torn, in the event of such actions, between two fears: (i) that

an all-out war response would destroy them for apparently

Ec R'E S .

F)

Tl iy




ISR SEC'RE XTI U
N | S R

ae ~auv o m 4 wm .y " .

inadequate c#use, or (iij-that failure to respond would leave
them naked to Sofiét power, The USSR might'expect'ﬁhat threats-
of limited action could undermine the Alliance by the interplay
'and conflict of these two fears, so long'as NATO strategy was
predicgtgd on an all-out.rgsppnse té any expanded action,

As its own strength grew, therefore, the USSR might be
tempted at some‘point to fhréaten'or undertake sﬁch limited
actiohso- |

The révised strategy wouid miﬁigate this danger. Greater
‘conventional capability Qould allow such tﬁreats or actions to
be dealt with by responses more in keeping with their scope.

In consequence, allied hesitancy'about reacting and Soviet
doubts as ﬁo whether NATO would react would both be ﬁitigated.
Moreover, the Soviets wod}d be deprived of the ieverage of
blackmail, which is an added incentive to local aggression.,

Not only would an effective NATO response short of general
war be more certain, but the Soviets would still have to weigh
the serious danger that once wioleqce began it_might get out
of h#nd and escalate into general war., Hen;e their uncertainty
about the ultimate costs to them would remain, and would rein-
force the certainty of an effective initial NATO responsé as
a deterrent to such actions.

The revised gtrategy should also reduce the risks of
general war becauée it would reduce the probability of limited
aggression spiralling into general war., NATO would be under

less compulsion to move from non-nuclear to nuclear hostilities.

.- StEC RIEX
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This NATO shift from a trigger.-happ‘ysituation to an inherently
ﬁorﬁ stable situation woﬁid reduce thé likélihood-of enemy
nuclear pre-emption, |

Under the revised strategy, initiaﬁion of nuclear weapons
would méfk tﬁe boundary Eetwepn limited and general war., It
would be a conscious decision to éxpénqihostilities.through a
step that was definable, obsérvable; and of tﬁggravest portent,
If Western retaliatory pﬁwer is pow;rful and secure, as it
certainly can and should be, the probability that the Soviets
would thus deliberately decide to convert European provocations
into general war should be very small, Deterrence of general

war would be strong,

3. Feasibilitv

A NATO policy that iinimizes the need for Western initiation
of nuclear war and yet sf}engthens deterrence demands adequate
.non-nuclear forces., What is "adequate™ and how feasible is
NATO financing of such forces?

(a) Size and Calibre of Forces

How many NATO divisions would.be required on the central
front to counter an attack by Soviet ready divisions in the
period ahead? In determining the feasibility of the proposed
strategy; a precise answer is not necessary. It is enough to
know whether the proposal would be prohibitively expensive.

In considering the question; military experts from the

various services were consulted. Their views seemed to coincide
within a relatively narrow range. A Jjudgment must take account of
SR S ECRET
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(1) the probable Soviet ready divisions after recent

v

-~

and prosﬁeétive reductions; '

(ii) the number of these which could be allocated to the
central front in Europej - T -

‘_ (iii)limitations imposed by logistic difficultiés and
e#cessive-vulnerability from undue massing of forces;

(iv) the defensive advaﬁtage in non-nuclear warfare,
éstimated variously at 2:1 or 3:1; |

(v) the dengity of forces fequifed for specific areas;
reserves, etc,

In the light of ﬁhesehfactors, the requirements for non-
nuclear defense against ready Soviet forces do not appear too
ambitious. In fact, they probably do not exceed the ﬁresent
NATO targets of 30 divisions for Shield Forces. Both logistic
and military considerations would sharply limit the proportion
‘of total Soviet ready forces which could be allocated and
deployeq on the central front. And the Shield's defensive
ob jective shculd permit its ﬁprces to counter a much larger
attacking force. The resulting requirement could surely be met
by a NATO that has greater manpower, as well aa wealth, than
the Soviet Unicn and European Bloc. The expected growth of

German forces will bring the number on the central front to

1/
According to current national intelligence estimates,
Soviet grcund forces will be cut from 100 combat ready
divisions (plus 70 cadre) as of 1 January, 1960 to 65 combat
ready divisions (plus 60 cadre) as of 1 January, 1962.
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more than 26 divisions, A target of 28-30 ready divisions
could be reached if some French forces returned from Algeria
or other members increased theif.cdntributions. And further
cuts in Soviet conventional forces might make a lower NATO
Atarget_adequafe. There thus seems to be no rational basis

fop the frequently-encountered despair about NATOlfor_ée,levelso

The picture is mucﬁ less feaésuring regarding the kind
of divisions, their quality, the.desirable number of reserve
divisions, tactical air and other complementafy support, and
stocks of arms and supplies. It is here that new responsibil-
ities must be squarely faced. One gets the impressibn that
many European forces suffe; from a pervasive neglect, which
is not surprising as long as governments are persuaded that
virtually all protectionﬁ}ests with nuclear deterrence and
that little urgency attaches to concepts and budgets for non-
.nuclear defense.

The proposed strategic concept will not permit these
rationalizations of neglect to continue. For example, sﬁpply
levels for fighting will have to be improved, Above all,
modern equipment and training will be essential. When the
adjective "conventional" is used to describe non-nuclear warfare,
it does not mean World War II equipment. New weapons, tactics,
and ideas are needed to match and surpass the Soviets in this
area, Complexity, sophistication, and high mobility of at
least some key forces are required. For this, troops must be well-

trained and ready, which implies periods of service long enough
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to master complicated jobs. The political obstacles to longer

-

service are serious but might be mitigated or overcome if the

purpose of the non-nuclear force was understood,

-

. (b)" Costs and Savings

Thus the new requiremeﬁts.do involve considerable new .
expense for qualitatife improfements in those forces., But
added outlays for these 1mprovements must be balanced aralnst

off-setting economies made possible by other aspects of the
suggested strategy° Each of these potential offsetting
economies is considered further below,

(i) New Technology

-

There appears to be real promise that new guidance devel-
opments in defensive missi{es suitable for use in a non-nuclear
conflict may increase the advantage of defensive over offénsive
forces. If so, force level requirements for defense should
drop accordingly. The revolutionary advances in guidance,
for example, may so bolster air defenses ~- at least in a
non-nuclear environment where those defenses should survive --
that any Soviet advantages in numbers\of tactical aircraft
may be less grievous than formerly estimated. The tank
spearheads of future attack might be hampered by other ad-
vances in guidance, This is only a single illust?ation of
reasonab-le'possibilities9 but one with real point. On balance,
new technology may not be cost-increasing, though the reverse
may prove to be the case, Research and development needs to
be urgently pursued in the now-neglected area of non-nuclear
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(ii) Other Innovations

Thefg are other pertinent possibilities for.economizing,
Are there unexploited oppdrtunities for great imﬁrovements
in efficiency through integrated logistids for NATO? Should
they be seized?-despitg all the political fésistancé attend-
aht upon breaking the'pfinciple of natiénal responéibility?
Surely these questions shouid be answered authoritatively
by expert inquiry. As with weépohfy advénces, é reneﬁéd
sense of purpose in non-nuclear defense can and should spark

new efforts for innovation and improvement,

(iii)Utilitv of Reserve Forces
Non-nuclear attack is not as overwhelmingly swift as
nuclear attack, This means renewed utility for reserve

. forces. To be sure, these reserves must be trained and

équippedo Still, in Weséern Europe the cost of reserves
" should be moderate. They need not have the full range of

advanced equipment and full supply that is required for global
mobility of ready forces like the US divisions in Europe.
Nor, obviously, do they require the transport and expense
of maintenance, with dependents, far from home. Savings
should be substantial., These advantages may be especially
great for territorial reserves. While more highly-trained and
equipped units operate as key mobile forces in the theater,

such reserves can complement them with less mobility.

(iv) Savings in Tactical Nuclear Capabilities

The greatest area for compensating economies in the theater,
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howevar, lies in lesszened preparations for tactical nuclear
warfare, If we plan on tﬁe nuclear initiative in Europs and
reliance cn NATO tactical nuclear forces, tha expénditures
would be Véry large indeed., HNATC would be forced thoroughly
to renovate its forces, to ensure their sgrvival in the face
of gro#ing Soviet tactical nuclear cﬁpabilities. This would
involve far more than merely %ddiné mobile or hardened
miasileé of longer range. Ccmmand and control centers would
have to be protected, as would all vital combat elementg dzwn
to and inciuding individual defense battéries and basiec infra-
structure and cther suppsft%ng faciilities, Operaticrnally-
expensive short-take-off-and-landing airplanes in diasperaad
locaticns weould have to replace regular aircraft. A full-

fledged mophisgticated air defenge system might have to te

-

ingtalled in Eurcpe, akin to that in North America. Mgcst

of these needs, which would have to be met for an effsctivs
tactical nruclear war capability, would not have tc be met undar
the propcsed gstrategy.

In sum; the propozal for enhancing Shield necn-nruclear
capabilities would inveive s=igrificant costs, mainiy for guali-
itative improwement. These costa would be partly cffzet by a
variety of possible savinge. Hew much pet costs wceuld go up
is uncertain.

The alternative of a Shield thorocughly revamped for tacti-
cal nuclear war in an era of grewing Sowiet nuclear capabilities

would be far more costly. The proposal iy expensive onliy in
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comparison with alternatives that would simply accept acrcss-
the-board deficiencies everywhere, or that would move to a
more "trip-wire"” concept in Europe without facing the concomitant

need to bolster strategic offense and defense capabilities.

(c) Political Requiremgnts

What is pfoposed is surely within the economic cépability
of an Alliance whése inéome —- especially in Europe--- has risen
at gsuch a rapid rate in recent years,;'To be within‘our political
- reach, however:

" (1) Its merits and implications must be clearly understcod
within the Alliance. Europeans will not support the unexotic,
but extremely useful, repairing of Shield deficiencies unless
they understand that fulfilling this task will reduce the like-
lihood that any significant use of the Shield would trigger
nuclear hostilities. -

(ii) The US must maintain its share in conventional defense.
If we want to persuade our Allies to buttress the Shield; we
can hardly begin by diminishing our contributicns to it. Later{
when European contributions can and sﬁéuld be greater;, and the
threat may be lower; US contributions may be able to decline
without impairing our security. But that time is nct at hand.

iV. Reinforcement of Strategic Deterrence

1. The Need for NATO Strategic Capabilities

(a) The Basic Requirement

More powerful conventional forces will obviate depend-

ence on strategic retaliation for countering certain classes

2)
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of aggreasion apacifiad abovéul Bpt wa Cannot egcape depend.
ence on strategic deterrence for other types af_qggr&u&ion e
notably quclear blackmail and the threat of maszive nuciear
agsaault on Wqétarn Europe. ) _

Soviet threats-of roékeﬁ attack, the most flagrant form of
pbiitical pregsure, may well_gréw &é fhey alre#dy chow gigne
of doing. Lost Westérn Buf&b&an cecuntriem becoms cowed by
Soviet threats; these must be rendéréd ineffective by a
credible counter-threat,

Such a counter-threat ig algc required in order to deter
the Soviet Union from crippling NATO conventional forces by
a nuclear blitz, or from'expandihg a conflict to extreme limits
in the event a conventional Blecc attack is repelled by the NATO
forces. Even a strcong conventional Shield cannot prowide asuch

a cocunter-threat.

(b) The US Role

US strategic forcea, now and for the foreceesble future,
must be the main iﬁstrumant'fé? dgterring extreme Soviet
provecations in Europe as well as directly againat the US,
Strengthening the Shield would lessen the burden c¢n US strategic
forces by reducing the range of Soviet provocaticna against
which thresats of strategic reprisals muast be made. Even in a

period of nuclear stalemate, this appears to be a credible
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burdeh_for strategic forces., To this‘end;

(i) We should maintain a stratégic posture that lends
real credence to our deterrent polic},. Soviet fear of US
deterrent power must be maintéiﬁed by preserving our strategic
capability agéinst‘the USSR, despite Sofiet defensive measures.

(ii)rWe shouid sfate and reétate'ouf intention to protect
Western Europe,‘ We should make clear that we believe that
it is rationalrfor the US to equate the gecurity of Western
Europe with that of the continental.US.

(iii)We should try to preserve a critical area of un-
certainty in Soviet estimates of the US will and ability to
strike under conditions whfch are highly provocative but
fall short of all-out conflict. The_Soviets must be given
some cause to fear that the US might, in this circumstance, at
least unleash a limited strategic nuclear war, counting upon
Jts nuclear blackmail to intimidate a Soviet response,

In all these ways, US deterrence can be kept suffic&éntly
powerful in the eyes of the Soviets to meet the burden which
would be placed on that deterrence under the probOSed strategy.

(c¢) The European Requirement

Providing ample US strategic power to meet these threats
is indispensable, but it is not enough., European anxieties
will center increasingly on whether that power can be counted
upon in a crisis: Will the United States resolutely face an

acute risk of millions of American casualties in general war
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in order to deter a looming or actual Soviet major provocati on
in Europe?

We Americans may maintéin an effectivé strateéic striking
force; and it is important that we do. We may éay that we
cén bércounted upon; and it ié igportant that wé do., But these
words and ﬁilitary preparafiqns ca# merely g;;gx deep-~-seated
anxieties, These anxieties will only be removed if‘the European
members of NATb have a capability for strategic retaliation,
in order to deter the kinds of Soviet aggression which even a
strengthened Shield could not counter,

The following sections*appraiseg‘very summarily, alter-
native means for creating a supplemental Europeaﬁ deterrent;
and propose the outlines of a constructive scheme for meeting
this need, )

2, Independent National Deterrents

The strongest evidence that the US deterrent does not
fully meet the need in European eyes lies in the costly efforts
of the UK ahd'FranceD and prospectively perhaps of others, to
secure nuclear retaliatory power that is under their own control,
They are motivated, of course, by prestige and many other con-
siderations apart from the fear that US retaliatory power might
be withheld in a crisis., Nonetheless, their sizeable effort
lends credence to their expressed fears about American resolu-
tion., National deterrent forces should, therefore, be considered

first in our exploration of alternatives,
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(a) National Military Considerations

The military appeal of national forces lies in ﬁhq,hope
that a m15511e capablllty which could assuredly place a few
01ty destroylng warheads on target mlght be enough to deter the
Soviet Unlon from an attack upon the country that possesses them°
The task of constructing even sdqh a capability is enormously
dlfflcult.m.For no European éountﬁy is such a missile capability
from its own efforts in sight untll the latter part of this
decade, lf then., Britain has given up on its own missile; and
France has a long way to go,

By the time sqéh a capability might come into being, its
retaliatory power would behuncertain. Protectiné such a force;
and assuring its ability to peﬁetrate defenses; would not be
easy in view of continual}y advancing arms technology and in
the facelpf a rich, resourceful opponent., The only certainty,
.if this course be followed, is that of high expense, The
military value is conjectural,

Another military implication is equally plain., If such
capabilities are attained, they will virtually be confined to
deterring the one contingenﬁy of mass nuclear assault upon the
country in question. Against any other threat, their employ-
ment would be known by all to be suicidal, and hence the
credibility of their employment would be virtually nil,

(b) Collective Military Implications

If national deterrents offer such uncertain and limited
military rewards for sizeable expense, their import for a
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balanced coliectivé force in ﬁATO is:clgaro They divert great
resources from the needszd Shicldp while not sqbstiﬁuting for

it, They are doubly divisive in the Alliance, for they impede
cﬁlleétive pfcpérations whilé-lhef attest to lack of faith in
collecfive défcnsea iFof collective effipiencyp.a.proliferation
Qf purely national deéerrents_from purely pational efforts is
tﬁe worst of all alternﬁtives;

Operationally, such forpes also pose a gravé prebiem, If
ever they are used;, will they te coordinated in emplcyment with
the NATO strategic elements? Ugcoordinated forces could leéd
to the.worst sort of targetéing; namely, everjone hitting Soviet
cities almost exclusively. If so, the Sovietsg‘with no major
cities left as hostages to réstrain their behaviors.and with

none of their retaliatory power damaged, cculd hardly ke
expected to limit their response. 1In a nuclear world, when
wara can start by accident as well as design, losing even the
faint hope of '"controlling" general war is cxtreﬁely serious.
Cocordinated opérational coﬁtrcl of gloktal strategic elements

is required.

{c) Political Considerations

Given these sweeping military drawbacks, should the US
try to lessen them by (i) opposing national military deterrents,
or {ii) greatly reducing their wastes by weapon and other

aggistance?

Since the UK and, even more insistently, France are

requesting US assistance in the development of independent
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-nucleaf-capabilities, it has been argued that meeting these |
demands is a condition of‘inter—allicd‘harmonyp and that deny-

ing them will prejudice fhc allied defense effort., Though this
may be tfue in the short run, th§ Jong-run cohsequenCes of
.Iénding.such assistance are a;most'suyc to be disruptive of

allied uﬁity. Yielding to Frénch pfessures would only encourage
further F;eﬁch demandé. And some 2l1llies, notably West Germany,
‘would soonkfind &heir undér;privilcgcd.status intolerable, and
make demands whiéh other allies Qould.stfongly oppose;

To encourage such decentralization of deterrent power would
also increase the risks of accidentﬁl or irresponsible use; and
the perception of thié possibility would foster furfher discord
in the Alliance. It would, morecver, strengthen the world-
wide proliferation of nuclear capabilities, with all its
implications for tensions,; risks, and reduced chances for arms

.control,

Still;, can the United States prevent the spread of
independent.retaliatory forces? If such proliferation is
inevitablé, would the US do beét to help its Allies direct
their efforts into the relatively most promising channels,
save them the wasteful drain on their resources, and shore up
Allied cohesion as best it can?

