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FOREWORD

Given the realities of today’s world, we must maintain adequate power to
deter attack and to prevent our becoming vulnerable to coercion. This must be
done consistent with economic feasibility and political acceptability. |

Optimum decisions, affecting these complex and sometimes competing |
requirements, can only be derived from an appreciation of pertinent facts,
situations and viewpoints. This analytical sur' ~y was prepared to identify some
of the factors which contribute to this apprecia.ion.

Items in this survey were selected primarily for the pertinent facts they
provide, their ability to stimulate thinking an¢ .irther understanding of the
total problem. The inclusion of an item does not necessarily indicate Department
of Defense concurrence.

¢

.ﬁ‘,ﬂi—_’—"-—-—--._______

ROBERT ELLSWORTH
Assistant Secretary of Defense
International Security Affairs
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ANALYSTS’ NOTE

This analytical survey of literature was prepared afithe request of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Afifirs), United States
Department of Defense. It is based on unclassified publicafons (both friendly
and unfriendly) available, for the most part, on the open shiwes of The Army
Library, Headquarters, Department of the Army, Pentagon.

The 800 abstracts included in this publication were sel
thousand periodical articles, books, studies, and documents,
the many issues and problems confronting NATO. The docume
the various aspects of the defense of Western Europe, as well
elements of East-West strategic balance, with NATO and the
Treaty Organization) as the crux of the balance and the ever-incre
strength of the Soviet Union as the predominant factor. The stra
tions of oil, the rising tide of communism in Europe, the problems
and the intricacies of SALT I and 1] are also delved into.

The document is supported with background notes of each membergtate of
NATO. Texts of treaties, charts, and other useful*** Appendixes lend ad
support to the main body of the manuscript.

No effort has been made to delete or exclude references by reason o
controversial nature. On the other hand, inclusion of entries does not repr
an official endorsement of the views expressed.

The Research Analysts of the Army Library gratefully acknowledge
fense and the Department of State. Special appreciation is extended to T.N.D
puy Associates, Dunn Loring, Virginia, for permission to reprint extracts fro
their 1974 edition of The Almanac of World Military Power.

Symbeols:
*_Not available at time of listing
LI-Library of the Institution

from several
reflective of
also explores
the varied
(Warsaw
military
c implica-
detente,

***_The appendixes were the latest ones available at the time of preparation. However, subsequent political, and, in some cases,
military events have altered some of the data. Therefors, appendixes dealing with Gresce, Italy, Portugal, Turkey, etc., should be

- Preceding page blank
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CHAPTER |
NATO ON ITS TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY

A. A Review of Its Accomplishments (See also
Appendixes)

THE ATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP 25 YEARS
LATER, by N. Khomutov, in International Affairs,
Moscow, no. 5(1974) 37-45.

“Western Europe played central part in the
plans for world domination conceived in US ruling
circles while the Second World War was still on.
Under these plans, Western Europe, united in one
form or another and held close to the USA by the
bonds of military-political bloc, was to become a
reliable partner in the struggle against the world
socialist system, the national liberation and demo-
cratic movements. The absurdity of the US ruling
circles’ claims to world domination was obvious
from the very beginning. However, it took almost
a quarter-century, marked by the victories of the
socialist revolutions in a number of countries in
Europe, Asia and Latin America, the collapse of
the colonial system of imperialism and the emer-
gence of dozens of young national states, for US
ruling circles themselves to realise the flimsiness
of their hegemonistic aspirations. The early 1970s
were a watershed . . . In view of this, the USA is
making efforts to work out new principles for
trans-Atlantic relations in NATO and between the
USA and the EEC and to embody them in an offi-
cial declaration. However, the USA seeks to make
its relations with Western Europe, including \vhose
within the NATO framework, a component par: of
a broader system of relations that would help to
cement relations both between the USA and Japan,
and also between Japan and Western Europe. US
foreign policy strategists naturally feel that this
kind of system should function under US control.”

