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- I 'S‘TRATEGIG AND INTELLIGENCE IssﬁEs

o A- Reﬂort of Discussions betyees Generals Taylor and. Foertsch

1. Ceneral Teylor summarized his discussions with General Foertsch,
pointing out that the meetings between the military chiefs of staff

“'covered four major areas. These were intelligence, ‘tactical nuclear
““ieapons, MC100/1 and French sttitudes toward MC100/1, end reserve
"Porces and stocks. General Taylor then called upon a member of the

Joint Staff to reyeat the intelligence briefing which had been pre~

gsented at the Joint Chiefs' meetlngs with Genera.l Foertsch on '

22 November.

73{ - Intelligence Briefing:

2. [ The 'briei‘ing reflected that the U.S. and. Gexman estima:bes of
Soviet ground forces are essentially compatible. There are, however,
<. differences in the national estimates concerning total nurber of °
C " aveilsble divisions. The curvent FRG estimate lists 160 divisions ;
% SR 'whereas ‘t';he U.S. estimate totals 1h5.
O o .3. In comenting on the factors affec‘ting 'the siza of Porces whlch
NS - might be em_ployed against NATO, the briefing officer-listed four
. _®actors.- These were the extent of Soviet determination, ‘surprise,
- satellite forces, and Soviet :Eorces which migh‘i:. be employed in other
’ theaters.

L, Tn connection with mobilization time regquirements, it was noted
" that the current estimate was thabt the Soviets would require 30 days
%o mobilize o striking force of 60 divisions with 25 divisions in
reserve. It yas also noted that, as to the time of warning, the
.. Boviets themselves though’c such a mobiliza:tion could not long go-
fundetected .

) 5. The briefing officer concluded his presentation by pointing -
-out that the U.S8. is now making an exhaustive study of Soviet ground
forces. The tentative findings of this study place Soviet divisions
> . in the order of magnitude of 115 to-135, which includes cadre ‘
“-divisions. Of this number, the study group placez 58 to T5 divi-
R sions in a Category I status.

6. General Taylor then commented further on major differences
between the U.S. estimates and current Gexman estimates. He pointed
out that the German estimetes give the Soviet forces a somevhat
higher level of readiness and the FRG award greater reliebility

o . 1o satellite divisions. Both sides recognize the deviations be-
N ‘ . tween the estimates. There is agreement that the Soviets do have
S ;fomida'ble grounc'i power, the pobsibility of a surprise attack




is estimated to be less likely novw 'bhen it was believed to be a
nmnher of years ago, and the slight variation in the U. S and
German estimates does no‘b affect NATO stra:begy.

C. Strategy Discussions: - N

T. Seereta.ry McNamara. then invited Minister von Hassel to exchange

- viéws on strategy. HMinlster von Hassel explained that he could not

account for the differences ‘betveen the U.8. and German estlmates.
Hevertheless, the—e was a large avee of agreement. He then posed

" %wo questions: (1) When will the special study referred to by the
© briefing officer be finished; and (2) what might be the consequences
'."1f Soviet strength was not what we thought it was? (He acknowledged
..this was primarily a political question. _However, he raised it in
s -:the context of what the U.S. Congress and European Parliamen‘ts might
‘do concerning future defense budgets.)

| -;.8. Secre'tar,:r McNamara answered 'bhs:t the" study would not be finished
s . Tor many months. He felt that Minister von Hassel's second- questlon
. '--r-j,was similar to the missile gap issue which the U.S. had faced earlier.
5. -Be ‘then polnted out that our early- estimates of Soviet missile strength
,'-were based on the total use of Soviet resources, mem, sclence, uranium,
- lete. Thils resulted in a high éstihate-of the Soviet capebility.

The resuwlt was the U.8. reacted to.close the missile gap and con-

o seq.uently d1d not support edeq,uate eonvent:.onal forces.

9 "In 1961, the U.S. made a new analysis of total Soviet strategic
& .. power. This resulbed in a lowered estimate. Nevertheless the U.S.
.- increased its defense budget by $8 billion, a portion of which continued
-'the strateglc buildup and the remainder increased the conventional
forces'! capability. Secretary McNamara also emphasgized that he was

not trying to “"doctox 'intelligence' "3 he was seeking; however,

'};the most religble estimaté in oxﬂer to adjust forces accordingly.