In fact this proliferatioﬁ is not inevitable unless we
made it-sb. Even if it were, over the lcnger run, there might

be merit in slowing down the spread. At present,; only France

is firmly determined to go ahead. If left to their own resources,

.n: oo: : --: , é-E. C R: E-‘T
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‘even the Frégch_ﬁiéht cvcntﬁally find the effort unpalatable
and the resuits disappcinting -~ especially as thc.costs And
difficulties of creating an effcctive dwlivéry 8ystem become
more apparent, On the other'handg if the US helps the_Frehch,
to acquire a'national capabiliﬁy at bearable cests, not only
will the French be encéuraged fo parseverg#lbuﬁ the UK will
he vir£ua1}y constrained to hang on to an independent nuclear
force, West Germany is certain to clﬁim the same priviiege
before_lpngp and Italy may be induced to demand equal status
as a "middle powér“, "
Much, therefore, depends upon US policy. National efforts
may not succeed without US aid. And éven if some spread cf
independent nuclear deterrents proves inevitable, its scope
can be greatly reduced;, the process slowed down, and the neﬁ
clgb members kept from acqﬁiring weapons systems which wecuid
givelthem strong confidence in their ability to act indepsnd-
éntlyo

3. A Collective Detearrent for NATO

National programs ﬁill seem even less attractive to
" European countries if a constructive alternative to independent
naticnal deterrents is put forward, A multi-pnaticnal deterrent
is, in principle, more attractive, because it weculd avoid or
greatly lessen the drawbacks of national deterrents,

But an attempt to create such a multi-national deterrent
faces a new problem that many deem insuperable: How can a multi-

national force be depended upon for protection when other members
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may veto its employment? This centfal«problem can, ‘it is

-

believed; be solved through the arrangement outlined below,

It is proposed that a multi-national strategic capability A

be established in Europe under the command of SACEUR. Its

purpose would be tb give the European members of NATO a

missile threat against the USSR which would be a serious

strategic deterrent. To relieve European anxieties about the

" dependability of such a force in a crisis, it is proposed that

SACEUR be authorized in advance by the North Atlantic Council

to use the force against key Soviet strategic targets in the

event that the Soviets initiate major nuclear attack on the

Treaty Area.

The force could be

used in other contingencies

if and as the Council might decide. The implications of such

a.- control arrangement will be considered in more detail later

in this report.

The proposed multi-national retaliatory force could not

be brought into being for several years, given lead-time required

for international negotiation, procurement and training. There-

fore an interim force of US-~manned POLARIS Submarines under the

control of SACEUR is proposed which, while it falls short of

meeting full European demands, could help to cover the gap.

The proposed interim program would symbolize concretely US

desires for constructive assistance.

Should

the interim

the NATO members not

program would remain

th
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agree to create its successor,

as an acceptable alternative,
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The United States thus need not and zhould not be a2 gupplicant

b

for creation of the multi-naticral force; given itz late and
problemaﬁical arri&al,‘this force would noﬁ Help to'cloae any
"miggile gap". The US would be favérihg ite Allies by helping
them to set up the multi-naticnal force and it sheuld viow itz
bargaining about the terms on-which that force was to be set
up accordinglya | | |

The essential componénts of the propésed interim and
multi-natiqnal deterrenﬁ prograﬁsrare outlinéd in paragraphs
4 and § beldwg thgir ovefall effect and.the adequacy of proposed
control arrangements is evaluated in paragraph 6.

4. The Interim Program (INPRO)

(a) Under the Interiim Pregram the US would offer to
"make a substantial proportion of US-manned POLARIS submarines,
;as they beccme operational,lﬁvailable to NATC to be undsr the
complete and direct control of SACEUR\in reace and war, His
contrcl would be exercised whether or not all the submarines
*ere deployed in the area of his command.

(b) The US wculd authorise the firing of the misgiles:
(i) by order of SACEUR, in the event of x ma jor Soviet nuclear

attack on the Treaty area, (ii) by descisien of NAC or other

procedure approved by the NAC in other contingenciesz. In either

1/

In additicn, this force might be supplemented by includ-
ing other US strategic forces that are staticried in Europe or
within NATO command areas, provided that the British did
likewige., ,. ... . ..

SECRTET
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case the US would commit itself tb.comply with the decision,
(é) the US would also retain authority to fire the

s missiles without NATO approval. Even S0, the arrangment would

aésuage European fears as to-ﬁhether US strategic bower would

be used in their defense. o |

(d) The number of POLARIS submarines in the INPRO fleet

might be as high as 12 or 14 by the mid- 1960'5° (If desired,

‘merchant vessels or conventional submarines mlght be substltuted
'for the POLARIS submarines).
(e) Crews would be American and warheads would remain
! under ﬁS custody until.the decision of employment has been
made by SACEUR, the NAC, or the President of the United States,
'as indicated above,
(f) Since the POLARIS submarines involved would be
dllocated from the number programmed in any case for the US,
- the US would bear the costs of production, maintenance and
operation,

5. The Multi-national Strategic Force {(NADET)

The NATO Deterrent (NADET) is envisaged as a natural
succegsor to the Interim Program,

E The US would inform the European countries, when it set
up the Interim Program, that it stood ready to assist in
establishing this successor arrangement on two conditions:

{a) NADET must be sufficiently multi-national so that
no participating ally could pull out units to be employed as

a national force. For this purpose, the force should be multi-
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- national down.to and including the firing crews, and its ad-
ministration, ownership and financigg should be multi-national,
(b) The NATO members must be able to agree on an effective
means for its control, This may well be difficult. "INPRO would,
however, have established'a.ngtur#l-precedent which the NATO |
mcﬁbers could well follow, If they did, thé force could be
Qmpléycd by SACEUR in the e#ént-of:large scale nuclear attack
on the Treaty area, and its-use_ih éther circumstances would be
as determined by the Council. By such advance authority, the
NATO members woul& only be recognizing that in fact a nuclear
attack on the Treaty area would inevitably trigger use of an
intact NATO strategic force,
| To safeguard data on weapons design, the US would maintain
| constructive custody of POLARIS warheads, undertaking in advance
to release them whenever the force was-ordered into action under
- the agreed procedures. The sole_purpose of formal custody would
be to preserve security of design data; since it would not affect
control for use, it should not be objectignable to the Europeané.‘
If they objected nonetheless and pressed for full NADET
custody in peacetime, the US would have to decide whether this
change was essential to make NADET an effective response to
European concerns and thus to head off national programs., Other-
wise, this change should be strongly resisted‘by the US, in |
order not to maka available weapons design.data to the participat-
ing nations. Even if custody of the warheads were to be trans-

ferred to NADET, consideration should be given to having missile
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and warhead maintenahce provided by the US in ingtallations
required in any case for the US POLARIS submarine fleet,

If the Europeans accépfed this propcsal, we should be
prepared.to take part in common finéncing'and manning of the
submarines and supportlng facllltles as agreed by NATO. In

.addltlon, the US would be prOV1d1ng the warheads.' POLARIS
submarlnes from the exlstlng INPRO cr new productlon could
be sold to NADET as and when it.stood.ready‘to receive them.

The US would not insist-that all NATO members join NADET
if the prescribed conditions were fulfilled. It might ccn-
sider allowing NADET to be organized under the European Ccm~
munity or WEU, if they desired to dc so and met the prescribed
conditions and put them at NATO disposal,

If the NATO countri;s wished to accept NADET without the
proposed multi-national éﬁaracter and control, the US should
"not agree., Without this featurs, it woﬁld be relatively easy
for NATO countries to withdraw their contributions to NADET
and employ them as national units. Multi-national command or
ownership would not be an adequate safeguard against withdrawal
if the submarine were manned by nationals of one country, If
servicing facilities were multi-national, this could be an ob-
sﬁacle to effective national use over the leong run, but it would
not hinder immediate operational use of any for national purposes,

If the European countries concluded that 3ome other weapon
systems than the POLARIS-submarine ccmbination was more advan-

tageous, NADET could adopt it. However, there are obvious
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politiéal advéhtaéé !iﬁ'offe;;nélwﬁa£ aﬁpe;;s to be the single
moét pramising sysﬁem to our allies; In any event, we should

strongly urge adoption qf a éea—based system, since this would
offer great advantages.

-

In war-time;, such a éystem appears to be the lcaét vulnerébie

i to missile'dr air attack or to land invasion. A Soviet first

strike on such a system woﬁld cause less incidental damage to

NATO counprigs_and forces, ani'this would be apparent to the
Europeans beforehand. These advantages would apply as well during
any limited hostilities, when sea-borne missiles would also be
secure., This invulnerability of sea-borne missiles wou%& make
them more effective as a deterrent and less trigger-happy in the
event of either a grave international crisis or limited
hostilities, -

- In peacetime, sea-borne missiles would avoid the "host

country" problem; with any claim of special veto. They would
also be less vulnerable to Soviet intelligence and to take

over by national forces. They would minimize the risks of
sabotage and of nuclear accidents which would geﬁerate a strong
popular neutralist reaction. Most importantly, a sea-borne
missile force would be "out of sight and out of mind". Instead
of rushing gonspicuousl} about European roads or railrocads, and
thgs stirring up all sorts of fears and controversies, it would
be undersea most of the time -- visible only when it put into

a relatively small number of ports.

In combination, these advantages are so overwhelming as
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to outweigh high costs per submarine, Actually total system
costs would not be unduly high, Some 200-odd missiles should
be adequate as a strategic deterrent in view of their invulner-

ability. ‘ -

6. - Evaluation of NADET

"(a) Yalue as Deterrent

‘How would NADET and a bolstered Shield contribute to
deterrence of Soviet attack on tﬁe Treaty area?

(i) For the contingency agreed in advance, large scale
~nuclear attack on the Treaty aréa, NADET would be an effective
deterrent, Its threat of heavy damage would'supplemeht that
of the US stf;tegic force.h '

(ii) Convgntional attack on the Treaty area by ready Soviet
forees wbuld be covered by the improved Shield. As indicated
earlier, this Shield would be a more credible .threat than the
.present uncertain threat of nucléar reaction,

(iii)Attacks on the Treaty area of greater scope, but
short of large scale nuclear attack; such as all-out Soviet
conventional attack would be covered in two ways. First, US
striking power would threaten nuclear retaliation, as at the
present., Second; the Soviets could not count on NAC failure
to agree on NADET use under these conditions, Siﬁce all-~out
Soviet attack would be preceded by Soviet mobilization or
prolonged hostilities; there would be time to try to reach agree-~
ment.,

The creation of NADET would thus reinforce the deterrent

- 88 CRTLT
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to Soviet attack on the Tfeaty'area'and the effectiveness of

NATO forces in responding to attack, . *

(b) Effect on National Programs

Would fhe éroposal sati;fy fhe demand for hational
strategic detérrenfs? ‘

o Given the NAC—agfeed advaﬁce.rule of engagement and‘the
absencé'of US veto, the proposal would go far toward meeting
European cdnberns. The mﬁjor threat would have been covered
in advance., With a reinforced Shield and NADET, NATO would |
thus, have made effective provisioﬁ against all likelvy mili-
tary contingencies. The remaining uniikelx contingencies
would, if they materialized; leave time for NATO to agree on
NADET action. Since the §oviets could not count on non-use
of NADET, its deterrent value would be at ieast as effective

- a threat as are inadequate national forces. The unilateral
'Us strategic power and the tactical weapons of other NATO
countriea would still be available for use, even if NATO
;ould not agree on NADET's use.

NADET, then; should meet the fundamental need to assuage
European anxieties about the reliability of strategic deterrence,
Failing agreement on NADET, INPRCO will contribute materially to
meeting this need. Indeed, our mere offer to help create a multi-
national NATO capability not under US controi, whose use by
European countries would clearly involve the US in nuclear war,
would probably go far to meet any Eurcpean concerns as to our

present willingness to use strategic power in Europe's defense.
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(c) Relation to Alternatives

-

The INPRO/NADET proposal would be much better than any
alternative solution, The dlsadvantages of spreading national
deterrents have already been discussed., ' The proposal is superlor
.'to adoptlng the controlpatternof the proposed MRBM program --

 with control being shared by the US, the host country, and
SACEUR. The US veto would prevent thls arrangement from meet-
. ing the Eurepean desire for'arveto—free ferce, whicﬁ is behiﬁd
the drive for national capabilities. And to foﬂcgo the US veto
over missiles supplied ﬁo host countries would create new
problems and tenszons. For many allies would con51der that

SACEUR's veto, by 1tse1f was an inadequate safeguard against

irresponsible use by national crews,

The hest combination appears to be responsible strategic
b;cking by US programs aﬁh reassurances, a US strategic POLARIS
‘capability under SACEUR control, and the prospect of some form
of a NADET program,.

Ve Relation of Strategic and Shield Proposals

The proposals for a strengthened Shield and an assured )
deterrent are interdependent., The risks of giving our partners |
a trigger on nuclear war demand that they join with us in reduc-
ing the likelihood that it need be pulled because of Soviet
provocations in Europe. That NATO agree to strengthen the conven-
tionaltional Shield should be a pre-condition to US implementation

of the NATQO collective deterrent. Otherwise the risks would be
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excessive, The proposals should be considered, and negotiated,
ag a package. The Shield buidd-up could begin promptly, and
should have made substantial progress by the time NADET came

into being several years hence,

.VI. Broader Political Advantages of Proposals

1. Cementing the Alliance

Straihs.within NATO have been obvious to all,-and some are
8o deep-rooted that no particulér pfoposal for revised strategy
can do more than mitigate them., Surely, however, these proposals
go far towara. alleviating prospecfive strains and providing new
opportunities for mutually beneficial cooperation.

(a) Théy avoid the most divisive of strategies. The
proliferation of national stfategic déterrents -~ surely the
most disruptive course;, with its foundation in gnawing doubt
that others will come to one's d;fense in the face of the worst
.threat -- is countered in two ways. First, a strategy for
limited nuclear war in Europe, which would eventually drive
Europeans toward deterrents of their own if not to neutrality,
is rejected. Second; a constructive alternative is offered in
the form of a NATO strategic deterrent which in extremis can
trigger nuclear war-- almost certainly involving the US. What
more striking reaffirmation of US determination to defend Europe
could be given? These proposals, in short, recognize the need
for inter-allied interdependence and foéus upon it.

(b) The proposed strategy lends new credence to the old

goal of a Shield in Europe. In re-vitalizing the old goal, and
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demonstfating iﬁs continued utility,lit restores the basgsis for
truly collective action. .An integrated Shieldg with other associ-
ated capabilities, demands a coalition effort. No single country
c&n go it alone in this area, and yet.togéther the j&b is well
withiﬁ NATO cgpabilities.' The essence of collective defenée by

. common effortzéhould bnce again Eé restored, |

(c) Abéve all, the_proposgd-péliby would make sense from
fhe Westefn Eﬁropean point of view,'-é strategy which relies on
general strategic war or yidesﬁread and intensive use of tactical
nuclear weapons for gombaﬁting all but minor forms of Soviet
aggression, will ndt continue to make sense to Europeans. The
realization of these military facts of life is bbund to spread
widely, To refuse to discuss changeé in strategy, 1est-the
discussion of the need for change create apprehensions, is a
"heads in the sgand" policy., It invites the prospect that the US
.will be dragged into change by less-well informed allies, rather
than Eonstructively leading the way.

(d) Finally, cohesion would be strengthened because the
first steps to implement these proﬁosals could be taken by-the
United States quickly without protracted inter-allied negotia-
tion. The proposals for a NATO deterrent could be put forward, and
US actions to implement its interim pha#e might begin straight-
away. Initiatives could bhe taken promptly, in themselves
evidence of strengthening the Alliance, and they could be pressed
as inter-allied consensus develops.

Over the longer run, this constructive approach should go
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far to restore European confidence in Americaﬁ maturity and in
European security. To restore thié.cdnfidence is.a pre-condition
of a strong Europe, a strong NATO, and a strong United'States;
That these proposalsllend thémselves to this end is their main,
but by no means only, politicgl-military advantage,

2. Consisteﬁcy with Glabal Requirements

The proposed poiicy would incfease the flexibility of
NATO militarj response in the Treaty area and also broaden US --
and, for théﬁ_matter, Western -- choices in countering aggressioﬂ
in the rest 6f the'world. Suitable US strategic forces are
required to back our European allies. Those forces have great
deterrent value elsewhere as well, Without them, the US would
be in a weak position to counter aggression in the Middle East
and Asia where the power @f the Soviet Union and of Communist
China to invade and occup} is difficult to balance by creating
sBufficient local strength,

Similarly, a build-up of conventional forces in Europe
would require a modernization of US tactical forces, permit us to
do so relatively cheaply, and make US divisions more effgctive
for operations in other parts of the world.