THE CHALLENGE OF SUCCESS, in NATO's
Fifteen Nations, v. 19, no.2 (April-May 1974)
50-56.

“The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO) has had 25 years of success in maintaining
peace during a period of unrest, confrontation and

consuitation. Allied Forces Central Europe
(AFCENT) has played a vital role in that success
since 1951. But despite a quarter-century of peace,
the Western World is currently faced with a num-
ber of challenges brought on by the very success of
NATO. These include the continuing threat posed
from the East by the Warsaw Pact forces; and the
necessity to continue to maintain a credible mili-
tary posture and a spirit of solidarity which have
been the backbone of NATO’s success sin ‘e 1949.”

THE CHALLENGE TO SOCIO-POLITICAL
STRUCTURE; DETERRENCE, DEFENSE,
SOLIDARITY, DETENTE, by Gen. A. J. Good-
paster, in Vital Speeches of the Day, v. 41, no. 2
{1 November 1974) 48-52.

Speech delivered before the Atlantic Treaty
Association, Ottawa, Canada, 10 Septembher
1974.—"In my report today I wish to review with
vou some of the key features of the situation within
the military side of NATO at this time, noting
some indications of satisfying progress and also
soine treas of concern. The broad perspective for
my remarks is the observation that while we find
ourselves in an era of change which borders at
times on the chaotic, the objectives of NATO,
against which our military posture and programs
must be evaluated, remain steadfast and valid.”

NATO LOOKS AHEAD, by Patrick Wall, in
The Atlantic Community Quarterly, v. 12, no. 3
(Fall 1974) 352-357.

“After 25 years of existence, NATO now has
to face up to some fundamental problems bo.h as
regards control, organization and posturc. Patrick
Wall discusses the Committee of Nine refort of the
North Atlantic Assembly as one approach to these
problems.”

NATO'S 25TH BIRTHDAY, by Joseph M. A,
H. Luns, in The Atlantic Community Quarterly,
v. 12, no. 1(Spring 1974) 7-11.

“On April 4, the signatories of the North
Atlantic Treaty celebrated the 25th anniversary of
their Alliance. Secretary General Luns, in this




article, finds reason for justifiable satisfaction at
NATO's achicvements but expresses concern with
current problems and arxiety for the future.”

THE NORTH ATLANTIC ALLIANCE COM-
MEMORATES ITS TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVER-
SARY: ADDRESS BY SECRETARY GENERAL
JOSET’H LUNS, in NATO Review, v.22, no. 3
(June 1974) 5-7.

“We are gathered together this morning to
commemorate the Twenty-fifth Anniversary of the
Atlantic Alliance. In the course of this year there
will certainly be other opportunities for celebrat-
ing with more pomp and circumstance NATO's
twenty-five vears of existence. But 4 April, the
date of the signing of the Washington Treaty, does
call for an appropriate tribute. In the circum-
stances, it is inevitable that we should reminisce.
As we cast our minds back over the past twenty-
five vears, we have every reason to be proud.
Proud of our Alliance which has kept the peace in
Europe, which has never attacked anyone, which
has never persecuted or insulted anyone and
which, in settling its own problems, has never
ridden rough-shod over its members. At the same
time, while maintaining their sovereign independ-
ence, member countries, through the security
afforded by the Alliance, have been able to achieve
unprecedented prosperity.”

POLICY, EQUIPMENT CHALLENGING
NATO, by Herbert J. Coleman, in Aviation Week
& Spuace Technology, v. 100, no. 10 (11 March 1974)
30 plus.

“North Atlantic Treaty Organization ap-
proaches its 25th anniversary in April as a trou-
bled alliance trying to reconcile the lessons of the
Middle East War with its flexible response attitude
toward Warsaw Pact countries that outgun and
outman it. Simultaneously, the alliance is trying
to foresee its posture in the event of troop with-
drawals by the U.S. and at the same time to {or-
mulate a policy that would preclude a renewal of
the transatlantic bitterness caused by refusal to
allow U.S. Air Force aircraft permission to use
(NATO) bases in the massive resupply of arms to
Israel. Problem areas for NATO, which may be
ready for presentation to alliance ministers in
April or May, but probably will not, are|listed).”

