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28. We consiver that SACEUR's study es_generally with

tpe principles oi ho.4LE. The nain g¢hanges result from a
rL—L—hI\ferjM his conceépt of the form the wap will teke., One

r 1his hag been that SACKUR has, at any rate py = —
implication, toned down the axtent and intensity of operations

;g_gnggg_g, While this mav be ue of the land batile we

do_ ot ecansi éF—E“ET’iHE‘ﬁ%TEEEﬁﬁTﬁ__IEEEFEEEEE”BTfEEELbost-
uclear phase will necessarily apgl., to maritime operations.
gE_EEE“ESHfFEFyfthose Sovietl submarines which Weré at sea —
when the nuclear phase openew might continue operations againat
cur shipping.

Force Goals

29, Thu t total changes batween the planned force goals
for 1956 and 1960/62 are summnrissd BEIow:~

Inerease or Decrease
Qf 1960/62 Figures
compared with 195

NAVAL, FORCES

Attack Carviers - Plus 2 (D-Day figures)
ASW Carriers ' Plus 1
Licht Pleet Carriers Mirms 1
Crulsers k Minus 6
Destroyer Fype Plus 5
A/3 Bhips - Plus 8
¥aritime sircraft Plus 42
Subinari nes Plus 14
Fast hinelayers No change
Cozstal ﬁinelayers Plus ﬁ
l:inesweepers ' Plus 18
Past Patrol Boats Flus 12

Comparison ol D plus 30 figures show decreases in all cases
exéept A8V Carriers, which is plus 1, and maritime aireraft,

waich is plus 2%, )
LAND FORCES /
Divisions  l-day Plus 11 2/3
1st Echelon Plus 2
2nd Echelon linus 5 2/3
Total Plus 8 —
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AIR_FORORES
Aireraft (Squadrons) Pilus 13, '
Guided Missile (units) Plus 3l
aAnti-aircraft (units) kiinus 2

30, In considering the ahove table we must talke eccount of

the German contribution. Howevar even when this becomes

svailable, it {s unlikely that it will 4o more than make sood

gorarent deficit. It does nut zLore aspear that

Mm_qmime_dggjim&_in

‘al {uree entributions. Further, the provision of
yp=to-date nuclear weapons will be an added burden for
national dofence budpets. W doubtful_therefore whether

the_exnenditure wnecessary to achicve S5..CEUR's force goals
would be politically dccentuble to nost NaT0 HAtions.

QUR VIEWS

CONEARISON WITH TEE LILITARY REQUIRENENTS CONTLINED IN
LHE UNITED KINCDON DREakT POLITICAL DIRECTIVE

general Considarations

3« In examining the study we have been aindful of the
tollowing fundamental srinciples which underlie the United
T e -

sdom wish T palitical direcfive.-

(4)) In the light of recent Soviet tactics and the
mountiy;, cost of novw woapons, 4 nunber of NATO
couniries, including the United Kingdom, must
reduce thelr defence expenditure iy Rus..ia is not

to achieve her ends by political and econcmic
means.

(b)) The poliey ol the Western Powers is to devote
first priority to preverding a global war since
naclear warfare would inevitably result in
wnprecedented destruction. :

(::) Thé primary dererrent to global war is the
thermo-nueclear weapcn, backed by the manifest
readiness, determination and intention to use
it.

32, The United Kingdom therefore contends that apart from

forcues for the stratogic ajr oirt'ensive, the rilitary Torces
paintaincd by NeaTO spould be the mininums needed to meet The
rolloving reguirements; - -

(:E> To Keep ceni'idence in tle rmilitary effectiveness
of the WATO defence oria isation, and thereby
contribute to th: deterrent to aggression; and
to prevent external intimidation,
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(E) To deal with local infiltrations and incureions.