3. Avoidance of Extreme Provocation to USSR

While we must bé prepared resolutely to counter Soviet
pressures, and to apply pressures on them when the specific
opportunity is promising, we must also avoid acting provocatively
when to do so does not, on balance, serve a vital purpose. The

Soviet Union should find the establishment of a multi-national
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deterrent system less provocative than the development of
independent strategic capabilities, especially if such a
development foreshadows the placing of strategic nuclear_
weapons into West German hands° ﬁAnd a sea—Baeed strategic )
capability w111 be less provocative than the deployment of
MRBM's in Western Germany. The reduced dependence of NATO
_'Shieid forces upon nuclear weapons, and especially upon public
threats‘to initiate their use to compeneate'for non-nuclear
battle weakness, should diesipate Soviet incentives-for pre-
emptive-ndclear attack., In all these respects, the proposed
posture should be conducive to ldseened tensions and military
stability. | |

4. Compatibility with Arms Control

. One of the merits o% the proposed policy is its con-
sistency with continuing efforts toward arms control. It
"leaves open a wide range of options, should any of them appear
to be constructive avenues to progress., First, discouraging

the development of independent national capabilities on the
strategic nuclear level should facilitate-rather than impede
agreements and control systems in this area, and lessen what-
ever pressure precedents may have upon the Soviets to assist
China toward such capabilities. Seeond bujilding up non-nuclear
strength will make our posture more symmetrical vis-a-vis the

Soviet Union than it is now, and a better position from which

to negotiate regarding any reduction of conventional forces.
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gﬁ;;g, our 1essened.dep?ndence‘upon'tactical nuclear wéapons
to.compensate for nmon-nuclear weakncssrwill allow more freedom
to negotiate control of nuclear weapons systems, Fourth, by
reducing the rangé of possibié aggressions which we cannot defer
or meet without going to the brink of all-out nuclear war, we
will be in a better position_to ﬁropose and éécept measures

designed to reduce the danger of strategic surprise attack.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE ATLANTIC NATIONS AND -THE LESS DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

-

Io Introduction

1. Imgortance'

.As suggesﬁed earlier,-fhé Atlantic nations facé a two-
fold task in the coming decadés (a) _ﬁo create over the long-
run & worid order congeniai to their vaiues and to stéble
peace; and (b) to protect the non-Ccocmmunist nations frcm dom-
ination and this emerging order from disruption by the Soviet
Blec. | -

This constructive task must focus in goﬁd measure cn the
less developed areas -- whpsa rapidly evolving course will
lJargely shape the werld in;which our children live. The
gtake of the Atlantic nations in the independence and viability
of these areas ranks second only to their interest in defense
of the Atlantic area,

They alsc have the means to serve that interest, With
less than half the people, they have over five times the GNP
of the less developed areas. If properliy used, their rescurces
-~ both human and material -- can play a key rocle in the future
growth and stability of the less developed natiocna.

2. Need for Common Strategy

In planning for the decade ahead, the Atlantic nations

should seek agreement on a broad strategy regarding the less
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developed areaas: Thé nature of the:problemg the importanée
of aption by them to ﬁeet it, and the general guidelines whic
might govern acti@n? Such a atraﬁegy is outlined in this
Chapter. T

The requisite actiohs will have t0 be eafried cut through
many agencies in and out 6f‘tpe Atlantic Community. As indi-
cated later, kATO can playra ;ola in'establishing'a pdiitical
consenzgus as to the nature and urgency of tﬁe tagk and the
apprcach to it which ig reduirad, But NATO is nct =< ﬁnd
ghould hnot beccme =-- an crgan for decision or action regarding
less developed areas, Othef ingtruments, including OECD, are
better suited to this task,

An agreed basic strateg& can mske it easier for the

Atlantic nations to concert on specific measures. For thaze
me;surea will then fall into place as mutually reinfcreing
parts of a coherent over-all effort, In the absence of an
agreed basic strategy, on the cther hand, the Atlantic naticns?
acticng toward less developed areas may be disjointed and
ineffective. The problem tc which these efforts are azddreszsed
is complex and difficult; only concerted action that iz carried
out with optimum vigor and efficiency will haeid any prcap?ct
of Buccess.

Such action must be baged on a commen understanding af

the prcblem and of the Atlantic nations? stake in it. The

bagis for such an understanding is suggested in Secticn II
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below. Brocad approaches are then considered in Sestion III

(Aid), Section IV {Trade), and Secticn V (Publiz Crder).
Taken together, they outline a basic strategy on which a
géneral consensus might be scught among the Atlantic natioens

in planning for the 1960's.

IIé Nature of the Problem

1. The Revolution in Less Déveloped Areas

The less developéd.areas are now ﬁassing through a per-
vasive sbcial,.political, and economic revelution. New aspira-
ticns fer material improvement and greater perscnal and
national status are reshaping whole societies, and are
radically changing their relations with the cutside world.,

This revolution has reached different staées in variocus
countries. Some of the nehly-indepen#ent African nations, fecr
example, are barely emerging frcm colenial or feudal status.,
6ther countries; such as Mexico, India, Turkey, and Taiwan,
have acqﬁired many c¢f the attitudes and instituticns required
fpr progress, Most 1e;s develcped countries prcbably fall
scmewhere between these twe extremes: revoluticnary forces
impel them to modernize themselves rapidly. Yet they are only
partially equipped with the capacity for effective action cr
suitable programming te this end.

2., The Atlantic Nations! Stake

Tc achieve an corderly internaticnal community, the less

develcped ccuntries must be able to participate in it as
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independent,; effective, aﬁd responsible naticns, The Atlantic
nati@ns share with the less developed‘countries a écmman
interest in enéuring that they develcp into such naticns. :To
do sc, they'ﬁill have to manaé; thg procéss of change under
gevernments which cans |

{a) remain indepéﬁdent of Communist domination and at
péace with their neighbcrs;

(b) maintain_a reasonable degree ﬁf internal cchesicn
and stability.

Otherwise, weakness and strife are alltoo likely, as

in the Balkans in the past, to make the less deveioped ccun-

tries the focus feor increasingly bitter great pcwer rivalry

-

-- which weculd be equally ruincus for them and the great powers,

) 0f course, this is not the only interest which the |
Atlantic nations share with less develcped countries. With
gome they also jeoin on political ﬁatters.or for collective
sécur'ityo Their over-riding ccmmcn interest with the less
.developed ccuntries lies, hcwever, in having these ccuntries
remain independent, at peace, and reascnably c¢rderly. The
pelicy of the Atlantic naticns shcoculd give pricrity to that
¢ver-riding interest. Their ability to influence ewvents in
legs developed areas is not so great that they can affcrd tc
divert their maih effort from this essential purpcse.

3. Need fecr Progress

This purpese is unlikely to be fulfilled uniess lass
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developed countries can achieve adequate soccial and eccnomic

-
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progress under moderate.leaderso
The impulée toward.modernizétion ;, ﬁowever ill defined its
goals in many countries -= is too powerful in most of them to be
long suppresse&, If thebe séems ﬁo prospect for its fulfillment
through evolufionary means, pressures'will mount for'mofe-rapid
and dramatic change, These pressures may be expresséd iﬁ dis=
order and civil war;. they may be diverted by leadefs who seek
relief frcm internal tensiens in external. adventures; or they
may be captured by ruthlesgmaqd-gffactive Communistrleadershipn
The convincing prospect cf progréss threough evoluticnary
means will not assure freedem from turmeil, but it shculd reduce
the chances of its exploding into internal or external violence,
and enhance the likelihood of power remaining in mcderate hands.

4, Obstacles to Progre=s.-

The cbstacles to eveolutionary pregress are formidable and
the task of overccming them will, at best, take decades, or even
generations. In many cases, these countries lack not only needed
skills and experts, but alse, and mcors impertantly, a strong
sense of community and the means feor effective gevernment., They
have yet to undergo the profound sccial, cultural, and insti-
tutional changes which medernizatien rquiresn Shertages of es-
sentiéi resources are made wofse by the impact of modern medicine
on the growth of population already close to the margin of sub-

sistence. Unresclved internal tensions and external grievances
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preoccupy many politically'active groups and threaten pericdi-
cally to erupt into violence,

5. Role of the Atlantic Naticng

-

Basic_responsibilit?‘for overcoming these obstaclez must
reét with the less defeldbed éouhtrieé. Mcdernization is as
much a social, cﬁltural and politigal as an economic phenomeﬁon;
its basic mainspfings husﬁ be found within the developing society
itself, Even on the economic front, mosf of the needed skills
and resources must be created and mcobilized within that ccuntry.

The Atlantic nations‘-"‘clan9 howévera take actions which will
significantly increase the c£hances of successful modernizaticn,
If they are toc do so effectively, they must clearly graép the
nature of the task. They must be prepared:

) {(a) To broaden and intensify their effort, and to assure
its continuity.
. (b) Tco subordinate their other.purposes vig-a-vis the less
developed countries =-such as the promotion of trade cor of
political ties with specific countries =-to the main cbjective
of helping evclutionary modernization,

(c) To cencert their different naticnal efferta in a wide
variety of fields -- political, econcmic, cultural, military,
and informatiom -- so as to serve this objective,

As experdence has shown, it will be difficult toc secure
support for this necessary allocation of resources, subordination

of cother national interests, and concerting of national efforts.
Tt EECRIET
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Only a solid political consensus as'to their vital interests will
provide an adequate basis for the requisiﬁe acticﬁ by the
Atlantic nations,
| The Atlantié Community é;n-assistlﬁhe léss dgveloped nations

to modernizesz L

(a) bj'providing needed_skillg-and reséﬁrceﬁ;

(ﬁ) by shaping commerciallrelations with these areas so as
to contribﬁte'to their growth;

(c) by strengﬁheﬁing the ability of theselnations and of
the internatiocnal community to cope with threatened breakdcwns
of law and order, -

The next three Sections consider thaese measures.

IITI. Assistance to Less Developed Countries

. In providing financial and techﬁical assistance to the less
developed countries over the ccming decade, the Atlantic naticns
Qill have to censider: (a) how to increase their capacity tc
modernize; (b) the role of international and private agenciesj

and (c) the scope of national effort reﬁuired,

1. Increasing Capacity to Modernize

To modernize their sccieties and econcmies, the less develoﬁed
countries face staggering tasks, They must develop the requisite
instruments for effective action, mobilize resources, devise and
carry out suitable internal pﬁliciesg and coordinate these.ac=
tivities with external aid programs. Nc outside government or
agency can perform these tasks for them, Domestic effort and

i1 - 53 E'C RE.T
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foreign aggistance can be coordinatéd only within the ccuntry
itsélfg on the basis of its cwn programs aﬂd priofitieso g
Outside agencies can, howevérg assist the less develcped
countries tO'discharge their ;askso
: Indeéd, such outazide helﬁ m#y be i#diépensablé -=.eépe=

cially to enable‘mény of them to create tﬁg machinery‘for
starting and carrying cn develbpmento .To this end, they must
Secﬁre (a) advice and services frem cutside agenciés and ex-
perts; and (b) help in training local officials and public and
private experts. Morecver, the attitudes needed to mcdernize
are more likely tc be stimulated by ihtensive exposure to
growth—miqded societies,

The less developed nations alsc need outside rescurces cn
a large scale and with centinuity. Such resources should ke
furnished in ways which will asgist and enccourage self-help by
'the receiving country, They must foster, not hinder, intarnal
policies and actions required to modernize their societies,

The desired results are mcst likely to be attained if
assisting agencies can combine bcoth financial and technical
assistance, Advice is more likely to be heeded if backsd by
resources; resources are mcre likely to be put to gcod use
if associated with advice and technical aid.

In providing both skills and resources, a key object eof
outside agencies must be to help the less developed ccuntries
to improve their capacity to plan, organize, and carry out

programs for constructive change and growth,
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2, Rele of Internafibnal and Private Arencies

-

National pregrams of assistance will continue to be vitally
necessary and to have to carry a great part of the lcad, Fer
certain of these needs; howev;rs international and private
- agencies havé special advantaéeso The governmen£s of many less
developed countries will be ;eluctqnt to expose their innermost
workings to officials of-other national states, or to accept from
them the kinds of advice and assistance they most require., Inter—
-national cfficials:crmprivatemadvisersncan%develop mere Aintimate
relations with ﬁhese governments; they can also be mcre rigorous
in insisting on effective self-help, éince they can be less
inhibited by fear of generating political ill-will, International
and private efforts will also be less likely to serve as a
precedent for Soviet activ:.itieso

The Atlantic nations shculd, thersfcre, undertake to expand
;nd make more effective relevant internaticnal and private aid
programs over the next decade, They cculd prcpose and take
various actions to these ends;

-

(a) UN Specisl Fund and Other UN Programs

It wculd be useful to have an internationsl agency specifi-
cally charged with helping less developed ccuntries to plan their
over~all development programs and to creste needed institutions.,
With e#pandud functions and resources, the UN Special. Fund cculd
become such an agency for Administrative Assistance, (in addition

to financing other pre-investment projects as it now dces).
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_The Special Fund might also take over policy diregtion of the
Expanded UN Teehnical Assistance Program, which is now managed
by a UN Secretariat and UN specialized agencieso Finally the
United Natlons program (OPEX) for prov1s10n of 1nternatlonal
civil servants to work fOr the governments of less developed
-countrles should be expanded and placed on a permanent ba51S,
and OPEX might also be placed under pollcy dlrectlon of the

'SpeC1al Fund9 to ensure that it 1s|effect1ve1y geared into an

rrogyer-allrymodernization €ffort,

(b) IBRD and IMF

The IBRD and IMF could play an expanding rcle.in helping
governments of less developed countries to handle their basic
problems, Their missions to these countries and resident ad-
visers can help in analys%s of and advice on their programs,
Tne Atlantic nations should also support a continuing enlarge-
ment in the resources of the Bank's affiliate, the International
Development Association, once it gets underway., They should
encourage the IBRD and DMF to organize consortiums to deal with
especially large or difficult developnent or stabilizaticn
problems., If the European continental ccuntries are toc accept
this bagic approach, the Bank's top management will have to
include more officials from these countries,

(c) Private Skills

The Atlantic nations should encourage increased technical as-

sistance and related effcrts by their private agencies. As one
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step to thiz end, they might eztablish a Development Centsr

Ato promote increzeed conéacté and exchanges betweeﬁ civie,
professional labcrg and buainesa organizatlongp echool&9
unlversities, and local and municipal governmentd in the less
develmped and the Atlantzc cmuntx"leso Such a C&n+ew comld
'also recruit and t"aln qumlified young people from the
Atlantic natlons to work in léss developed areas,
‘WM i;.$ddi£idn, ihe éentgr.gight encourage and assist sﬁudys
in both the Atlantic and less developed nations, cf probiems
in the social and physical scisnces which bear dirsctly on
modernization-of leas developed countriesz, Such reegearch
might remove gome of the deéﬁciehcies in knowledge whizh
currently hamper mens attempts to deal with ons c? the most
difficuit and complex tasks that has ever been uncertaken., I*
could alzo provide a const;uctive focvs for the activitiszsy cf
pelitically influential scholars and scientisgts in lesz
déveloped ccuntries and expuse them to like activities in the
tiantic naticns, thus helping to generate scme cf the attitudes
=« g9 well as the kncwledge -- required fer successful mecdernie-
zaticn., Such a Center could probably functicon most effectively
if it were set up con a mixed public-private baszisz:; CECD cr DAC
might congider the need for the Center 23 a helpfiuvl firzgt ztsp.

2. SEccne of Naticnsi Effert

The less develcped countries nct only need mere effaciive

aidy they also will require aid on & subsgtantiaily greaner
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SCmie. Aéltﬁey acguire needad.gkills and agenciea; ﬁheim,i
ability to use capital effectively will inrmeaaeo A doﬁbling
or even trebling cf the preg&nb flow of techniual &nd financial
ald may well be necessgary and~usefu1 over the next decadeo
The Atlantic nations should undertmke to meet thla need ——

to providﬁ a351stqnce in the amomnta that can be effectively '
used to promote modernization, &nd to do this in a way which
distributes the burden’equitably mmong them° They ghould
increagewirta.“at1cral and pﬂivabe programa alcong the 11185
already digcuassed. They ahould alao gubstantially expand thelr
national pregrams, which will gtill kave to carry much of tha

load.
(2) Techniesi Aid

The OEEC migh% help o stimulate expanded naticnzl tech-
nical aid programs. It miéht slso undsriaks such suoporiing
activities as (i) expansion of the CEEC "third country training
program™; under which foreilgn traineez selescted and financed
by Atlantlic nations (so far only by the US) are trainmed in the
most appropriate Eurcpean facility; (ii) centralized resruit-
ment of Eurcpean administrators, educators, and technicianz in
support of naticnzl and UN techniczli assigtance Programs.,

(b) Financizl Aid

DluCU“310n in the DAC. may h& P to induce mere azzigtanee
from states whcse ecencmic pOSItlon i3 atrcong. For the same
purpcses, the North Atlantic Council might review, from time

to time, the defense and econcmic aid burdens being carried by
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vafioué Atlantic nationso VPériodié beﬁorts by thé_proposed Dey
velopment Center on developm;nt ﬁéeds'and aid pregrams might also
| help to generate public suﬁﬁﬁﬁf:fﬁf expanded action by Européan
government&. o | | |

DAC dlscu531on mé}-ﬁlso help to ensure that a1d undér

_ nat10na1 programs is prOV1ded on.tef;s whlch are con51stent with
its purpose; i.e., as grants or 1ong—term loans on flex;ble terms.
Many Atlantic nationé_éreuhﬁwrma;é‘féluctanﬁ'to pro&ide aid on
these terms than ?o provide short-terﬁ'éxport‘credits on "hard"®
terms. But export credits simply will not do the job, Where
nationallinstruments for providing ai& on more generous terms

do not exist; they will need to be created,

(c) Criteria for National Programs

The Atlantic nations should seek to agree, in the OECD cr
DAC, on criteria for national aid programs which would reinforce
éeasures for self-help by receiviﬁg countries, In general these
criteria should not be gsacrificed for short~term political bene-
fits., The viability and independence of the less developed
countries will not be attained by short-term actions if they do
not master the 1ong—term task of modernization. Where the IBRD
or IMF has made an overall study of the program of a less
developed country, it might be useful for the Atlantic nations to
cansult with the Bank or Fund about the relation of their

national to the broader program.

