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C;;l HATO strategy as laig down in the Political Direactive
VS3 the -land, sea and aip forces the tasle {emongst others)
4of dealing "with lnecidents such aa int'iltrations, incuraionsa

‘1or 'hoatile local actiop by the Soviats, op by Satellites -

of all. wsapona (including nuclear} and .forcea, gines in no .

- ajlure or
", refusal of the Alliea to provida forceg adequate to counter .

| | SACEUR in'his oval exolanati. o study | g
‘ makes & B8 btlon that the possession of the ultimate

~Our view

26.° Wa do not believe that MO 41/2 ar i 8/9. can be reason-—
ab

1y inferpretéd to give SBACRUR, as _he claims, the means &o
. : tuaj of general War By measubes &Ropt e
mw%mmﬁer s
JIliTtet aggreanton Without resort to miel o

€81 weapona. .

7{2:) The Uniteﬁ Kingdom beliaveé that war involving‘a éouﬂF )
o, tr

¥ or countries of the Soviet bloe wou'ld almoat coertainly -7
not be limited and, as nelther the U.5.3.R. nor the Wost
want global war, both sidea vwould probably taks care not to
get into a situation which might lead to local Tighting
between Soviet bloc forces and thoas of the Western Bpowers,
SACEUR 's conaspt, 1n addition to being contrary to the
United Kingdom viewa on limited war, 1s also tantamount to
accapting the theory of "graduated deterpunce,! The Chiefa
of Stafr have previously stated? that they do nog accaph
@ither of these theories and ¥we ses no reason to sugpest
any change of viswpoint,

28. Any attempt to write into MC 70 & regquirement to plan
for iﬁﬁgiéa:ﬁéf INSY, thersfores, be resisted, » t mignt
leed to 3 8d _force regquirementa. R

EHY LACK OF PRECISION IN PHE HATO STRATEGIC CONCEET L////

I+ 1a clear that the major NATO Commnanders in writing
their studies have workaed to the Wroed wording of MG 1L/2
and MC L48/2, vather than to the original concept of the

[ Political Directive, in whiech it 1is apparent that the najop
deterrant is a fully effactive nucleap retaliatory forcas,
The result hae beon s L SACTANT to the ocon-
[ ro Ll A pe-dpyprasiol and o undue

émphasia being placed him on Ethe sdoBe an bortance of

£ UKDEL Paris to F.0., Savings Tel, ifo,7i2
4 C.0.8.(55)314
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artinl ret

o case is_ﬁhere}a”NATO agoncept of limited wap %1th the Soviat. .

25 - Both SACEUR -dnd SACLANT envisass iho - 0s81b114ty of . .
C limitéd way, - BACLANT states tnat ﬁ..... the dangsr of pre- .,
paring for all-out nuclear war may lie in the b SR
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Phase I1 operations, which has prevented the axpectbi raduc-
tions In {orde TEUITGMERGS.

-

- or intelligence clearly lays down thelr individual objectives
end strategic tasks. .Insteed, in MG 14,/2, the strategic

4 ~objectives are listed by geographiecal araas. S

-RELATTON OF THP STUDIES %0 THE UNITED KINCDOM

INTARPRUTATION OF THE STRATRGIC CONCRDT )

%), The two_aspe in s he studies conflict wit

[nited Kingdom view org as followa:- - ST

g b} . Ths possibility of limited war in the NATO apea.
e (See paragrapha 2),-28). o -
ik, : =L

N
s : .
%%: Deterrent and ghield Forces

32, In using the terms “the broad dsterrent” (SACRUR) and
"the overall deter-ent" (SACIANT) the two st -
the Strategie o

gigtent with "The liesgures to Tmplement
Concept"™ which states:-
—apr | HTTTR SRS

"Phig concepl requirea two kinds of MATO forces which
together form the deterrent to general war and, should
war be foroed upon us, ensure attainment of NATO objec-
tives. .| There are poverful nuclear retaliatory fopoes,
escitposed chiefly of long-range strategic air atriking
forees mainly under national coumand, There are alse
the land, sea and alr shleld forces which by their
‘deployument and by thelr dsfensive capabilities demon—
atrate that aggression, no matter what the form, will
be effeotively opposad."

mmendedﬁ
O L8775 was a It _ds-dhe

This wordin

the version reco

Therefore, while we must accepi the claim by SACEUR and
CLANT thet their forcesg constituite a part of the deterrent
sg definad in MC 14/2 and 48/2, we conalder that, owing to
the loosencas of the dufinitien, there i1s a danger that the
n requirement for shicld forees will tend to increase out of-
1] proportlon to their rols,

& 35, R, and SACLANT plan Lo uss their atomle ghrike

¥ cag for use primarIly Againadt targetes I suppori of .
. purely theatrg T 03: 34 % oS 10sSr Ghat any tendsncy

to supplement unneceasarily the muajor deterrent, at present
provided by Stratsgle Alr Cowmond and Bonber Comnand, would
not represent. the beat and most economical use of the over-
all NP0 forees,

£ WO yb/2

2 C.0.5.(Wih

A Omnd, 424, parapgraph 20
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,"I.‘he roles of the major deterrent ¢nd shield forces.

m. 8 d
United King 1dt th clnary deterrent is the strate-
ory foprcy, althoug thu possegsion qﬁ
nuclear air power la not by 1is@I¥ & complate deboprent.t

The 1lssus is mads more“dlfficﬁlt for Major NATO Gommandéfs i
cause no dooument dealing either with the astrategic concapt .




TOP SECRET .