@ To enable Soviet or satellite aggressive
intenticns at sea, on land or in the air to
be identified es sueh, to provide & shield
against a Satellite attack, and to lold an
identilied Soviet agsression until the .
strategic counter-ofl'ansive becomes effective.

@ To_secure the radar .acilities required for the
full use of thoe sirategle bomber forees.

3.) SnCEUR's study, is an cxposition of the force require-
ménte he considers necessary to defend territory in a lana
pattle involving tactical atomic -weapons. This conflicts
with the svove principles and requirements in certain
reapects which we elaborate below.

the Interdopendence of the Economic, Political and Military

ppap——
ﬁgctor‘s

3,  We consider that SuCEUR's stateient that he has 'worked
withi ; ncters esteblished by the economic

' is—-dif1'jicy oncile with the fore

requirenients set out in his study. Although there are :

Teductisns in certain typcs of forces, the foree requirement
gnovs 8 small net increase over fpe 1956 fisures. The German
contribution will hel eve other nations of this

burden but since any reductions. in conventiongl
grms ars likeldy to be offset by increases i melear snd

giided uaissile wezpons, it is unlikely that any economy to
national budgets would in fact be eflected. Should SaCEUR's
study be approved It is difficult to sse how netlons could
errectively meet the “Cold War! threat.

The Deterrent "

3%, The United Ringdom political dirvective recognises that
it is the strategic nuclear capability of the West which
provides the primary deterrent to Soviet aggression, and that
its eXigtence moakes global war unlikely. SACEUR however
pelieves that in addit ion tothe strategie nuclear carability,
ne aeverrent .ust include all measures to resist aggrassion,
.‘t\mE‘Iﬁfal‘- z 3 ing a iorce cepable of defending NATO
purone aysainst a full scaldé Soviet attack. The United
inadol: directive reaq hat forces In Burope need onl
pe eavable of identifying agpression, and of holding an
jdentificed Soviet atlack until the strategic counter-
Tensive HEE] ccctive. SACEUR has thus over—

‘emphasised the contribution his forces make towards

Lt bl

supplementing the primory deterrent.

the Defence or Burope —
The

36, We are a0t in a position to criticise the size of the
SEIELM h@ cer3iders he needs even if his aim 1s modified to
that stet ed in the United Kingdom draft directive.
fowewts, ¢t appears that SACEUR's force requirement for 1960/62
Ay 5\ue b v gr-insurance for the following reason. SACEUR
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3

gnvisages L var of two phases and considers vhat the Tirst
phase wmmy 1ast for 30 days. The United Kingdom directive
specificelly omitted any forccast of the duration of the
Mirst phose and contains ne, refercnce to the second phase,
We.genslder that, bhearinz ia wmind the probable efi'ects of the
¢lear exchange in 1950/62. the 5 ase way-be wuch
) Lan SACEUW thi » If this is correct, then it may
be a fuvther argunent in Favour of our contention that
8ACEUR's iorce reguirenents are an OVEr-insurance.

CONCLESION

. 37. e conclude that S4CLUR's study is broadly in accordance
Sg'th current NaTO doctrine, but his toning down of the

intensity and duration of the second phase does Not mocoeg—
arily apply to the war at sea, since thosc Soviet submarincs

wpich sea when the nuclear phase opened might continue
operaticns against our shipping,

38, SACEUR's Torce reguirementis fop 1960/62 may be an ovep-
gstimate ol the land and air forces Which mipht be needed to
pept the nilI¥ary reguiroments seb out in the United Kingdon
draft political dirsctive Decause:—

‘ (=) };Whe contribution which his

Torces melké to the deterrent.
'_"‘""'_"'—*‘—ﬁn__,___._,—_—_.____‘
(b)

L L A e

ie considers that his nmission 2
detery ) Wy
pootulatus forees capable of "vialent.
organised Lighting! for 30 daye, therehy.

implyirg that the nuclear counter-ofiensive may not
haooe eilective for a considerable time.