The Atlantic nations should generally not be diverted from
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their own purposes in an effort to "counter® Soviet aid pro-
gr;ﬁso They shou_d reccgnize that Soviet efforts will best

be frustrated by modernlzatlon of less developed countr1339

and concentrate thelr own. actl;lties malnly on prcmctlng that
process., In some cases, they will have to use ald to prevent
'Sov1et domlnatlon of very sen31t1ve areas of the 1ess devel-
oped countrles' natlonal 11fe° A better way to avert thls
_dangers howeverp w111 be to encouraga 3351stance to these
sensitive_areas through multilateral channels,

(d) Private Investment
While private investment canﬁof ﬁeet the greater part
of the less developed counffies' need for external capital,
it can provide scmelresoupqes and it can also expose thase
i cou?tries to private skills and methcds of doing business

which will centribute to econcmic grewth, The Atlantic natices
shculd try to increase the flow of pfivate investment to less
developed areas over the next decade; internaticnal and
private aéencies sheould make clear to less davelcped countries
the local policies and practices that will ke needed to attract
private investment. Studies by the proposed Develcpment Center
might also help to identify scme of the obstacles to private
investﬁ&nt and the measures that might be taken to remcove them

by both the Atlantic and less develcped nations.
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IV, Trade-Problems of less Developed Countries

1. Role of Trade

Trade alone is clearly not an adequate answer for the developc
ment needs of the less develo;ed countries, But it is equally
clear that trade pollcy must not undo but complement what aid
Hpollcy aims at accompllshlngo. For these countr:.es9 exports are
roughly ten tlmes as large a eource of foreign exchange as capital
assietanee. 'Indeedg in some yeafsg deelines in ccmmodity nricee
have cut fecreign exchangerincone By nore than teotal aid recsipts.
Mereover, if eccnomic growth is ever to be =self-suataining, the
less developed countries must have relatively fres access tc
narkets for theilr manufactured goods as well as primary prcducts,

At present; the Atlantlc natlons import rcughly twenty times

as much from the LDC's as doaes the Soviet Blec, They have a
streng mutual interest in mainfaining and expanding this trade;
ln fact, it is a vital interest for Western Eurcpe which is highly
dependent on the LDC's for crucial raw material and ensrgy imu‘
perts. So far, in seeking te¢ re-corient LDC trade;, the Scviet ,
Bloc has mainly expleoited specific critical precducts {such as
Guinea bananas, Cuban sugar, Egyptian ccttcn and Iceland Fish),
In the future; given the Soviet rescurce allocaticn pattern, the
Bloc may become mcre attractive for the LDC's both as a scurce of
investment goods and as a market for consumer manufactures. This
18 not necessarily bad in itself, but it is essential to prevent
the Bloc from developing exclusive or predominant trading pc-

siticns with the LDC's which would certainly be expicited for
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2, Commodity Price Instabllltles

(a) Effects and Causes

Instabilltles in 1nternationa1 commodity prlces cften have
severe economic repercusslons cn LDC'SQ Elther boom or bust |
llcondeteons can serlously unbalance economlc development,' Morem.“
overs the adverse economic effects extend over into the soc1a1 |

.and polltlcal spheres as well

These instabilities are receiving mere study, especially
in the GATT and the UN, but this work has not so far led to any
very premising short-run so}utionsa While-variaticns cn the
supply side are one major source of the wide fluctuaticns in
prices, another is large shifts in demand by the industrial

naticns., These arise net only from cyclical developments but
also'from sudden changes in steckpiling pelicies and, nct in-
frequently, from efforts of the advanced countries to stabilize
their dcmestic prices and shield their preducers frem cutside
.dcmpetition, The tesitant approach of the Atlantic cocuntries
to stabilization prcblems affecting foreign producers conw
trasts sharply with their demestic stabilization policies,
particularly in agriculture,

{b) Remedies

The long=-run correetives for this situation are doubtless,
as 50 often argued: (i) sustained growth, a minimum of cyclical

filuctuation, and scund domestic cemmodity policies in the

developed nations, and (ii} diversificaticn of the econcmies
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of the LDC's, 'But_these are no answers gér short-run zitu-
ations khich the Scviets stand ready to exploit bf dramatic
bids for surpluses and long-term purchase commitments.

7 It is polltlcally essent1a1, therefere, that the At~
) lantlc States - and particularly the United State 'which
hag- resisted such 1deas most strongly m- @xamine together
. meass for_reduclng speclfle commodlty price instabilities
and forfmitigating adverse.effeetsiof‘wide‘market variations
on over-all LDC expert earnings.

In considering methods, it is necessary to distinguish
between minerals, for which supplies ehasge only gradually,
and agricultural commeodities, where supply and coften demand
as well are unstable, For ncn-ferrous minerals, for example,
an internationally administered buffer stcck might stabilize
the market at manageable costs and withecut sericus disad-
-vantages. Agricultural commodities9 however, prcbably can-
not be dealt with in this way, |

To help prevent disrupting import and develcpment pro-
grams, it might be feasible tc provide compensatcery financing
to ensure an LDC that its export foreign exchange earnings
in cne year would not fall below a certain percentage {such
as 90%) of export earnings in a "normal year", basad cn a
moving average of a previous pericd. This and cother possi-
bilities should be discussed in DAC or the OECD, bearing in
mind that the IMF should probably manage any agreed scheme,
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3. Expansion of LDC Exports

(a) Prospects

“

For sustalned econcmlc growth LDC exports w1¢1 have to

~ expand substantlally to pay for importa of 1nve5tment geods and
- raw materlals beycnd what can be flnanceq by - assistance,. Yet,
with few exceptlonsg-pésﬁ fréndsuéffer littlé“hcpe f&f suffi- -
.ciontly rapld growth of the tradltlonal exports of the 1&53
developed countrlss.

Imports of pr;mary pfoducté into the industrial countries
tend to rise relatively slowly for three reasons: Firat, shiftas
in the pattérn of their demand to censumsr durables and services
reduce the relative amountaﬁbf raw materials required as fotal
output rises; sgecond; substitutes, especially synthetics, fend
to replace imported raw ma%erials; third, protecticnizm limita
some products; e.g., oili, ;ool, lead; and zinc.

Imports cf focdstuffs from the less developed countriez
also tend to be held docwn (1) by pretectionizt agricultural
 policies, (2) by low incoms elasticities of demand, and (3) in
scme cases, such as coffee, by high excise taxes for revenue,

Under these conditicns, if the less dewvaloped ccuntrieas are
to e#pand their foreign exchange earnings to meet their nesads
for economic growth, they will have to develcp wider markets for
manufactures in the advanced countries., The prcducts, typically,
would be from laber-intensive induatriees benefiting from low-
wage cosats. By shifting from auch products, the more developed

ccuntries, often handicapped by manpower shortages, ccuid employ
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their labor more préductively in éabitalwintensiv& industrizss,
In general, however9 economic policies in the deveioped
countries tend to hamper rather than to encourage such Shlft59
and thus sharply confllct both w1th thelr forelgn pollcy
-1nterests and the economic requlrements for faster growth at
home as well as in the lesé defeloped countrles,

(b) Esgsﬂﬁ s

In these clrcumstancesn the anly promislﬁg course is to
revise restrictive commercial and domestic ggpport peclicies =so
as to provide better markets for the LDC's., Thiz would obvi-
ously help these countries expand their earnings of fecreign ex-
change to buy capital goods needed to diversify and industrial-
ize their eccnomies. Just as obviously, it raises the questicn
of how the industrialized countries are to aveid the disrupticn
of their eccncmies from a pessible floed of low=wage ccst imperts,

There are no painless ways to proncte LDC's exports buc
some ways are less painful than others,

(i) One way to minimize "market disrupticn" dangsers
would be for the Atlantic nations to liberalize their rea-
stricticns together, so that the brunt of the increase ih any
product would tend to be shared by all.,

(ii) Another way is for the Atlantic nations tc accept the
need for mechanisms to facilitate the adjustﬁent of domestic
agriculture, industry, and labor to new competiﬁive ccnditions;

(iii) Where export contrcls on the rate cf expcrt expansion
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-of a pro@uct are nqt_f&ésibls becauée‘théég are too many sup-
pliers, various methods should bé e:xpldred° Tarlff quotasz,
multilaterally negotiated, offer one possibilityo Another
might be (a) to impose temporarlly hlgher dutles agaxnst im-
ports of manufactures from low—wage countrles subJect to 'l:h"-=
'condltlon that the degree of dlscrlmlnatlon be progre551vely
reduced9 and (b) to apply the proceeds from such dutles in part
to a551st adJustments in the 1mport1ng countrles and in part as
grants to promote economic develepmsnt in the exporting coun-
tries. Such arrangements would assist orderly adjustment tec
serve the interests of the devsloped and the less develcped
countries alike, .

The tregtment of‘Japan by the Wesfern Europeaq countries
does not offer a hopeful érospect to underdeveloped countries
tﬁét aspire to achieve Japan's industrial status., Thus, Euro-
pean countries which have not yet done so should accord Japan
most-favored-nation treatment in the GATT to demcnstrate their
.interest inrthe plight 6f the coun£ries struggling to industri=
alize their economies.

4. Organizaticn of Atlantic Response

A strong case can be made for the view that the trade
problems of the LDC's are best handled in GATT., But the
global answer might-well be facilitated by examination in a
smaller group, such as OECD or NATO,

Firsf, the GATT negotiating procedures do not readily alw

low for a group of countries making similar concessions in the
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same pro&ucts; go some epeoial_kind of consultation among such
oountries|wou1d be oeéded in any case iﬁ such a proposal were to
be developed ~Second, the case for adherlng to such concessions
in the face of greater imports must be based on as strong a
domestlc pOlltlcal footing as- ooe31b1e whlch m;ght be better
created through agreement in some Atlantlc or "defense=or1ented"
organization, In any case, hoﬁever, any agreement ;n the NATO
or OECD would be carried out intGATT; Third, if the-objective
is to provide a liberal oackage'for the LDC's without "compen-
sation" in the trade-negotiating senseg the LDC!'s may be more
understanding.of outside diecussion than is supposed,

If the Atlantic nations are“to.survive9 the LDC problem, in-
cluding its trade aspects, must be effectively dealt with,
Liberal commercial policies among the Atlantic States are im-
pc;rtant9 but with respect to the LDC's the penalties for failure
‘could be to impair our over-all security position, For primary
products at least; the objective should be duty=-free entry into
the developed Atlantic nations, frem all sources of eupply ==
not just, for example, from EEC-associated areas or frem Common-
wealth countries, It is for NATO and the QOECD to demonstrate
whether they can usefully help in the trade field, but the
presumption is that they can and must.

V., Public Order

Neither the broad range of aid and trade actions propcsed in
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‘this paper nor the efforts of less developed countrieg themselves
can assure success in modernizing their societies, For this and
other reasonsg there will be a contlnulng danger that turm01l

.in these countrles will perié&leally erupt into wzdesprﬁad dig=
order durlng the next decadeo Such disorder would further set N
back efforts at modernlzatlono It would create opportunltles for
Communist 1ntervention ) wlth consequent risk of Communlst take=

over or spreading hOStllltieBo L

2, Security Asslstance

It should be a major goal of.the Atlantic nations to enhance
the capacity of the lesz developed countries to avert such dis-
~order, To this end: |
(a) They should stand ready to help the less developed
countries train and maintgin effective internal security forces,
(b} They should encourage the UN to help these countries
‘train and officer their forces. As in the economic field, UN
efforts may sometimes be more welcome than national aid and may
help to preclude othér national éioeog Soviet) assistance., The UN
has not, outside the Congo, yet helped iess developed countries
to set up effective internal security forces, but there is no
reason why it should not do Soo
3. UN Forces
The Atlantic nations should seek to enhance UN capabilities
fof coping with disorder in less developed areas over the coming

decade. The need is illustrated by the Congo, Only the United
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Nations could deploy farces to restore'order there without giving
a pretext’for $0viét intervention or generating lasting African
hostility toward the Westai _
| (a) The Atlantic nations should respond to the efforts of the
UN Secretary~Genera1 to secure earwmarklng of natlonal contlngents
for service 1n future ﬁnlted Natlons forces (by states other than
permanent members of the Securlty Counc11) These forces would
be used;, as might be agreed by the states proniding and requesting
the forces and by.the UN, in such tasks as re-establishing law
and order or policing borders and demarcation lines. Atlantic
nations which do not earmark forces should earmark transport or
other logistic facilities, Atlantlc nations which do earmark
forces should make a spenial effort to train these forces for
the specialized types of Quty involved, The Atlantic nations
should also encourage other countries to respond to the Secretary-
General's afforts and should be prepared to assist them in training
and equipping earmarked forces for UN duties,

- (b) The Atlantic nations should press in tne UN for steps
to improve UN force stand-by arrangements, such as by activating
a permanent headquarters; establishing a UN training cadre, and
perhaps creating UN training facilities in a neutral country,
They should urge that comparable stand«by arrangements be estab-
lished in the observer field, so that the-UN can respond promptly
and effectively torequesats for observer personnel such as

were received from Lebanon in 1958 and Laos in 1959,
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' Thése are initial stéps; Other ﬁore ambifiqus measures
to fulfill this leng-range objecti;e may weil becgﬁe feasible
f_and d351rable over the next decadeo
The attltude of some of the Atlantlc natlons toward the‘

.:;UN w111 be an obstacle to taklng the proposed measureso_ The

fneed for UN actlon is suff1c1ent1y clear and :meortant9 how-
rever,.to warrant a speqlal attgmpt to overcome #hls obstacle
and to create some hope that the aftempt will succeed, -

4, Bloc Aggmression

There may be occasions when local andrUN forces will not
suffice to réstore the étahility and independence of less
developed countries, particdlarly if Bloc or Bloc-supported
forces should‘intervene, . The Atlantic nations should main-
tain a capability for meeting such threats through limited
operations, which will minimize the risks of general war,

The need for such a capability will grow over the next
de;:adep as turmoil in less developed areas ccntlnues and
the Communists 1nten81fy their efforts to exploit lto The
United States and its allies should gear their long-range
military plans and programs to this prospect,

The best course would be for national capabilities for
limited operations to be separate from any military contrikbe
utions to NATO, |

As a second best, if the NATO Shield forces are strength-

ened ag proposed, some of them (including scme US forces) might
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he specifically designated and prepared to serve'as national
reserves which could be deplofed for limited operatidns
elsewhere in event of emergencyo Their use"would lnvolve a
calculated risk in the NATO area and shculd requlre consent
of the Alllance,_ If certaln US forces in Europe were thus
to be de51gnated.as avallable, ln case“of need to meet
.emergenc1es elsewhere, the questlon as to whether these

forces should be placed on a “no—dependents" basis may

warrant study,
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CHAPTER FOUR

RELATIONS WITH THE COMMUNEST BLOC

I. Basic Principles -
- 1. Need for Clarity of Purpose

The contest between the Atlantlc nations and the Bloc

i'over what kind of world order wlll emerge from thls century

of change takes place, in apparent paradox, agalnst a back-
ngound of 1ncreaslné publlc and prlvate interchange between
them. The trend toward more 1nten31ve East-West economic
relations and cultural and other exchanges bids fair to
continue during the 1960's, though it may be interrupted
from time to time by‘ehifts in Soviet poliey or periods ef
tension.