PROBLEMS OF NATO 1974: DEFENSE,
DETENTE AND THE PEOPLE, in World Sur-
vey, no. 63, (March 1974) 16 p.

“This is the second of two surveys on the

position of the Atlantic Alliance a quarter of a
century after its birth. Having been concerned,
since organizing the Atlantic Treaty Association
{the author continues], of which I was the first
Secretary General, with the formation of public
opinion about NATO, I seek to analyze from that
angle, the present problems of defence in the new
atmosphere of relaxation between the Soviet bloc
and the Western World, with due regard to their
incompatible philosophies of life.”

PROSPECT FOR THE ALLIANCE, by M. A.
H. Luns, in NATO Review, v. 22, no. 1 (1974) 3-7.
“As we celebrate this 25th anniversary the
justifiable satisfaction with past achievement is
somewhat moderated by coicern with current
problems and anxiety for the future. It may be
useful to try to examine the causes of this concern
and anxiety rather moxe thoroughly.”

(*)—TRANSATLANTIC CRISIS: EUROPE
AND AMERICA IN THE '70S, ed. by Joseph
Godson. London, Alcove Fress Ltd., 1974. 143 p.

“This is a compilation, with some later addi-
tions and expansions, of a series of 19 articles
which were published earlier this year in the Inter-
national Herald Tribune. The series, conceived in
connection with the Alliance's twenty-fifth anni-
versary, considers a number of the political, eco-
nomic and security problems bearing on the
European-North American relationship. As NATO
Secretary General Joseph Luns points out in an
introduction, ‘The discussion by responsible and
knowledgeable authors of so many facets of the
Atlantic relationship should contribute to spread-
ing greater understanding of the Alliance and of
its indispensable role in maintaining peace.’ . . . In
addition, texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and of
the Ottawa Declaration —signe last June after
the contributions were written— are given as
appendices.”

TWENTY-FIVE YEARS OF NATO!, by Gen.
H.J. Kruls, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 19, no. 1
(February-March 1974) 19-21.

“A twenty-fifth anniversary. A milestone to
look back into the past twenty-five years and to
make up the account, of plusses and minuses, the
achievements and setbacks. A milestone, too, for
serious considerztion of the present position and —
what is most important —for a view into the fu-
ture: the future of NATO seen in the mirror of the
past and a realistic appreciation of the present.”



CHAPTER 11

THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE: AN OVERVIEW
(See also Appendixes; and for Warsaw Treaty Organization
Chapter VIII)

A. Atlantic Union and Partnership: Political,
Military, and Economic Aspects

1. Miscellaneous Information

(*)—ALLIANCES: LATENT WAR COM-
MUNITIES IN THE CONTEMPORARY WORLD,
ed. by Francis A. Beer. New York, Holi, Rinehart
and Winston, 1970. 384 p.

“A collection of essays on alliances and in-
ternational conflict, the nature of cooperation in
such alliances as NATO, the Warsaw Pact, the
South East Asia Treaty Organization, the Arab
League, and the Organization of African States,
and the characteristics of alliance disintegration.”

ATA 19TH ANNUAL ASSEMBLY CON-
SIDERS FUTURE OF ATLANTIC RELATIONS,
in NATO Review, v. 21, ne. 5(1973) 10-15.

“The 19th Annual Assembly of the Atlantic
Treaty Association was held in Brussels from 10 to
14 September under the chairmanship of Professor
Eugene V. Rostow. The theme was, ‘The Atlantic
Alliance, indispensable basis for security and
détente’.”

THE ATLANTIC UNION RESOLUTION, by
Gale McGee, in The Atlantic Community Quar-
terly,v. 10, no. 4 (Winter 1972-1973) 541-544.

“Senator Gale McGee makes a strong case
for the need of an Atlantic Federal Union. He
points to many problems which can no longer be
settled on the nation-state level and to Europe’s
loss of confidence in the U.S.—confidence which
the United States would immediately recoup by
once again showing leadership by applying inter-
nationally the federative principle it has applied so
successfully on its own domestic political scene.”