.- 10, The Secretary sald that the estimates might lead either way,
< "but that he naturally hoped they would lead to an upward force

a.djustment. He slso noted that if we really got adequate forces,
wa would have created a situation from which we could be more
demand.ing on the Soviets in all negotiations.

11. C'eneral Taylor commented that the exhaustive intelligence
study now under way was examining evidence plece by plece, similar
to a lawyer preparing for a trial. He added thabt we must not
overlook that the Soviets still pose & formidsble ground threat.
Secreta.ry McNamars added that the Soviet Union is not capable of
doing all things which the U.S. estimates give them credit for.

He clted as examples expa.nding fertilizer productlon, development




of an effective antiballistic missile system, space conguests
and the like. To do all of these :things would be beyond Soviet
capabilities. .

12. Minieter von Hassel then commemted that it was vital that the

- Pree world make reallstic estimates of Boviet strength. ‘It was
=+ egpecielly important in Europe because of psychological’ consequences. e

If, for example, estimates reflected overvhelming Scviet strength,
the free Furopean reaction would be, "What's the use?" If estimates

.- showed & lesser threat, perticularly the smaller countries such as
. . Norway, Denmark, Belgium and the Netherlands would relex: their

" defense efforts. The Dutch Defense Minister had recen‘aly informed
- - von Hassel that the Dutch Soclalists were accusing him of insisting
- -upon too great a defense effort, pointing out 't;ha.t the Bélgians
-";'were ‘not doing as much.

13. Min. von Hagsel then commented that the Moscow October parade
included a missile which the Soviels claimed was an entiballistie

missile. Von Hassel believed the Soviets were bluffing. However,
he requested U.S. evaluation of this missile.

1. Secretary McNamara veplied that the U.S. was not sure; however,

we thought it was a primitlve system compareble to ocur NIKE ZEUS.
The U.8. 1e testing the NIKE ZEUS on Kwajalein and we have had ten
successful intercepts of missiles fired from Vandenberg Air Force

‘Base. We are currently experiencing T0-80% success. Secretary

Mcliamarae did not believe that the Soviets had advanced beyond the
NIKE ZEUS state of the art. Secretary McNamara had decided not
to produce and deploy NIKE ZEUS, because of the high cost, it does

" not afford real protection and our offensive missile systems can

destroy the ZEUS system.

" 15. | Secretary McNamare continued, saying the U.S. has under

. developmen'b a more advanced anbiballistic missile system, the
‘NIKE X. During FY 1964, the U.S. would spend $400 million for

. development and planned to spend an additionsl $400 miliion in

FY 1965. Whether the superiority of this system will werrant its
aeployment 81111 remains to be seen.

16. General Taylor commented that the U.S. had enalyzed the photo-

.graphs of the Soviet missile displa;red in the parade and we considered

it compareible to NIKE ZEUS.

17. 8Secretary McNamara added that the real pi'oblem in the anti- :

- ballistic missile system is to distinguish between a nuclear warhead

and 2 decoy. The ZNUS system mskes this distinction after the object
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. enters the atmosphere and at that point 1t is too late. Mr. Gilpatric

edded that a primitive system of this nature can be saturated by
offensive missiles. o .

.18. Secretary McNemara said the U.S. had considered three studles

yhich covered (1) increasing the U.S. strateglc offensive forces
to destroy Soviel strategic forces; (2) introdueing greater civil

“defense effort, especlelly through constructlion of fallout shelters;

and (3) establishing en active antimissile defense system. In con-

‘eluding the discussion of this subject, Secretary McNamara pointed -

.out that Western Europe would also face a difficult guestlion, showld

. the NIKE X system warrent deployment.” To deploy NIXE X in the U.S.
_would cost an estimated $15 billion. Would Western Furope wish to

do the same, particularly since the current WADIE concept would be

"7 .cheap by comperison? NIKE X also involved problems for Europe in
-Pinding adequate space for its deployment. - .

-z 2llw .

. ‘Mactical Nuciear Weapons: B -

19.General Taylor continued, steting the Joint Chiefs and General
. Foertsch had devoted most of their discussions to the tactical

employment of muclear wespons. They had covered the imporitance of
tactical nuclear weapons, pointing out that they vary in yield

- Trom a few thousand tons to megatons and in range of delivery systems

rom the DAVY CROCKETT to tacticel air delivered weapons.