U.X. EYES OHLY ’ ) e :@
; - e

INCONSISTENCIES INM 'THM THREAT ASSESSMINT

36, 'We believe that SG 161/10 contains, generally, suffi~- S
cient intelligence detail for Major NATO Commanders to assess -
. correctly the Boviet threat. 8¢ 161/10 must, however, be 8
. read as a complete dosument, . It is possible to uwae extracts T
which, taken in isolation, cen giva a twiast to or exaggerate 1
the threat to a particular NALO front. . :

37. In edoh study the submarine threat ls ostensibly based -
on 8G_161/10. .. Rach Commander, however, takes certain SR
.aspects of thae threst and magnifisa them to some dsgree., )
fhile no Commander makes any numerical reference to the sub-—
marines expectsed to be wet in his theatre,. it is clear that
.the overall submarine threat, at least. st thc ourbreak of

war, excceds that appreciated in 8G 161/10. © ~ ¢

iy
R X

. S e
%8, There are certain forca strength inconsistencies of a :
5w minor nature between 8G 161/10 and individual gtudiesy e.g. ;
' GACLANT's over-assessment of the weapon range and cape- SR
" bility of the G/W submarines and SACEUR's gross over-— !
-agacasment of the medium bomber sirenpgth of the naval air )

‘arm. . . ; j
‘ .5C

39, It is difficult to oriticilse Commanders for these forcs i
atrength inconaistenciss because they are eatimating the i
thrant fn 1962/063, whilat 80 161/10 givas the ntrenghh and
capabilities of the Soviet Bloc from 1957 to 15961 only. i
Inaceurate tssessment of the submarine threat may have led i
to the ~wrong concept of SACIANT's anti-submarine atrategy. . . "%/
We cannot, otherwise, say that eny sxaggerations:of the - . :
threat have led to inflated force requirementa. e

P

“ FORGE REQU IREMENTS COMPARLD WITH

Lol The NATO minimum force requirementa cannot ba assessed
t1l each Supreme Commander's study is co-ordinated against
the strategic concept, the intellligence appreciation, and

the strategic nuclear forca capability.
litary document and ws belleve that

1.

nust g e Council olear miLlIitATY guldance regapdln 8-
mww%wpt-
If a comparison betwed vaillabllity and mindimum

force ragquirements shows a substantial daeficiency, 1% will
then bo for the Council to direct a re-appraisal deslgned to

male the best . use of the forces lilely to be avallable,
bearing in mind economic realities. .

:'y< United'Kinﬂdom Porce Avallabilities P
L2, At Annexure we shov the. forces reauired from the United

Jgiggﬂan_cumggggd_mii s we plan to provide. An
approximate agsgsoment of LI noavailability by
_7962*13

as followai~

“fa) Navy =~ uwbout hO. in dusbroyers and 804 in nine-
sweepers on D-day. Most of the shortfall,
except 1n UYW eruisers and hélicopters,; is made
good by D + 30,
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li3. . We conclude thoti s,
. "‘-_._‘__._—H__'____.;—'—l—‘\ \

@)

‘

-gollation of the three Minimum Worece Studiles,
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Avmv v thera will he o shortrall in BAOR unlesa .

At 1w reduced to five brigade, groups oy 1992,~

ljwhen ‘the defioiency would be 45%. Thia haa not,

-of couraa, baan diaoloaad to’ NATO,

PR

;Air Force \“ ﬁoo% 1’ SAM, 6)% An naritime aircraft

plus 303 in tactical aireraft.  NATO has been

informed only of our planned reductions up to 1960;

We have, however, declared 'a reduction. of N5
“the V-bomber force in the Uniﬁed hingdom Annual

<‘Reviaw Submiaaion.‘

s . CONGLUSIONS'

The Standing Group should be urged to coma to
.gripas with the problem of providing an agreed

‘appraoiation off ths urobable course of a general ,“a,i

war applicable to the three Allied Commandas.
They should nat confine themselves {o a mere

but ‘ahould resclve the inconsistencles of strate~"
glo concept between these studies, and lay down
individunl objectives and sirateplc tasks.
Inconsistenciea between the force studies are:—
{1) Poliey for preservation of shipping.

(11) Haintenance, pepair and replenishment factors

"Economic considerations.

L///A .’in determining naval Force requirsments.
(111)

t41v) Re-inforcement of Burope.

)

(e)

()

!

All thres studies gencrally conform to MC 14/2
and MC 48/2 and to United Kingdom defence poliasy,
axecept with regard to limited war in the NATO
area and & ftendency to place undue emphasis on
realdusl operations.

the two aspects in which the atudies are at
variance with the United Kingdom view are:-

(1) A possible over-zmphasis o the role of, the
shiald forces as part of tha deterrent.

(11) Poayibllity of limited war in the HATO arem.

An ingccurate sssessment of the submarine threat
may have led Lo an incorrect concept in SACLLIT's
anti-submarine sirategy.

Stockpiling requirements should ba conslstent and
ghould take into account SACEUR's paper "The
Impaot of the 30 Day Concept on the Stockpiling

. 8ituation" and comparable papers that are required

from the other theatre Comnanders, Thia cannot
he done until MC 70 is finalised,
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The quastidn of Ready Forces should be reviewed

‘and- S4CEUR ‘should have an alternative plan 1f hig -

requiremgnta for ready foroes and rapld reinforou~
ment cannot be met, . IS

Unitédfﬁihgaom forcs availabilities ubito 1962}

show substantial deficicncies againat the require-

ment of the thres Supreme Comnenders, -.

MG 70 should not attempt to tailor the Force
requirements to match force avallshilities. It
ashould, however, male claar that 1t is & caleu-~
lation of requirements wi{hout brejudica to the
provigion of foreces. If a comparison betwsen
force availlabilities and wminimuwn force requipe-
ments shows a substantial deficlency, 1t will

then be for the Gouncll to direct a re-appraisal
desipgned to malke the best use of the foraces likely
to be available bearing in mind economic realities,

—.10.—.
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