This trend poses a gerious dilemma for the Atlantic
natiOns: expanding East-West cdntacts and negotiations
" enhance an impression of "peaceful co-existence! which may
undermine their resolution to face the hard tasks of con-
tinuing competition., It is difficult for democcratic socie-
ties to understand the need for a policy which seems to call
at the same time for increased preparedness and for closer
relations with the enemy,

That policy has already created some confusion in the
Atlantic nations. The problem cannot be met by relaxing the

effort either to compete or to improve relations with the Bloc;

each of these efforts serves the interests of the Atlantic
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nations. These nations must feach-a common un&erstanding
fhat both are necessary, and try to coﬁﬁine them-into a
_slngle coherent pOllCY. They nust brlng home to publlc
oplnion in the Atlantlc natlons the ba31c need for both°-

(a) a continulng awareness of Bloc hostillty, even when
;:the Bloc is followlng a soft llne,.gl I
(b) a contlnulng dealre to 1mprove relatibna with the
' Bidé;'éven ;hénnéeﬁéions are at their péak, |

2, Shert- and ngg-term Goals

Better relations with the Blcc hot only advance current

policy goals; they aléo help to stimulate pressures for

change within the Communigt system And thuﬁ to prcmote evolu-
tionary tendencies, They may exert at least marginal leveragel
toward bringing closer thg time when a muting of Soviet aggres-
siveness, internal changes, a weakening of satellite links with
"the USSR, or Sinc-Soviet gchism may permit scme form of lasting
detente. This leng-term gcal needs to be borne in mind, even
as the Atlantic nations concert their relations with the Bloc

for more immediate purposes.

3. Need for Coordination

More effective coordination of Atlantic policies on East-
West relations is essential to serve these ends.

While continuance of bilateral approaches -- especiallf
in the cultural field -- seems preferable to any NATO assump-

tion of an operational role, sole reliance on bilateral
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relations can lead -- and has led -- to confusion and even

conflict among-the policies of member nationg., The Alliance

'should therefore, seek both (a) to coordlnate these policies,

80 as to assure that they serve agreed obaectives° and (b)
to promote wlder exchange of intelligence derlved from

contacts w1th the Bloc'e:itFi;ZTT:

4.' Speclflc Components

The treatment here of relations w1th the Bloc is intended
to illustrate the basgic concopts outllned above, aa they
affect three different kinds of relationssh
| (a)} Those relations, especially in the economic field,
which we choose not to prevent, because they will not signifi-
cantly damage our strategic interests unless they get out of

hand. .

(b) Those relations, notably exchanges, which we delib-~

-

" erately seek to develop because of the strategic advantages

that we see in them. The Communist states may also encourage
these relations for quite dissimilar reasons. The USSR, for
example, looks upon exchanges of industry and similar dele-
gations largely as a means of learning new techniques, while
we look upon them as a means of “opening up' Soviet society.
(c) Those relations, particularly in the field of dis-
armament, which we seek to develop on the basis of 5 possible

mutual interest with the Soviets.
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II.‘ Economic Relations

1.  Irade with the Bloc - o

Trade between the NATO and Communist countries is an impor-
tant means of direct contactrrand will pfobably'cohtinue to
grow with the Bloc's industrlallzatlon and modlflcation of its
Lautarchlc trado pollcy,_ Whlie US-Soviet trade is 1ike1y to
remain mlnor, European NATO trado Hlth the 5071et Bloc already

‘Jamountod to around $4 blllion in 1958 o

| The European NATO powers and Canada-feel that expan31on of

this trade would have both economic and political advantages.
They are eager to seize thd comméroial opportunities, and doubt
that Bloc gains from such Erade would become sufficiently large
to affect the balance of power. The current level of Bloc
imports from the NATO po&orsis small, they argue, when com-
pared with the Bloc's annual rate of capital fermation. More-
.over, the goods must be paid for, which is an offsetting cost,
and items embodying advanced technology closely related to
military power are excluded by strategic trade controls. Many
Europeans also see commercial relations as a vehicle for more
normal political relations. They consider that normal treat-
ment of Communist countries, in as many ways as possible, is
necessary if tensions and antagonisms are to be reduced.

In view of these attitudes, the US could make, little
headway in any effort to.slow down the growth of this trade.

Such an effort would place a severe strain on the Alliance

'S EC K& T
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and, in the absence of military hostilities, would undoubtedly

be unsuccessful. | ’
On the other hand, the NATO countries could and ehould

be persuaded to continue sufficient controla on the export
-of etrategic goode to prevent an undue contribution to the
‘military strength of the Bloc. These controls have gradually
contracted since 1954 and are now limited to atomic energy
materials, 1mp1ements of war, or closely related items, equip-
ment incorporating advanced technology which has a direct
bearing on military potential and which the Soviets cannot
produce at all or in sufficient quantity, and certain strategic
materials which are in critical short supply in the Bloc in
relation to its military_ needs.

. This present system_of contrels is generally accepted by
the participating countries and puts no strain on the Alliance.
It prevents direct Wegtern assietance to Soviet military capa-
bilities and helps to avoid creating an image of the Atlantic
countries granting to their avowed enemies shovels with which
to bury them, Its chief importance lies in the fact that it
'keeps in operation a system which can be expanded or contracted
as the occasgion demands (the Korean War was one such occasion).

2, Credits

Limiting the amount of longFterm credits made available

to the Bloc by NATC members provides a second safe-guard
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against'éssisting Soviet growth. These credits make a uni-
15teréi economic contribution to the Bloc whiéh cannot be
justified by any resulting political or economic.advantage
to the Atlantiﬁ nations., Moreover, in theleyes of the less
:developéd-coﬁntrieslét1east}'iarge-scale c%edits would

' éoﬂstiﬁute a m;jor“element of_confusion and dontradiction
in.the”Atlanticﬁnations' boliﬁy téwgrd thg'Blog. |

zAgreemeht'should”be reached in thétAllianceron a genéral
policy conce?ning the extent of 1ong-term'credits. Such an
agreement should not be overly difficult to secure or imple-
ment, since virtually all the private credits are guaranteed
by governments, |
An attempt to establish too definite or narrow a limit

on the amount of privateléredits to the Bloc, however,

ﬁéglg involve political &ifficulties at this time; given the
"deasires of other members of the Allliance to expand their
economic relations with the Soviet Union, Since all out-
standing credits to the USSR total only $350 million and

net credits actually used are likely to be even 1esé, it is
not necessary to seek drastic action to limit credits but
only agreement concerning their extent.

3. Dependehce on Trade with the Bloc

It would alsc be wise for certain Atlantic countries to
avoid becoming so dependent on trade with the Communist

countries that it could be manipulated for political purposes.

L
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Since the dAT? rules are inadequate to cover the special
problems raised by trade between centrally;planndd ond.free
economies, it may be desirable to WOrk OUt a muitilaterally
agreed framework for this type of tradeo

(a) Atlantic nations should avoid giVing more favorable |
import commitments to Communist than to non-Communist o
countries..”,. 5 -

(b) They should conduct trade With the Bloc in converti-
' ble currencies wherever feasible;, since otherwise the Bloc
could frequentiy force them to import undesired commodities
or to extend credits in payment for imports or for repayment
of old loans.,

| (¢) Finally, the Atlantic countries should oonsult with

each other and‘with other non-Communist countries regardiug
appropriate measures, when the Bloc appears to be playing one
" non-Communist country off against the other, or to be taking
action which would disrupt the economy of a non-Communist
country. |

IIT. Information and Cultural Exchanges

The intensification and possible redirection of the
existing information and.cultural exchanges provides one way
of bringing Western influence to bear on Soviet leadership
and society, DBilateral arrangements for such exchanges
remain preferable to any general Western agreement adminis-

tered by the Alliance. The common interest should, however,
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be assured by (a) NATO«wide agreement on the gsneral 1ong—
range objectlvss of exchanges and formulatlon of guzdellnes

“to eliminate confllcts,and to assure maximum results; and

(b) an effectlve system for maklng information derived from

these exchanges available to all NATO members on ‘a system-'

atic and contlnulng ba51s.r o

l. _Agreement on Ob1ectives-and Guidelines

' Specifisﬂsxchasge prsgfsﬁstshoui& be ieft £6 the member
states, but their programs shouid be in accordance with a
general agreement which would:

(a) reduce duplication and conflict of effort, particu-
iarly in the field bf industrial and technological exchanges;

(b) prevenﬁ the Bloc. from playing off one NATO country
against another in cultursi contacts;

(c) focus NATO action on the areas of special difficulty,
-Buch as radio jamming, censorship, and similar barriers to
the flow of information;

(d) develop an Alliance-wide consensus as to the need to
intensify existing programs and Alliance-wide suggestions
concerning new programs;

(e) provide joint financing of desgirable projects by
the larger members of the Alliance,

2, Pooling of Information

A mechanism already exigsts in the Alliance whereby infor-

mation resulting from exchanges can be collected and made
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available to the member states. This system, however, should
be formalized and broadened. A.useful device would bc to
circulate pcriodic questionnaires, similar to the one circu-
lated by the Secretary-Genefal‘before the abortlvc Summlt

in 1960,-request1ng all members to report and assess thelr |
experlence 1n East-Wcst exchanges. The purpcse would be to
contribute to a common understandlng of the Soviet positlon
and obJectives and to prOV1de general information on SOVlet
activities. The International Staff could analyze this
information and develop appropriaﬁe conclusgions,

The information which is shared among members of the
Alliance might also be made available to a wider audience
within the Alliance. At present, there is little indication
cpat any basic intelligence is develcoped on the Soviet Union
as a result of exchange programs, or that any information which
is developed goes beyond the staffs administering the programs.
Semi-annual meetings are held, however, by officers respcnsible
for exchange programs in the US, UK, Germany, France, and
Italy to compare notes on the negotiation and 1mp1ementation of
these programs. Although there is nc connection between this
group and NATO, the group could be instructed to ensure that
any‘intelligencc or ipforﬁation which might be useful in
determicingllcng—fa;ge objectives should be developed and

transmitted to NATO,
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IvV. Psychological Warfare

i.' Need and Means for Greater Coordination

Trade relatiocns and iﬁformatiqnal or cultural exchanges
will have oniy limited‘sf;atééiafvalﬁa_unlesﬁ they are con-
ducted within the framework of a broad NATO strategy str3551ng |
psychologlcal impact.' In thls field of psychologlcal Warfare,'
“the USSR whlch orchestratea all aspects of its relatlons w1th
‘non-Communlst States to Berve 1ts polltlcal obgectlves, seems
well ahead of the Alllance. .

Serioqs consideration shoula be given to gfeater use of
the Alliance in concerting peace—time_psychological warfare
as a means of furthering long-range Alliance Bbjectives.
While.the resbonsibility for marshalling rescurces and carry-
ing out psychological warfare programs should remain in the
hands of the member states, théir efforts need to be coordinated
'to achieve optimum results. The International Staff could be
used for necessary congultation and liaison, as well as for
providing new ideas and encouraging national action.

Some initiatives have already been takén to focus attention
on the need for psychological warfare and on mechanismg to
carry it out. For example, the German resclution of 9 March,
1960, proposed a comprehensive plan for cooperation and coordina-
tion of efforts which might be ugsed in the event of hostilities.
The German proposals might be thoroughly explored aﬁd broadened
in scope to include peace-time activities, as an initial baais

for greater emphasig on this key field,
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2. Coﬁtent )

One broad purpose for psychological warfare mlght be to
encourage doubts and self-questlonlng in the top level Soviet
bureaucracy. Whlle the best‘;ethods of d01ng thls are for
Bxpert determlnatlon, they should probably go beyond merely
seeklng verbal v1ctor1es over the Communlsts. Polemlcal de-
7bate on the relatlve merlts of rival 1deologies is unllkely
to affect Sov1et policy. |

What is required is a serious effort to introduce new
approaches and new argumentation‘which might have an intel-
lectual impact oﬁ the Soviet leadership. Skillful psycho~
logical warfare sﬁould present a range of views to the Soviet

' M

leaders which, by streééipg the fact of diversity in the
modern world; might induce self-doubts about their judgments
and the infallibility of their system.

V. NATO and Arms Controls

A major task of the Atlantic Community in its relations
with the USSR during the 1960's should be to explore any oppor-
tunity for progress in aréas of mutual interest, especially
arms control, The Atlantic nations and the USSR have a common
interest in trying to reduce the risks of all-out nuclear war
by rational arms controls. Few developments could have a
greater 1mpact on NATO security than progress in this fleld.

NATO must be prepared to meet this problem in the 1960's

both on the plane of political maneuver and on that of
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1, Political Maneuver ’

Up to now, disarmament has been primarlly an area of
political and propaganda mane;wer° Whether Sov1et attitudes
-Wlll change eufficlently over the next decade to permit fruit- |
ful negotlatlon cannot be predicted The USSR like other- |
natlons, is groplng in this fleld The high value which it
sets on secrecy as a eecurlty asset may 1ong bar acceptance
of the degree of inspection required for certain types of
arms control agreements.

On the other hand, the Soviets have a real stake in
avoiding nuclear conflict and in inhibiting.the Atlantic
nations from threatening nuclear force to counter develop-
ments which they believe eerve the Bloc's interests. They
mdy come to regard agreements, even with the sacrifice of
‘secrecy involved, as worthwhile to this end. Their apparent
willingness to accept some degree of ingpection to assure a
nuclear test ban must be viewed in this light.

In any event, we must face the certainty of further
Soviet political warfare initiatives centered around the "ban
the bomb" and "universal disarmament" thenmes. Agitation of
these issues, which capitalize on underlying fears of nuclear
devastation, has already had considerable impact. As a conse-
quence, NATO is faced with growing anxiety over the effects

of use of nuclear weapons. These increasing political
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‘inhibiticns; especially in a period of nuclear "stalemate®

‘may erode the credibility of NATO strategy.' That strategy,

even if revised as proposed in fhis'report,-weuld still

e'depend on the threat’ of stre;eglc retallatlon to deter
‘certaln types of aggre331on.- Itmis essentlal therefore
"Jthat NATO eounter these Sov1et "dlsarmament" inltlatlves

,on the polltlcal and propaganda warfare plane.”

2. Substantlve Negptlatlons o

Arms control agreements may offer potentially great
benefits as well as risks to NATO's security; It is
imperative that both be understeeq. ' The first require-
ment is to achieve consensus within the Alliance on the
relative risks and advantages whieh various options might
have and on the kinds of _arms control agreements which
could enhance rather than weaken NATO.

These might include measures:

(a) to reduce the risk of accidental or unintentional
war;

(b) to avert an indiscriminate apread of natiocnal
nuclear weapons eapabilities;

(c¢c) to stabilize deterrence and reduce its burden;

(d) to enhance regional security in particular areas,

such as Europe.
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A major task for NATO should be to explore these and
other possibllitiea, to see Whlch of them would Berve its
1nterest._ J01nt study and plannlng by at least the magor

NATO powers mlght be useful. HATO agreement should be

"sought,'on the ba51s of such study, as to ba51c obJectlves

"and guidellnes for negotlating Wlth the USSR in this field.

If such a NATO agreement could be reached, a new

: approach to the ectual task of negotlatlon mlght be feasible.
Experlence has shown the dlfflculty of several Atlantic
nations trying jointly to negotiate with the USSR about arms
control. The poesibilitj of_peaehing agreements consistent
with NATO policy could more readily be explored if one
Atlantie nation, i.e., the US, did the negotiating within
the framework of an agreed allied position. The US could
then consult regglarly with a steering group of the major
‘Atlantic nations most directly (e.g., its.four partners in
the late Ten Nation Disarmament Committee), and also consult
"with the ﬁorth Atlantic Council as at present, Allied
consent would, of course, need to be obtained to any agree-
ment that emerged.

There would doubtless be serious obstacles to securing
allied agreement'on such a new approach toldisarmament negoti-
ations. On the other hand, it seems doubtful that agree-
ments can be secured if negotiations are conducted by more

than two or three nations. The choice for the Alliance may
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_bé between some change in the existing negotiating method and
a continuing haunting doubt as to whether tﬁé poﬁsibilities

for reaching arms control agreements with the USSR have been

~ fully eiplored._'
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CHAPTER FIVE

RESQURCES OF THE ATLANTIC COMMUNITY

f I. . Growth and the Uﬂe'of-Reqourceﬂ

To respond tn the challengea confronting them, the
-NAtlantlc nations w111 have to assure the steady and rapid
'growth of their economies and effective use of their resounces.
They must be concenned with the growth and use of resqurces:
7(5) to meet expanding needs, (b) to provide a basis for liberal
trade and other policies, and {c¢) to offset Bloc power.

1. To Meet Expanding_ﬂeedg

Over the deunde, the needs to be met by the Atlantic
nations may well prove to be very great, Populaticn may
grow by something like 10 percent in Western Europe and 17
percent in North America. Increasing urbanization; together
with demands for improved schnolé, hospitals, and communications,
will add heavily to the cost of =sccial ovenhead. Improfements
in personal consumptiocn will bs scught and in many cases
are urgently needed. Technological developments in weapong
and ccmpntition in outer space may beccme increasingly
costly, High levels of investment will be needed to nrovide,
the basis for continued growth. Finally, a greater matgrial
contributicn to econcmic‘development abrocad will be required
as the decade progresses., Vigorous econcmic growth with
high emplcyment will be needed ta acccocmmodate and reconcile

these ccmpeting clalms.
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2, A3 a Basgiz for Liberal Policies
A climate of growth will alsoc be necessery for breader

' reasons. - "owth will encourage technological ‘progress and

—

:_fac111tate adaptatlon to changlng competltlve condltlons and

- shlfts in demand It will ease ad;ustments by countrles

'iw1th1n and w1thout the new reglonal tradlng groups 1n Western

o Europe. Expan31on in the Western 1ndustr1a1 countrles will

also strengthen demand for”LDC exports of prlmary products
and the capacity ef Atlantlc natlons to absorb w1thout undue
disturbance more imports of manufactures from the low-wage
countries. More generally,~cond§tionshof rising demand

end émployment are indispensanle to the pursuit of liberal
1ftrade pelicies which, in turn, contribute_to further growth,

3. To 0ffset Soviet:Growth

Finally, rapid growth is essential to the maintenance
of.the Atlantic power position vis-a-vis the Ccmmunist Bloc.
The Atlantic nations now have a 2 to 1 superiority_over'the
Blcc in terms of total cutput of geceds and services and a
2% to 1 superiority in industrial prcduction. Thz Bloc
is expected to grow at much faster rates, however; and to
devote a much larger prcpertion te building naticnal power.