50- -He added the U.S. had made many studies} fhe results.chowed
here was & requirement for a wide range and & large nunber of
reaponis. He cited-as an example that hundreds were reguired on a-

“corps front. U.S. studies also showed that employment of tactlcel

uclear weapons involved leadership problems. The commender always

, faced the requirement to keep his commend dispersed as a passlve

] J::fétective measure, but nevertheless he mst mass in order to defend .
r to attack or to produce massed tergets’ for nvclear attack. :

-21. Another U.S. study conclusion showed that conventional warfare
and employment of tactlical nuclear weapons cannot be. separeted.
~Mactical nuclear weapons might be employed in one ‘sector whereas
“:'- conventional weapons might be employed in enother. The U.S. and
-:. FRG agreed that non-nuclear operations would continue even after
" muelear escelation had occurred, with the nuclear batile in effect
. .superimposed on the non-nuclear battle. : )

20, Conventional forces ave still required to £ix the location of
the enemy such as in a reconnaissance in force operation aend to
protect the nuclear base of five and logistical installations.




f'gifi'a.ctical nuclear warfare means greater dispersion resulbing in
© :@ porous battlefield which in turn requires depth in conventional
" . Porces.to prevent infilbration. Finally, tactical nuclear waxrfare
meaiis heavy losses and -a manpower replacement problem. - The overa.JJ.
conclusion reached by the U.S. is that employment of tactical meclear
(wea.pons does not reduce requirement for conven'tional forces. .

P Referring 'bo the q_uestion of vhen to use nuclear weapons s
tenieral Taylor pointed ouf that his discussions with General Foertsch
“dsclose that the FRG feels U.S. concep’c.s reflect undue delay before

- employment whereas the U.S. feels the FRG concept would employ :
tactical nuclear weapons too soon. In his own opinion, he felt.
both reactions were wrong and that tactical nuclear weapons should

i be used at any time to preserve the integrity of the front.

"f21I- In expanding on ‘bhe preceding statement, General Taylor added
. .a non-nuclear phase must gaunge the . scale and intention of enemy
) 'sggression in considering a nuclear phase, targets mist be remnera-
tive and employment of nuclear weapons is too dangerous if our
i‘orces are too interlocked with 'bhe enemr .

..25. General Taylor expressed the following possible scenario “for .
- em;ployment of tactical nuclear weapons: Conventional forces must .
be employed first, somewhat in the manner of a reconnajssance in
force:in order to ldentify the true magnitude of the threat.
Following that, there might be -delivery of battlefield weapons
'j‘.\'bube artillery and HONE?ST JOHN t@e missiles to restore the

6 : *..'Turﬁing next "o air aetion, General Ta.ylor repor'ted some |
areas ‘of US/FRG disegreement in the employment of tactical air. '
The ,8. and the Germans are in agreement on requirements for
reconnaissance , for close tactical su;pporb using” eonven'bional -
Wreapons, end for ailr defensé. With respect to attack of alr fields,
the U.S. believes that early strikes against enemy air bases, first -
wj.‘i.th non-nuclear weapons, is essential to accompany the battlefield
employment of tactical nuclear weapons. He reported there was
US/German agreement that escalation following battlefield employment
of nuclear weapons is not imevitable. He also pointed out that the
U.S. and the Germans agreed. there was a need within NATO for ample
il sbectlcal nuclear weapons, that troops mist be well trained with
_‘modern equipment, that there would be & continuing requirement
" for trained manpower and that there was & need for a non-muclear
thase prioxr to employment- of battleflield nuclear wespons. General
Taylor felt perhaps General Foertsch was disappointed that we did
not have all the answers to the questions raised. There was, however,
&lvays a ganble on escalation, a.lthough the U.S. invends to use
nuelear weapons » if required. ,




2’[ . General Trettner commented that he agreed with General Taylorl!s

- putmmary of the discussion. However, he wished to clarify one point.

- There was a political aspect to the German concept for early use of
e ‘battlefield weapons lest the Russians miscaleulate NATO determina-
.tion to use battlefield weapons early. ~If it were made unmistakably
¢lear to the Soviets that NATO would employ battlefield weapons early,
~‘.a. desirsble political effect could be created which would affect
Soviet pla.ns and ini‘luence their fu.rther military decisions.