39, SACEUR pogtulates foprees to ficht a2 second phase of
glabal /ar, whercas no vention is made of such a phase in

the United hlngdom drafi political directive. This gqusstion
a0t be reseolved until there Kas Decn agreement on a now
political dirsetive which wo.ld have to take. into account
shat prepsarations, i any, should be made for a second bhase,

Lo. - We ILurther conclude that the cantinucd development of
saI0 stradegy along these lines would perpetuate the Doliti-
col-and_cconomic dirliculties Tacing us which, with The

realisation of the inrclications [ nuclear warfare, led the
intted Kingdom to propose a now concept of stra egy-
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DRLFT SIGHAL

FROM : HMINIBTRY OF DEFiNCE, LOKDON
¢: ¢ RJILEWML, WASHINGTON

Novenber, 1956

ROUT IHE

For DElNIY from Chiefs of Staff.

Subject: S:(CEUR'S FORCL REGUIREMENTS FOR 1960/62.

Reference: SHAFE/56/230 and 231,

We understand that the Stending Group has appreciated
that tims does neot allow for preparation of complete papers
on 82CEUR's =nd S.CL/ANT's studies for processing through
the MC in time for the December Council meeting: and thab
instead they intend to prepare m non-controversial raport
on these studies, high-lighting the principal featurss and
relating it to current doctrine, -

2, Ve have ‘oxamined S»CEUR's study in the light of MC 48
principlss and conclude that it is generally in line. The
chief effect of SACEUR's study has been the toning down of
the intsnsity and durction of the second phase, YWhilst
this may well be truc of the land battle, it may not apply
to the same extent to the war at sea where a Boviet
gubmarine threat mey continue beyond the nuclqar shase,

apart from this we have no comment of substanco,

3. W2 {eel that the fact that the gtanding Group report

4111 presumakly staie that the studies are broadly in

gecorGones with the current conceps will tend, however

illogically, to support any opposition to our new draft
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goliviecl diregtive.  We therefore hope that the Standing

grouy rziort 4311 ko an ontirely innocuous document,

4, We arvreciate that you eznnot obtain Stcnding. Group

appqul toe adont tho Unltec] Aingdon draft political

wm 28 & hasis for exammlng the long range studies,

et you should be swnre of our views about them so that you
gen infTluenee, in the light of recant Council discussions,
gny part of the ‘%trna.mr Group report which moy by
jmplicatiion prejudiec conslderatlon of .the United Kingdom
araft politiczl dircetive by the Council.

5, Ve therefore summarise below our views on SACEUR's

stedy in polatien to the United Kingdem draft political

girective.

'_r__‘____,.-—-—""'
$, Vie consider thel SAGEU‘R’§ Torce requirements for 1960/62

pay b2 al over-estimatlé of the land and air foreces which
glght be needed to meed the military requirements set out in
the Unibet ningdom araft poiitical di'rective because: ~

(a) Hs over-sstimates the contribution which his
forees meXke to the doterrent.

{p) Ho considors that his mission, should the
deterrent £:il, is to defend NaTO EHureope and
vostulates forces capable of “violent organiseqd
i-'ight.ing; " for 30 days,. thereby implying that
the nuclear counter-offensive may not become
afreetive for a cons'iderable tims.

7, BACZUR postulates forces to fight a second phase of
Jobed wor, whersss no mention is made of such a phase in
e United Kingdom draft poliiticnl directive. This .
;uesticn cs;imot ke resolved until there hoa been agreement

;8 nsw politiesl directive which would have to take into

% peount what preparations, if any, should be made for a

peond rhosa,
-~ 13 -
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Lppendix {Concluded)

5, we Turther conclude that the continued development of
§i70 strategy along these lines would perpetu_ate the

political 2nd ceqnomic difficulties facing us which, with

the reelisation of the implications of miclaar warfare,

;
' jed the United Kingdom to Propose a new concept of strategy,
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