Total output cf goods and serwvices by the NATQ countries
is expected tc rise, with steady growth, frem about $850
biliion in 1960 to something like $1,300 billien in 1970,

while the correspending toral f¢r the Cammunist Bloe is

e =w . - . e 0- # s+ s e 4 8

RE T

b3

e
m




PISBRCREZ . U0 Gi -t

expected to rise from about $400 billion to $750 billion
over the same period. | | o

The NATO countries would thus maintain A oonsiderable
superlorlty in total output in 1970 Over the decade as a
whole; however, the1r added output w111 not greatly exceed
that of the Bloc. By 1970,‘annual 1ncrements to output
may be of about the same order of magnltude for the Bloc
and for themAlllance.r |

But relative Bloc power will be greater than the totals
suggest., By 1970 Blec investment will about equal that of
the NATO countries in absolute amounte. And more of
it will be devoted to direct industrial investment which
may then considerably exceed similar investments by NATO
countries in absolute terms.l/ This is, of course;, a key
factor in the projected faster rate of growth in total
output in the Bloc thau in the NATO countries. Thus for
selected purpos es; -- whether this be investment, outer
space, militar} means, or fereign aid -- the Communist
countries will be able to allccate rescurces rivaling or

exceeding those spent by the Western countries, as a group,

to say nothing of the US alcne.

1/Even teday,; though total US investment considerably
exceeds that in the USSR, the amcunt invested' in industry
is probably of abcut the same size in the two countries.
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The'Atiantic nations‘coula clearly'éérby significantly .
greater burdens from present ;ésources with 1ittle'sécrifice'
in material .well-being° In ﬁhe next decadeg they EOuld
" assume stlll greater burdenss if they achleve Bteady growth,'
But negleet of growth could rapldly and gravely 1mpa1r ‘
VAtlantlc capablllty to reSpond to the challenges whlch it
'_ facqs.r

4 Common Actions Required

In the comihg-decade no single hation, not evén the
United States, will be able tc previde all the resources
needed for the tasks ahead._ The Atlantic hétioﬁs are;, in
fact, interdependent. In recognitiocn of this fact,'they.
shbuld:

(a) coordinate econcmic policy to attain sustained
and rapid economic growth; ‘

(b) consistentiy seek to‘reduce and remove restrictions
on trade with the gocal of moving toward free trade at least
amcng the advanced nationsg

(¢) extend mutual exchange rate guarantees cn central
bank holdings of Atlantic State currencies and restrict
shifts in reserves;

(d) create and maintain conditions conducive to maximum
‘scientific and technical progress:

(e) promote Alliance-wide ccoperation in weapons

research, development and production.
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This Chapter discusses in turn these policy imperatives.

-

IXI. Coordination cf National Economic Policies fof Growth

Econcmic pelicy coordination among key economies is

essential if sustained growth is td‘be achieved in the Free
__World, -

1. Basic Reasons for Policy Coordination

The post-war economic growth record of the Atlanfic
nations'is'sﬁotty; Some sfaﬁés; sucﬁ'as Géfmany and France,
have attained impressive;gnowth rates., Others, notably the
US and the UK, have inc;eased their autput much more slowly
in recent years. But mogt of them have experienced strains
of one kind or another which they have combatted with varying
degrees of success., Much .remains to be done, by each nationg
to ensure high and sustained rates of economic expansion,
without undue bursts of investment; major inflation, or
other instagili£ies which necessitate ccunter measures,

The_sucéess of any one country in pursuing this objective
is cgnditionéd bf econcmic eﬁénts ahd policies.in other
countries, especially the industrially developed ones.
Economic growth can proceed more rapidly if the major free
economies expand in step, with concerted action to minimize
the risks to the balance of payments and to facilitate
correcticn of anj difficulties without naticnal restrictive
policies. The successful cocrdinaticn of national policies

therefere becomes a matter of urgent concern to the Atlantic

countries,
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2. Implications of Econocmic Policy Coordinatien

r

Economic‘policy coordination has many implicétions, twe
of which need to be explicitly:recognized
(a) In formulatlng and applylng 1ts ec0nom1c pollcies,,

'each natlon must take fully 1nto account p0351ble repercus-
51ons on other countrles,_ To do thls, there must be willingness
to dlscuss freely all aspects.of dcmestic economic p011c1es°
' In.partlcular; the US and other governments must be prepared
to discuss their budgetary and monetary policies as a matter
~of commen coneerna US reluctance to do this has contributed
to European skepticism about the utility of the proposed
QECD, A change in US domest ¢ attitudes is essential for
success.

(b) National governments must also seek to arrive at
a concerted view of appropriate policy objectives, They
have actually assigned widely different priorities to growth-
fostering investments, to collective security, to aid to
less developed ccuntries, and to the immediate expansion of
consumption. Such wide variations in priorities hardly seem

appropriate in a situation where ccmmen efforts are essential,

3. Machinery for Economic Policy Coordination

The OECD should be a useful forum for econcmic policy
ccordination, Without restricted Ccmmittees, hbwever, t he
QECD is probably already too large for effective action.
More participants impede cosrdination, inhibit frank discus-

sion, and lessen the prospects for fruitful conclusions.
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Scome degree of OECD-widé discuséion is necessary, if on;y
for political reasons, - |

But fhe primary need is to concert econbmic policy
améng the key econcmies: fhe“US, the UK and members of
the Eﬁrdpean EconomiéVComﬁﬁﬂiﬁy;-2T6getherrthese coﬁntries
k-ppdducéf;Yerr70% of Free Wori# GNP.. Within thé 0ECD jﬁst
‘as within NATO, ﬁethods sboulﬁ be developed for thésg nations
to work together more intimately., |

As a2 minimum step, meetings of the 0ECD Ecoﬁomic Policy
Committee should generally be based on preparatorf work done
in a restricted Committee of senicr economists of the highest
standing from the OECD Secrewvariat, the Euroﬁean Economic
Commission, and the Governments of the United States,
Un}ted Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy. Economists
could be co-opted from other states as appropriate, on an
ég hoc basis.,

As the European Community develops, its members will
be engaged more intimately in meshing a broad range of
economic policies and activities. Their joint work will
greatly facilitate measures for wider coordination among
the Atlantic nations, especially if Britain and other

European nations ultimately become members of the Community.

III. Trade and Economjic Integration
The Atlantic natiens must consistently seek to reduce
and remove trade restrictions which are detrimental both

to the econcmic strength of the Atlantic Community and to

Pl S ECRET
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its political cphesion¢‘

1,  The Atlantic Trading Pattern

The Atlanﬁic States are linked to one another and to .
the rest of the world by a hlghly deve10ped tradlng system°
'Over 50% of the total external trade of all NATO countrles

is carrled out among themselves.l/ But almost all, in

varylng degree,'are hlghly dependent on raw materlals and

'7 energy 1mports from the rest of the worldo
The welfare of these hlghly 1nterdependent economlee

depends slgnlflcantly on avoiding increased trade restrlctlons?
their rapid economic groﬁthhpn removing existing restrictions.
The marked prdgress within tge paét two yeafetoward removing
all quota restrictions onhindustrial goocds; has shiffed
atpention to the problems of aéricultural trade and tariff_
reduction,

2. Effects of Economic Integraticn

The Six member states of European Communities have
sought eccncmic integration far beyond the mere removal of
trade barriers, with an ultimate political objective. The
Six are in the process of removing all government barriers
to‘the flow of trade, services, labor; and capital amongst

themselves, of controlling private restricticns on competition,

and of evolving common commercial, agricultural, and general

;/NATO countries account for 60% of Free World trade;
EEC countries account for 24% of Free World trade; and EFTA
countries for 18%,

L]
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economic policies.

Their convicﬁién is that increased coﬁpeti%iop, speciali-
zation? and economiesfpf scale will lead to more ff?iqqgl
reséurce_allocationg'mpre:rapia growth rates, and highér
real incomes fqr théif cifizéng;:{To ¢ﬁshion.£ﬂe iﬁte#ﬁal
'adjusémeﬁ# probieﬁs;fa Euf@péén Bank-has been ﬁfovi§e&_ta'heip
industry ;-_ecoz;vg;-t and a Social Fund established to help
| ‘iabor-édapﬁ.ﬁo'the_neﬁmsyéteﬁ;_;_Af-

The adjustmenf prﬁblems for non-member countries will
vary wifh the e#fent and composition of their tra&e with
the Six. In general; the Common Market will: (a) displace
some third country exports, a3 internal tariffs disappear;'
(b)“absorb more imports as its economy expands; (c) make
its prqducers more competitive within the EEC and elsewhere,
and tend to hold domestic and attract outside capital.

Expanding external trade should compensate for injury
to some specific outside producers and industries; especially
if the Six reduce the common external tariff on a mul£ilateral_:

non-discriminatory basis, as planned,

3. Wider Trading Area

In purely economic terms, formation of a still wider
European trading area should be beneficial. Thus, a
Europe~-wide Customs Union should produce more economic
benefits than either the EEC or the EFTA separately, but
also more adjustment problems for the US and other third

countries, An Atlantic grouping theoretically would be still
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v 123, -~



7]
T
@]
D
T3
|

- 12h .. " : o

* better, at least-for those in it, In-practical terms,
however, the test should be what is polltlcally atta1nable~

M-and de51rable in terms of natlonal and Atlantic 1nte"est.

Certalnly the us should not oppose formatlcn of a broader
‘European tradlng area merely because it could ccmpllcate
Us balance of payments problemsoi By the same token, the
polltlcal potent1al of the Slx country integration, which
is dlscussed in Chapter 6, should ‘not be compromlsed merely
to ease the trade problems of other European states. These
can be handled in other ways, |
The hest solution would be for the UK to accept the

philoscphy of the Common Market and directly negotiate its
adnenence on terms which did not sacrifice the political
ingtitutions or objectives:of the Six, The UK should
be encouraged to adopt this course. In any case, the EEC
ehould be encouraged to fellow 1ibera1 policies to mitigate
the difficulties of others, particularlx states;, such as
Austria and Switzerlan&; highly dependent cn trade with
the EEC but apparently unable to join for political reasons.
| Failing broader EEC membership, the Atlantic nations
can gradually adsust to the new situaticen. At the end of
the EEC and EFTA transitional periods, Atlantic economic
relations would be much the eame as at-present between
national states; except that the number of units will have

been reduced, facilitating intra-Atlantic area coordination:

s ' S ECRET
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and the truly integrated grdup, the EEC, will bé stronger
than the sum of its parts otherwise wéulq have been,

-The long—ranﬂe problem is to ﬁreveﬁt intégrated aréas,
such as the EEC and the US, f;gm turnlng 1nward and erectlng
or malntalnlng restrlctlons detrlmental to the strength
of the Atlantlc area as a whole,. For the long-range problem,
- as for the short -run adgustment problems, what 18 1n1tally
requlred is reductlon of tarlffs. The ultlmate goal should
be to move tbward free trade at least among the advagcéd
countries.

In this process, the US must be in a position to play
a major role, by being ready to negotiate substantial
further tariff concessions_ in GATT,"therwise it will
have little leverage to aséure that the EEC and EFTA
follow liberal trading policies.or to prevent fevival of
éhe Six~-Seven quarrel ﬁith all its attendant strains on
the Alliance,

Thus,; to meet the Atlantic trading needs, like those
of the LDC's, the US should revise its trade agreeﬁent
legislation to permit negotiation of substantial tariff
reductions in GATT, preferably on an across-the—board basis,
but perhaps by broad categories of products. Domestic
measures should also be adopfed to facilitate adjustment
by US industry and labor to an incréased volume ¢f imports.

3. The OECD and Trade

Trade problems are of world-wide concern. With

: 'gsacks
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convertibility there is n6 longer a financial reason for
discrimination agaiﬁst'do;lar imports-and consequently
little reason.for extension of the dEEC Code of Trade
leerallzatlon, The primary ;orums in which to discuss
eXchange restrlctlons, QRs, and tarlffs are now certalnly
.“the IMF and GATT, |

The OECD can, however, play a limited role in support
of GATT and IMF, The OECD could and should study specific
trade prbblems of the Atlantic area but their resolution .
should normally be left for negotiation .in GATT or bilaterally.
The.pECD might also focus attention on sectors where
misaiiccation 6f effort is so glaring that remediés could
significantly free rescurces for more rational use. At
legst three sectors m;rit_buch priority attention: agriculture,
energy, and shipbuilding. Greater European acceptance of
égriculfural and energy imperts could undoubtedly free
substantial numbers of European workers for more prpduptive,
oc-cupations° -G?eatér American reliance on the European
merchant marine and shipbuilding industries could free
unquestionably US laber and capital for more
prcductive employment.,

In these ways;, among others;, the economic strength of
the Alliance as a whole might be increased., These are
precisely the seators; however, where social considerations

loom largest and special interest groups are well entrenched.
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Despite limiﬁed prospects for success, the OECD should endeavor
to develop coordinated Atlantic agricultural, energy, and

shipping policies.

-

v, Atlantlc Communlty Pazments Problems

1. Reasons for Concern about Payments Relatlons

The decllnlng ratio of US gold holdlngs to short- term
1lab111t1es to forelgners is a matter of concern. But,
clearly the US should not be dlverted by this concern from
carryiﬁg cut vital aid and defense policies. The more
relevant limiations on our capabilities, as on those of our
allies, are limitations on real résources.

It is true, howe#er, that shifts of liquid balances from
- one center to another raise questions as to ways of strengthen-
ing the international payﬁbnts mechanism, The existence
in any country of latrge foreign-owned balances is both an expres-
éion of confidence in the strengfh of its currency and a
‘potential threat to it in time of strain. In a world
where both the dollar and the Pound Sterling are widely
used as reserves for other national currencies, sudden
shifts of large dollar or sterling balances by central
banks could easily destroy confidence in one or another of
these currenciés with disastrous effects on the entire
structure of international %inance, trade and production.

In these circumstances, some critics regard as anach-

ronistic and undesirable a system whereby one or more national
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currencies‘serve as interﬁatienel reserve meédia, They would
favoe the creation of a special medium and of a central
“bank for central banks.

2. Remedies

The 31tuation does not.appear; however‘.9 to dall for
80 radlcal a solutlon or for one whlch would requlre major
changes in the IMF | On the contraryD the grant of an
exchange guarantee would go far to reduce the risk that a
crisis of confidence in the dollar might develop. Consequently,
quiet US entry into the EMA with its provisions for mutual
e#change rate guarantee cculd contribute significantly to
the financial stability of the free world,

In this connection, the US should, together with the UK,
eeek commitments that other OECD member states would hold
a minimum proportion of their national reserves in dollars
er sterling and not shift reserveé, without full consulta-
tion, from one currency to another or into gold,

While these measures would add eeeded strengEh torthe
international payments mechanism, they are, of course; no
remedy for situations involving structural balance of

payment difficulties,

V. Seientific Research and Manpower

1. Nature of the Problem

The future of the West is dependent in large part on
the rate of scientific and technological advance. Efforts

of the Atlantic states to progress jointly in these fields
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would be desirable for sdciﬁl‘and'economic réésons'in a
world devoid of Communistss given Séviet céncentration on
science énd_its military applications, sucﬁ efforts are'
.impefati#é. T |

| 'So§iét aéhievéyénté in tHe mi;si1§ fi¢id_fﬁrnish
déamati; gvi&enéé of éxiéting_Coﬁmﬁﬁist-scientific‘énd
.technoiogical capabiiities,_ Af the same time,_availaﬁle
statistics, while inadequate, strongly suggest that the USSR
is building,toward a commanding lead over the Atlantic States
as a whole in the education of engineers and fechnicians,
and in annual graduation of_science-méjorso The long run
implications in terms of rel.tive Communist'Bloc-and |
Atlantic Community ability to deal with global security
ang economic development Qroblems are most serious,

The Atlantic nations should; therefore, endeavor to
create and maintain conditions conducive to maximum
scientific and technical progress. They must make optimum
use of existing scientific and technologicalrcapabilities;
they must also ﬁaintain future superiority in face of major
Soviet efforts to forge ahead.