8" _..'" Genera.l Bertram then noted Several points in the German concepts
fiz‘st the conviction' that the employment of battlefield weapons
does not necessarily lead to escalation; “second, battlefield nuclear

" weapons could not be decisive; third, any vhase of battlefield
employment of muclear weapons will be of short duration - employment

will eilther result in escala.tion or the ‘enemy will bresk off the

engagement ,

" 29. Minister von Hassel commented that he considered the military
chiefs® discussions had been most useful. He agreed that the concept
of batblefield muclear use did not mean a réduction in convertional

. Btrategic requirements, and that both were required. He felt further
discussions would be useful, particularly & study to determine how
Tapidly the military commanders could obtain the political decision

%o employ battlefield and tactical mgclear weapons. Secretary

v McNamara responded that this was & NATO prcblem which included. sur-

Vivable and reliable commmications as well as rapid political
\.decision. However, he agreed. tha:b 'bo'bh staffe should study this

.30. The Secre‘tary then listed the folilowing conclusions concern:j.ng

the report of General Taylor: Neither staff knows as much as it

“would Iike to know concerning employment of tactical weapons.

e added that the U.S. planned a Strike Command exercise during

i4ne first half of 1964 which would be conducted by General Adams.

-He asked whether the FRG would wish ‘o designate an observer.

«There could, of course, he no publicity nor wide discussions concern-
..ing German observer participation. He suggested that General .

L Tret‘cner keep in touch with General Taylor on this matter.

31. Next, Secretary Mclamara expressed. the personal conv:.ction
}h:that current NATO plans are not adequate. The exist:r.ng R-hour
"plan envisages almost simultaneous, launch of lsrge-scale nuclear
gir strikes and mlssiles of the MACE type. This concept borders
on -strategic nuclear war, and the R-hour concept must be thought
of in Strategic Air Command terms. (At this point Minister von
Hassel interrupted and requested that the remainder of the Secretary's

remarks be translated into German.) Secretary McNemars repeated
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‘BE.  Overall Stra‘!:egy. oL . | "..

" .3k, Secretary McNamara then distributed a draf‘b JCS paper which

35. Prior to reading the paper General Taylor repeated that this
-was & draft that had been agreed to by the Joint Chlefs of Steff, -
- but did not constitute a U.S. position paper.

the:ﬁu the present R-hour plan gpproaches a strategic nuclear war plan

. - end does not follow the battlefield nuclear strategy concept outlined
= by Generals Taylor and Foertsch. He added’ tha.t 'bhls is-a ma,jor
. -'dei‘iciency in NATO contlngency planning. - .

»--,32.' Mlnister von Hassel replied the.t 'bhis would rapidly 1ead to o
< i"g problem with the French concerning 'MC100/1. &nd employment of nuclear -
= weepons. He suggested the postponement of any NATO discussions .
“:<or discussions with the French along these lines until after the

Secretary McNamara. agreed

33 General Taylor quickly poin'l:ed out that HATO needs the R-hour

‘plan bubt also needs other options. Secretary McNamsra immediately.
- replied that he had not Intended to suggest that the existing

R-hour plan be sbandoned. He had intended ’co point out the re-
quirement for a battlefield miclear con‘hingency plen. He added

- that once we have an agreed s’c.rategy and a plan, we must then

‘develop weapons to support the plan. He cited as an example that

.. DAVY CROCKETT had been & disappolntment; production of the system
. would be teminated. The warhead had been satisfactory; however,

the delivery system left much to be desired. It would perhaps be

.replaced by a tube artillery system. He added that he hoped that

‘the FRG would join with the U.S. in weapons planning to support the

strategy.

gave U.5. conceptes of a total strategy (inciuding the employment of

- .. pettlefield muclear weapons). Prior to discussing the paper,
+.. - Secretary McNamars repeated that he would wish to dlscuss the )
. undformity of equipping US/FRG forces but he felt we must develop
- a mubtual strategic concept and then translate this concept into
;. + .. weapons systenm req_uirements(Attachment A). ‘With this introduction,
.. he asked that General Taylor read the pa_per; s

36. Minister von Hassel expressed disappointment that he could

not retain the draft. Secretary McNamare stated the only reason

the paper must be returned was that it was still in dreft form and
the U,S5. would send a copy to the FRG when the dreft had been
finalized into a U.S, position paper.