Whatever the future, the scientific and technological
regources of the Atlantic Community are today substantially
superior to thoée of the Soviet Bloc. The scientists,
engineers, laboratories, universities; and factories of

these nations constitute an enormous asset -—- an asset
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which presently is not being fully utilized, It is imperative

that the Atlantic States make new efforts to drawlen this

~asset,

The NATO Scienee Committee, the NATO Science Advisor

and the QOEEC Sc1ence and Manpower Commlttee have made a useful

' beginning but thelr two pr1nc1pal act1v1t1es to date need

to be stepped up and addltlonal act1v1t1es 1n1t1ated

2, Pr1n01pal Current Act1v1t1es

(a) Comparison of National Efforts

In part these Atlantic agencies Nexamine" national
efforts, point out shortcomings, compare policies, and
encourage appropriate national corrective actions,

Thus, the long-run educational problem depends for
its solution primarily on national decisions; inter alia,
to emphasize mathematics in primary and secondary schools,
to provide additional research facilities;, to raise teacher
salaries and to adapt traditional universityrorganizational
patterns to new problems, | |

International collaboration can help induce actions
and decisions suitable to the needs, For example, the
pending report "Increasing the Effectiveness of Western
Science!, sponsored by the NATO Science Committee, outlines
numerous ways to inprove the current situation. Its proposals
are often not dramatic, but this is an area for persistence
and NATO should concentrate on building awareness of the

dangers of failure and stlmulatlng national efforts.

o mew @
- . @ v
- L3 I e =
- . .
- . .

- . ver * 4
. - .
.

',."5 E: C R_E: . T.

- .




'..""FCRPT"" y
:" . ) Dy - 1:31.‘."."

-
a

Greater efforts should be méde_}o bring men responsible
for national science policy in member governments:together

regularly to compare problems, to indicate successful solutions

-

in their own countries, and'to ‘become better aware of

_problems that exlst elsewhere;

(b) J01nt Research

The Sclence Commlttee has attempted to 1dent1fy
scientific flelds ‘such as oceanography, meteorology, and
space research that require or would benefit from joint
research. It has also sponsored fellowships and other
common educationai activities. -

Here, too, much more could be done, especially in
applied research. More generous financing for the fellow-
sh{p progfem, for conferences, and for exchanges of individuals
for research purposes could enormously speed the research
p}ocess within the Atlantic Commuhityo 7

3. Additional Activities

(a) Institute of Science and Technology

One educetiona;'protlem that should be tackled as a
matter of priority is establishment in Europe of a graduate
Institute of Science and Technology roughly comparable to
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. No educational
area in Europe has been more neglected than engineering,
Creation of a full-fledged modern Institute of Science and
Technology would require large resources, perhaps in excess

of national capabilities.
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It.should, therefore, be undertaken on an international
basis, with the US providing some iniﬁial organizafionél
and professional talent. The US should_make known its
willinghess to-qooperatemin_such a vent#re either on an
Atlanﬁic‘baSis 6r more,likeiy iﬁlsuppo:t of the European
Zﬁnivefsity; plané for ﬁhiéhJé?e wé1; gdvah§éd; |

(b) "Cooperation in_ Applied Research

The Seienée Committee and fhé'Science Advisor have been
active in fields of basic research but do not yet have
majdr programs in applied research or technological areas.
Here'thé normal barriers to .communication between technical
people are greater; as a result of military or commercial
secrecy and the lack of as effective an international
"community¥.

The NATC Science Committee might be able to fill an
important role by establishing a mechanism to examine
specific scientific and technical fields (as opposed to
national programs) to identify weakness, gaps, duplication
and special opportunities., Such a mechanism could point
out opportunities for sharing of facilities and exchange
of personnel, highlight weak and st:bng areas to help
avoid waste, identify peglected areas; and uncover duplication.
The common understanding that would result could lead to

more extensive joint planning and joint research.
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(c) _ScientificlAdvice-forVSﬁAPE 

The NATO Science Advisor and Secience Cdmmittee have
been active in providi.ng advice for the military side of
NATO and in working 301ntly W1th the mllltary on techn1ca1
questlons. It would seem, however, that thlﬂ relatlonshlp
' could be fﬁrther expanded wlth beﬁef1c1al results°

The Sclence Commlttee could be the sponsor of technlcal
studles of 1nterest to the mllltaryo- It could form sc1ent1flc
panels, consisting of leading scientists from NATO countries,
té advise on the technical aspects of various military
problems such as limited warfare, comﬁunications, etc. These
studies and panels would provide objecti;e, unbiased advice
on the military problems qf NATO and would also involve
Eufopean scientists more intimately in the military side
of the Alliance,

It is hard to know in advance how much is feasible in
these last two fields of possible activity. The effort
would have to be built up over time and approached subject
by subject-in scientific research or develqpmenﬁ fields,
For some major problems and areas; industrial ﬁr other obstacles
will make progress slow, but the attempt is essential to
tap the great scientific and technological potential now
unrealized inlthe advanced free nations. It may not be
decisive now; but it could be in the future as the USSR
continues to devote extensive resources to technological

advance., Without better sc1ent1f1c 1ntegrat10n, the non-
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communist nations may gradually fall behind,

A series’ of meetings of top science policy people of

the member countries should be held to explore how such

NATO mechanlsms mlght work what thelr advantages would be,

| and prec1se1y what subJects mlght be tackled, Clearly

such act1v1t1es would eventually requlre a falrly large
staff and the formatlon of many adv1sory panels, presumably
1n the NATO Sc1ence Adv1sor's offlce, If the mechanisms
worked at all, a decade of systematlc effort might yield

results highly significant for the strength o the West,

4. NATQ and the OEECtdECD in Science

Though.both NATO and .the OEEC-OECD have science
programs, there has been ?o daté little overlap in
their efforts. The OéEC hfs concentrated more on education
in the sciences andrﬁarticularly on deveioping curricula,
attacking specific problems in one or another country.

NATO, on the other hand, has taken a broader approach
of instituting large new programs such as research grants
and joint oceanographic research programs., The international
staffs. have worked clesely together. Programs.do not

compete but are complementary to each other; this situation

musf be maintained in the future,

VI. NATO Militarvy Production Pooling and Research and Develop

ment.

1., The Nature of the Problem

Few areas have been as promising in potential, but so

frustrating in practice, as that of inter-allied cooperation
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in weapons development and preduction., The facts of mutual

dependence for security have simply not permeéted ﬁational
defense establishmehté. .There are indeed curfent programs

-

;for the declasslflcatlon and exchange of techn1cal 1nformat10n,

. ;301nt research, weapons standardlzatlon, and common productlon,

but s0 far they do not go far enough below the surface to
Vmeet the fundamental problem. S -

If 1ntegrat10n of natlonal mllltary‘forcés is to be
.effectlves standardlzatlon of 9qu1pment is imperative., It
would be highly perilous; in the technolegical race with
the Soviets, to fail to tap.the full resources of European
as well as Ame;ican ingenuify, Above éll, A failure to
seek collective effort in;munitions'production tends to
diséredit the collective character of the Alliance.

2, Existing Programs

Progress made in recent years, supports the belief
_that existing programs can and should be intensified, The
Mutual Weapons De#élopment Program (MWDP)ﬁof the United
States has been successful in fosteriﬁg R and D programs

in Eurcpe. Recent programs have secured coordinated large-
scale producticn in Europe of scphisticated weapon systems,
e.g.y, the F-104 airplane and the HAWK ground-to-air missile.
These programs achieve weapens standardization automaticaliy.
They stand, moreover, as symbols of a break-through in

exchanging sensitive weapcns information ameng the allies,
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In addition, thé‘establiéhmgnt'og HATO'technical
centers like that for Air Defense and research groups
like that for Air R and D (AGARD) is very promising. The
Air Défehse fechnical center is.now_being compléﬁépted
b} NATO‘Eéﬁfgrs for éﬁfi—subﬁa;ine queéfch'andlfof ground

- vartare, T : |

| Therelis-scope bofh for o#her centers and for an
exﬁéééio;-éf fhe workiof thé'centers already in existence
beyond the purely technical evaluation of weapons,
weapon innovation and invention. The evolution of the Air
Defense Technical Center to-evaluate the proposed air defense
system for Europe as a whole is perhaps the first major
case in point. Care should be taken, however, to prefent
the new centers frcm develQping in isolation from each
other, In the future, it should even be possible and
Aesirable to establish operations research groups for NATO,
similar to those for the military services in the US.

There is reason for qualified optimism about production
and R and D in NATO in the extent of recent progress,
which can be used as a basis for future development. New
impetus may be provided by the changes in strategy recom-
mended elsewhere in this Report. Yesterday's weapons will
not do for effectivé non-~-nuclear défense. A re-vitalized
and qualitatively étrengthened Shield will require new

ideas; new tactical concepts; and new means of implementation.
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Technically, the ccmparatively uhexplbited area of non-
nuclear weapons offers great chances for possibly revolu-
-tlenary advance, polltlcally, the new program would be less

. prejudiced by old natlonal flxatlonso‘

3.': Programs for New Weapons

The obgectlve should be new weapons programs sparked
 by-change in strategy. But ‘how are they to be ach1eved7
It would hardly be fea51ble to carry on a fully 1ntegrated
inter-allied program of concurrent research, development and
production for a sﬁecific nevel weapon or class of weapons,
The administration of such an effort bf-ls countries would
be toc cumbersome., |

Firms or evec scme goveraments will not undertake
multiple attacks upon difficult technical problems without
a good prospect or subsequent production contracts. If |
p;oduction contracts are not achieved, tae firms lcse both
money and prestige. Scme way should be found to reduce
these penalties; and to make R '‘and D separabl? preofitable
without assurance of productien centracts.

R and D programs shceuld try to meet this prcblem,
The current Mutual Weapons Development Program of the
United States with its allies;, for example, works well in
terms of prcved.technical accomplishment from small budgets.
But with budgets sc small and pressures so great for tangible

procfs of early pregress, incentives are strong to bet
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MWDP funds on the certain and rewarding projects, What is
needed, in ‘addition, in view of the nature of R aéd D
is the means to devote conSiderable resources to more

1mag1nat1ve and rlsky Ventures. ,

4..- A NATO Mllltary Research Corporatlon

The establlshment of an autonomous NATO Mllltary
‘Résearch Corporatlon with slzeable f1n3301a1 rcsourcesrto
inveé?riﬁ wéaponry reséaréh cdntfacté_and technicél‘studies
of military problems, such as commﬁnications, logistics,
and weapon system requirements miéht agsist in sblving
many basic R and D problems_of the Alliance,

In liaison with SHAPE'an& the Science Committee; such
a Corﬁoration would proviép a means of obtaining unbiased
hoP-national techﬁical advice on the military problems
of NATO and would also serve to iﬁvolve European scientiéts
and industry more intimately in military problems. Ultimately,
if the Corporation proved to be of value in the R ana_D |
field, it might be adopted to assist the NATO staff in
organiziﬁg common production plans.

5. Production Problems

'Standardizing the military equipment of the NATO
members would obviously produce great advantages in economy,
convenience and effectiveness. The difficulties are also
apparent and well documented by experience,

Time has not been available for any careful study of




‘ .this fieldo ’It‘seems essentiel to stress ite impertance,
hoﬁe?er, end éﬁ submit a few.comments, eepecielly'on
standardlzlng through agreed programs for 301nt or common
_ preductlon or - Spec1a11zed productlono |

i

(a) In connectlon Wlth possible NATO eemmon pfoductlon
' schemes, 1nfrastruc;ure programs do net necessarlly prOV1de
~an entlrely adequate pattern. Common flnanc1ng for programs
‘of common beneflt is very atﬁractlve; as are the features
of free competltlve blddlng within the Alliance and procedures
such as duty free entry to minimize costs. But for these
advantages a price has been_paid in terms of delay, Since
lead-times in weapons must be cut, not lengthened, traditional
infrastructure prccedures-would have to be revised before
apPlication to weapon pregpags.

(b) For stfaight production; assuming technical
ﬁossibilities are fairly well known, concentration on one
or a few suppliere will best serve the interest of economy
and expedition, ' Concentrating production of a specific
item in one nation will be tolerated however, only if
it is reciprocated for other items, Unless the US
becomes a significant buyer of materiai produced in
Europe, as it should; then European production to replace
US sources for European military uses must be encouraged.

Where the NATO members can standardize on specific weapons

for all NATO forces and work out an acceptable balance of

-
e
L]

L W




* a
-
swe vr
.

- ThO-~

"ﬁwo-wéy" trade, th&s is the simplest way to obtain the
'benefits”of spécialiéation° The obstaéles are cléarly-
Iseriduso:f |

(c) Given ﬁhe politicél-and ecoﬁomic‘realities,
coordlnated productlon of a partlcular 1tem may be a more
Mfea31ble way to obtaln the beneflts from standardlzlng'
Vupon ‘one weapon -for all NATO forcesu .Thls solutlon is far
ﬁbetter than the present method of separate ‘national pro--
duction without much mutual tradeo Thus,; the embryonlc
common production programs should be adéglerated, but the
NATO members should also take more stéps £oward the
simpler sdlution of adépting wéapons developed or produced
elsewhere as the US did, for example, in adopting the
'Fr?nch SS-11 anfi—tadk missile instead of one developed

"here,

6, Requirements for Weapons Cooperation

The reQﬁireﬁénts for cooperation in weapons that emerge
‘from these considerations are:

(a) to establish a new need for non-nuclear weaponry;

(b) to expand technical centers, advisory groups, and
operating research centers to explore mutual weapon systems
problems;

(c) to formulate bolder MWDf programs, try to make R
and D programs profitable in themselves, whether followed

by production contracts or notj; and to get scientific and
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. engineering groups in NATO coﬁntries competing in research
and the early stages of develepment;
(d) 'to egtablish an autonomous NATO Hilitary Research

-~

. Corporatlon w1th substant1al flnanclal resources to further
these spec1f1c obgectlve5° i = | |

(e) to fac111tate the exchange of technlcal 1eformat10n
even further°"f o fff_}“ffff?i}”:':fi":-' -

(f) to intensify efforts to secure-coordlnated pro—
duction of major materiel in Europe which will, among
other'merits, foster standardization;

(g) to move toward more reciprocel purchase of weapons
and especially more US buying of.European-developed |
weapons,

Care must be exercised to avoid grandiose multi-national
programs befcore R and D has moved through early testing
;hases, to mitigate any uneconomic spreading of production

among too many suppliers, and to ensure that multi-national

schemes will be consistent with acceptable lead-times.
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CHAPTER STIX

THE_REQUISITE POLITICAL FRAMEWORK

L. The Polltical Problem

| To meet the formldable ehalienge before us w1117reQu1re
elarlty of purposep 1arge resources; and steady effort over
:an extended perlod° the ba51c issues of securlty, stab:.llt.yp

and growth cannot be resolved for decadeso i

Even if the Atlantic Community were a single state, able
to speak with one voice and decide and act as a unit, it
would find great difficulty in meeting the tasks facing it.
The main problem is not resoufces. As has beee said, the
mexnbers of the Community can preduce adequate means, both
human and material, to respond to the dangers and the opper-
tunities. But the problems are extremely complex and stub-
born, Even as a unified democracy, the Atlantic Ccmmunity
would find it hard to marshall and apply its means over the
long-term when the danger is not imeinent assault but gradual
ercsion,.

The Atlantic nations are, however, far froem unified,
NATO, of course; reflects the national interests and outlooks
of fifteen sovereign nationsp-varying in size frcm Iceland
to the US, Each has its own background, its own traditions,
and its own concept of national interest., In influence and

responsibilities, they range from the global to the parochial.
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Such‘variations create inherené problemé in an Alliance
organized cn a basis of sovere&gn equality, During the 1950's,
when the main iésﬁeswere_ﬁhé_recovery and cémmon defense of
Western Europe, all members, lafge and small, shared a commen

-focus broédly reéponsive‘td-thé“£ask. Nowg howévef,-as the
Aflantic ﬁations.face é more%cdmplex set éf isédesg-fhere is
less consenéﬁs_as to hew to ﬁget them, . Soviétrstress on
detente énd ceoexistence déﬁpenérthé impetus fer a commcn
strategy and the will to divert rescurces from seocial welfare
to dafense and foreign affairs., The broader spectrum cf neces=
sary action tends to widen‘tﬁe gap between the large and small.

The key issue for the next decade may be whethef the
Atlantic nations =-- and especiszlly these with mest pewer and
influence -- will be able;to make their poetsntial effective
in the struggle to create and defend a viabtle world order con-
genial to free sccietiss, To do 8o will require relaticens
and institutions to fecus their pelitical will and sense of
comamen purpose,

At present, the gtructure of relaticns and instituticens
within the Atlantic community is in transition. Any new insti-
tutions or methods will have tc take account of existing con-
diticns and trends,

IZ, The Evolving Relations among the Atlantic Naticns

1. Relative Strength c¢f Europe

The revival of Eurcpe since 1950 has greatly mcdified
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the power relationship between‘ﬁestern Europe and the US,
In the last necade, the US was dominant in the Alliance, It
provided the SAC sword on'which Eurone'e Beenrity was based,
,cnntrlbuted most to the SACEUR shieldg and prov1ded the
'slnews bnth for Europe 8 econnmie-recovery and 1ts rearmamentq‘:
'Todayg the European states have made a phenomenal economic
'recovery,' thelr rate of eeonomlc expan510n exceeds that of
the US. Far frem requlring‘ﬁs eeenomic_a831stance9 Western
Eurcpe is now competlng v1goronsly with the US in world 7
markets. Simultaneously, the growth of Soviet eccnomic and
military power has raised some doubts in European eyes regard-
ing relative US strength, |

Both their raecovery and their doubts have ccntributed
to a new sense of political independence in Western Europs,
with some revival of nationalism. With new self-confidence,
the Europeans aspire to an influence and a role reflecting
their strength =- or their poctential., They are restive with

their past position and seeking in varicus ways to correct it,

2, The European Community

The creaticn of the European Community, under ccmmcn
instituticns, 1s in part prempted by this aspiration. The
progress toward integration in continental Western Europe has
been one of the striking features of the paat decade, The
dynamism of the movement to date and its inherent logic sug-

gest that still greater unity is likely to be achieved in the
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nextldecade despite differing éonceéts of the'Ccmmunity and
the relations amcng its members,
From_thé European viewpointglgreat¢f unity is essential
: if‘EurOPeans‘are to havé;any significant control of their
'own destlnles and exerc1se appreclable 1nf1uence in a world
.inhablted by pow&rs of the size of - the US the USSR and Red
‘Chlnao Equally 1mp0rtant9 European unlty cauld help sclve
or hitigate many of the ‘divisive clashes of interest now con-
frenting the Atlantice hationso In terhs of rescurces and
GNP, the largest European members represent cnly 10 to 1z
percent as much as the United States. With such disparity,
equal influence cn cocmmon pelicy is out cf the questicn,
whatever the forms or fictions° The result is frequent fric-
ticn and frustratlcn, leading to unilateral naticral action,
A Eurcope able to act as an effective entity would dew
serve and could exercize comparable infiu=nce cn common
policy and action, Dispesing resources much nearer to those
of the United States, such a Eurcpe could join in the gznuine
partnership cof equals,

3, The UK and "Quter Seven”

One of the cbstacles, however, te the creaticn of such
s partnership is the pecsiticn of the United Kingdom and the
sc—called "Outer Seven', Britain faces difficuit choice=z,
In their attitude toward Eurcpean integraticn, the British
have been torn between the rechnition that clccse Franco-—
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German relations can ehhance'Westefn strength and'ths}fsar
that the coalescence of the Six would inevitabiy impair
Britaia;s pasition. e, |

| Wlth three tlmes the‘people and resources, the Communlty
threatens to releﬂate the UK to a much smaller role 1n the
VAtlantlc Communlty. The Brltlsh econonic a111ance 1n the
"Seven" wlth neutral states and NATO members has only a
llmlted polltlcal ba31so Whatever its economlc advantages
for its members, its polltlcal_future as a regional group
appears highly uncertain.

If integration continu;ss the European Community will
more and more be a source of great military and economic power,
whose members, if they actfas a unit, will have a formidable
voice in the decisions of the Alliance. The adherence of
Britain would, of course, greatly strengthen the Communities.
If the UK stays out, its relative economic and political po-
sition will be weakened with adverse effects on the Alliance,
Consequently, a reappraisal of the British relaticn to the
Communities would be in the common interest,

3. The Broader Need

The diversity of interest and outlook of its members and
the differing national approaches to the re-structuring of
Europe severely strain the cohesion of the Alliance and the
capacity of its members to concert their efforts for creative
defense as well as for their non-military tasks,
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The Atlantic naticns have, ho#ﬁverp redogniéed the need
to find firmer bases for cooperatlonp especially in the poli=-
tical and economic fields and beyond the NATO area, Since
the Report of the Committee of Three in 1956 the NATO Coun=
cil has made real progress in close4 consultatlon among the

' members regardlng propesed pollcy and actlonso The more
actlve role of the SecretaryaGeneral has also been an im-
.portant forw&rd step° Doubtlgsa existing precedur=s still
leave much recom fcr imprﬁvemento They fall-short of pro-=
ducing the commcn strategy or prioritieé required for cone
ducting the world-wide effé}to

In the econcmic fisld, the decisicn to reconstituté
OEEC with the US and Canada as full members was a recog-
niticn of the need for a new orientation and direction in
Atlantic institutions, The new OECD can be of great value
in enabling the Atlantic Community to ccncert eccnomic
policies within the Atlantic area and to recrient thinking
and resocurces cof its members to a world-wide perspective
focussed especially on proklems ©of ecencmie development,

The analysis of earlier chapters, however, has re-
pzatedly indicated the need for a mere Integrated joint
effoert by the Atlantic nations cver the coming decade, The
question 1s how common strategy and pricrites can be attained.
Shculd it be scught through new inastitutions? Can the
existing agencies be made more effective?
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ITY. Structure of the Atlantic Community

1. Atlantic Confederation?

In the perspectlve of the next decads, should the Ata
lantic natlons Bet themselves the goal of creatlng an Atlantlc
.Communlty or Confederatlon w1th common instltutlons?
| Whatever may ultlmately developgra number of factors_
argue agalnst such a dec;glon;as of npﬁo o N N

For the cominé decade;_the ufgept neéd is for capabiiit}
to create unified policies and to mobilize resources-and
effort to carry them out, An Atlantic Confederation wéuld
be relevant to these demand; only if it were delegated sub-
stantial powers for decision and action, Merely ceremonial
or formal institutions without real transfers of authority
would be of no value for these purposes., |

The situation is not ripe for such measures in the near
future, Conditions might change radically and rapidly if
experience demonstrates that existing and prospective insti-=
ﬁutions are clearly inadequate or ineffective to cope with
the challenges of the coming decade. At present, political
opinion certainly does not appear tc be at that point in the
United States, and probably in other countries as well,

A decisien to move toward an Atlantic Union before the
necessary domestic political support has developed for such
far-reaching action wauld risk failure at the outset, It

would also create new divisive forces within the Alliance,
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jeopardize the development ‘of Européan integration, and gen-
grate'serious bolitical problems within the individual |
st#tes, It might diVert attéﬁtidn aha energies from the
Soviet tﬁreat and the pliéht of thé less dévmloped countries
in order to concentrate on polltieal problems 1nvolv1ng West-
lern 1nst1tut10nss thus perpetuatlng the parochlal v1ewp01nt
whlch prevalled durlng much of the 1aat decade.

| éll these factors seem to dlctate a flexible and
gradualist approach based oﬁradapting and supplem=nting
existing institutions, This doés not mean taking a decision
against the concept qf an Atlantic Confederation‘és an ulti-
mate goal, On the contrary, the option to create it should
not be foreclosed either by declslon or gpecific actions,
For the present, however, the best means to foster its proes.
pects will be to develop concrete ways of working together
and to encourage the progress to European integration,

2, The Atlantic Interest in Furcpean Integration

' As the Committee of Three suggested, movzs toward Act-
lantic cooperation'and European unity should be ccmplementary.
Indeed, the broad interests of the Atlantic Community would
be served by utilizing the political and econcmic gains cf
Western Europe which have already been achieved and which can
- be expected to deﬁelop in the next decade,
A strong political and economic unit in Western Europe,

in alliance with the US;, would contribute decisively to the
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polltical coh631on9 economic health and military. strength of
the Atlantic Community as a wholeo The development of common
European 1nst1tutions prov1des an organlc baais for contain-
'ing natlonal rlvalries' and pramoting Franco-German frlend-
r ship and cooperatlon; Ll | | ”

| | Such an entlty, able to comblne the reéources of 1ts
':Qemb;fs and to unlfy thelrlbollcles would supply the essentlal
foundatlon for equal partnership with the United Stateso - Its
exisfence should facilitate the creation of closer. links and
joint agencies or institutions between Europe-and the United
States, and thereby enhanc; the sfrength gnd cchesion of th=s
Atlaﬁtid Community,

Consequently, suppoﬁ% for European integration and the
principles on which it is based are in the interest of ths
-Alliance, It should become increasingly clear to the United
Kingdom that its interests would be similarly served, It
would be éreatly to the long-range benefit of ths Atlantic
Community if the UK were to join the Communities without
reservations which would c¢cripple their effectiveness.,

3. NATO and QECD

The foregoing analysis leads to a pragmatic approach to
Atlantic institutionss Over the ceming decadeg the Atlantic
nations will clearly have to collaborate much more closely
to discharge the key tasksa discussed in this repcrt. The

forum and instruments would, however, be selected according
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V'to what 1s best suited to the specific activitiss, The mili-
tary measures would obviously be carried ocut thrcugh NATO,
‘and wouid require building oﬁ*and developiﬁg the unified
command and supportlng structure for the HADET proposal and
for expan51on of j01nt research and development and weapons
programs., In the econcmic fleld 1n addltion to national
‘ecéiene,-heavy rellance woqld be placed_for exscution on
internatienal agencies (euch as the IBRD, IDA, IMF, UN
Special Fund, OPEX and other UN agencies, and GATT) for
reasons already eonsidered.

But major policy fielde would remain in the political
and economic areas, The question might be raised whether
these should be divided bétween NATO and OECD as now contem-
plated or consolidated in NATO, Since conversion of OEEC
.dinto QECD involvee changes in membership and functions, the
new activities might easily have been centered in the NATO
Council and Staff, Withcut rehearsing the reascns;, however,
there appear gocd groun&s for not following this ccurse, but
centering the econcmic functions primarily in ancther Atlantic
instrument., The efforts to cocrdinate econcmic policies, to
foster eccnomic growth in the less developed ccuntries and
to regularize trade relaticns seem sufficiently specialized
to benefit from an e#pert staff concentbating mainly on them,
These activities are more likely to evolve and develcp in
respense to need and experience under those conditions.
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The role of OECD, however, is not without difficuitieso
Should the OECD become, next to NATO the second major insti-
‘_tutlonal tie between the Atlantlc nations, its operatxons may
be affected by the presence of the European neutral states.
[Thls fact can be of certaln advantage 1n terms of p0331b1e
relatlons with the LDC's or as an attractlve force for Sov1et
'European satellltes, On the other hand the presence ‘'of the
neutrals greatly compllcates the task of making the OECD an
effective instrument for undertaklng programs which have a
predominant political notivation, especially those involving
burden~-sharing., The determination ef the limits imposed by
the neutrals and the problems of some smaller states, however,
can be resolve& oniy in the light of actual experiencee gainad
in the operation of the new organization., Those limitationa
could also be largely mitigated'by tha proposals in the
following sectlon of this chapter,

Moreover;, the functions of OECD need not preclude any
economic activity on the part of NATO. The Economic Committee
and the Council might still concern themselves with "strate-
gic" issues such as:

(a) Basic discussicns of the nature, magnitude and
urgency of the LDC problems,

(b) Continued appraisal of Bloc economic activities and
relations with the LDC's and NATO members, and cbtaining a con-

sensu3 regarding appropriate counteraction by NATO memba&ars,




(c) Considering common poéitioné on issues of economic
import ariaing in broader forums particularly orgaﬁizations
in which the West and ths Soviet Bloc are bbth'presento

Both NATO and OECD may also be viewed as partial
bﬁrdenmsharlng exerclses, the ona concentrated on the de=
fense burden = the other on the ald burdeno, Neither
'burdenmsharlng problem, howevers cgn ratlonally be dealt
with separafély 6: in isolatioﬁ from‘ﬁhe over-all economic
situation and resource allocation.pattern of the member
states, which is analyzed by OECD, pf.in the isolation frcm
the over-all political Situétiqn and pattern of national
intérests of member states, which is analyzed by NATO., The
emphasis on political and ‘dafense considerations in NATO and
on- general economic and gi& considerations in the OECD can
probably never be fully feconciledo It can be minimized by
establishing closest cooper&tion‘between the two Secretari-
ats; by joint representation, as suggested below, and by
efforts §f the member states to follow compatible policies
in both organizations,

IV, Improving Joint Policy-Making

'Thé-key problem in meeting the challengs of ths 1960°'s
remainsgs How.ﬁo improve the machinery of the_Atlantic
nations for making and carrying out a joint sgtrategy for per-
forming the main tasks, .hbw can they arrive'at consensus

regarding the threats confronting them, and a coherent
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framework of priorities and policies for meetlng them?

The Novth Atlantic Counc11 is the logical forum for thls
efforto Experience hag shown-how hard it will be to trans=
cend national and parochlal concerns to advance the larger
V'interests of the Atlantic Communityo Certainly no dev;ce¢'
’or machinery can substitute for lively awareness of the
.urgent nece551ty to work together as the price of surv;val.
But procedures and instruments can sometimes a5313t in the
growth of such awareness and in davising measures to give
it practical meaniugg Three such steps are suggested belows

1. A _NATO Steering Groug

The wide disparity in power and respcensibilites amcng
members of NATO should be reccgnized in its machinery for
consultation., The smalle; members should accept the Fact
that the stronger members must bear the major burdens
especlally outside the Treaty area, To reflect this fact
and assist-in more intimate discussion and coordination of
'policy NATO sﬁould establish a restricted Steering Com-
mittee of the Council,

The Council and its supporting Commititee structure
'should continue as the forum in which general problems are
discussed and in which NATO decisions as such are taken un-
animously., The Steering Committee would:

(a) prepare proposals on Furopean matters cf general

' concern, such as security and specific issues like Berlin
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and disarmament, which would be subpitted to the Ceouncil as
a whole for consideraﬁion and approval,

(b) dlscuss and concert pollcles of the membeps of the
Steering Group on extra=European matters, The Council
would be kept 1nformed of these discuSSlOnSa |

The Steerlng Group mlght be composed 1n1tlally of the
Us, UK, Frances Germanyn and Italy, and perhaps Canada. In
-tlmer'it could consist of the US and=the European Communit}
when it could speak for its members, The iﬁterests of the
smaller stgtes need not be.impaired by‘such an arrangement,
First, their interests would be safeguarded by participaticn
in the existing Council mecl;.anismo Secon&ly,'the Secretary-
General could attend the Steering Group, with autherity to
ccnsult other interested ﬁember states, PFinally, repre-
sentatives of the smaller members could be added as ad hoc
members when the Group discusséd any matters in which they

might have specific concerns,

2, Atlantic Policy Planning

The essence of this report is that the Atlantic nations
have certain basic interests in common which they will neg-
lect at their peril and which must take precedence over
their more’narrow naticnal purposes or interests, At times,
these common interests are downgraded cr overlooked despite
consultation among the NATO members, It would be valuable

to have some regular method for reasserting the wider
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interests and for aﬁalyiing the conditions and measures for
advancing them, The Secretary=Genera19 in r‘ecent:years9 hae
sought to do this to some extentg but the nature of his po=
esltion imposes certain 1nescapab1e limltatlons,.
As a means for overcomlng these difflcultlea and contr1b=
‘utlng to a morewconslstent ba51c approach, 1t is suggested
'that HATO create an Atlantlc Polley Group to recommend longm
,range plans and pOllClQSo Speelflcally, ‘the Group should be
charged withs _ ‘

(a) analyzing the over-all position of the Atlantic
“nations in relation to the world eitﬁation; :

(b) defining more precisely the common interests of the
Atlantic nations; and ~

~  (c) proposing policies to advance the common interests,

This Group should be limited to three of fcur people of
international repute, It should be entirely separate from
both the International Secretariat and from the Council, and
should report to the Council at the Foreign Ministera! level.
Members of the Group should not in any sense represent
national states; they should be chosen for their breadth of
view and independent judgments and should speak only for them-
selves, They should have no operational responsibilities,
and should be expected to devote perhaps a third ¢f their time

to the work of the Group,
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An'indgpendent‘formulntion of:nbmmon obj&ctiﬁaa and
policies.unhampered by considefationa of national'interests
an& conflicts would provide the framework_fdf 1ongmrénge.
po}iciémo_ : |

fgg:deinfTﬁeprésénfation in NATO and the OECD

;3;Effécfifé{énnfdinntion'6fipolicies inﬂATO_and OECD will |
nnke it,3§c6355r§-t° go neyond.thé linkage nrovidéd.édlely
ihrongn:cnnmnn dinection %ron honeo Thn ﬁsrsnould seek the
agreement of the UK and the key EEC member states tc main-=
tain or establish a singlé national delegation to NATO and
the OECD under the over-all direction of one man who would be
the Permanent Representative of his Governnent to beoth organ-
jzations. To fulfill the-functions outlined above these
officials should have a pésition or rank in their governments
enabling them to speak authoritatively for their governments
and to play an active part_in théir policyumaking; Thef
might form the base from which would evolve reétricted exscu-=
tive bodies in both nrganizationsa

V. Public Support

The development of public support is a basic necessity
if the Atlantic Community is to endure, To help widen under-
standing of the common problems confronting the Atlantic
nations and to build consensus for their collective solution,

several steps might be taken,
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1. The NATQ and OEEC ﬁnformataon nrograms should be
expanded to promote support for_the activities cof ﬁATO‘and
af-QECD.ﬁ -_;:5_‘* B B . : _ :

o 2,..-The anndal conference of‘NATO Parliamentarian55

which has been a useful unoff1c1al body, mlght extend 1+s
JSCOpe to reV1ew the act1v1t1es of OECD as well as NATO It
could recelve and debate each year reports from the Secretarles-

-

.'.General of NATO and the OECD as well as analytlcal repcrts
and policy pr0pesals from the Atlantac_Pollcy Advzeoms.
Its deliberations;could make a ﬁajor contributicn to the
sense cof comnqn purpose among the Atlanﬁic naticns. The
possibility of‘convezting the conference inteo an official
Atlantic-Assembl} might also be explored.

3. The Atlantic Ins%itute, which is well advanced
under private aponsorship, could develop into a valnable
forum for private and mixed public-private acfivities
related to the Atlantic area, If so, modest public subsidy

would seem well justified.
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