BEYOND DETENTE: TOWARD INTER-
NATIONAL ECONOMIC SECURITY, by Walter
F. Mondale, in Foreign Affairs, v. 53, no. 1 (Octo-
ber 1974) 1-44.

“Economic issues are now front and center

for the world’s political leaders, topping the agenda
of both domestic and foreign policy concerns.
While the major international security issues of
the last quarter-century are still with us—the
competition in strategic nuclear arms, the strug-
gle of differing political systems, the confrontation
of massively armed alliances in Europe, the men-
ace of great-power involvement in local conflict—
these are now being overshadowed by the risk that
the operation of the international economy may
spin out of control. For if this happens thcre will
be no graver threat to international stability, to
the survival of Western democratic forms of gov-
ernment, and to national security itself. Last June
West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt spoke
plainly at the NATO summit meeting. As he saw
it, the most serious risks facing NATO were not
military. The growing economic difficulties of its
members, he said, ‘include dangers that cannot be
exaggerated. Inflation and the necessarily follow-
ing recession pose the greatest threat to the
foundations of Western society.’. . . From this ex-
amination of the specific immediate and long-term
actions now required, it is possible to envision the
general outlines of a system of international eco-
nomic security.”

EUROPE AND AMERICA: BETWEEN (CO-
OPERATION AND COMPETITION, by Curt
Gasteyger, in NATO Review, v. 20, nos. 5-6 (May/
June 1972) 12-15.

“Following the interest caused by the recent
publication of his Atlantic Paper, ‘Europe and
America at the Crossroads,’ the NATO Review
publishes . . . [here] an article which Dr. Gasteyger
has based on this . . . essay. The article, which
expresses the views of its author . . . is included
because of its constructive contribution to the
current debate on important issues now facing the
Alliance.”




EUROPEAN SECURITY AND THE AT-
LANTIC SYSTEM, ed. by William T. R. Fox and
Warner R. Schilling. New York, Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1973. 276 p.

“Seven essays by as many authors, includ-
ing Klaus Knorr, Annette Baker Fox and Andrew
J. Pierre, on arms control in Europe. The emphasis
is on Western Europe, the United States and dif-
fering national perspectives rather than the prob-
lems of European security as seen from the East.”

IN THE SAME BOAT, in The Atlantic Com-
munity Quarterly, v. 11, no. 3 (Fall 1973) 314-318.
“The nine member states of the European
Community have so far been unable to agree on a
common response to Henry Kissinger's proposal
for a ‘New Atlantic Charter’ and a revitalized At-
lantic partnership. The absence of a European
spokesman for negotiations on the interdependent
issues of common defense, trade and monetary re-
form, and French opposition to multilateral dis-
cussions with the US, endangers the cohesion of
the Western World.”

LONG-RANGE PLANNING FACTORS IN
THE BROSIO EXERCISE, by Lawrence L. Whet-
ten, in Military Review, v. 51, no. 7 (July 1971)
50-59.

“More than any other multilateral organi-
zation, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization has
successfully modified its objectives and achieve-
ments to accommodate changing international
political requirements. NATO was originally con-
ceived by many as a supplementary instrument
for the United Nations endeavors to preserve the
peace and contain the cold war. It was also envi-
sioned as a means of expanding and normalizing
interstate relations within the framework of reli-
able regional security and stability. Initially, it
was designed to assure active participation of all
Western Nations, particularly the United States,
in a general alliance that would afford protection,
social progress, and economic prosperity. Accord-
ingly, it was intended both to block Soviet expan-
sionism through collective security and to prevent
the resurgence of Girman nationalism through
creating a German political entity in a Western
likeness and binding it closely to the emerging
security structure. A review of the proceedings of
the two Ministerial meetings in 1970 reveals the
change in emphasis experienced in the two decades
of NATO history. Stress is now placed on military
disengagement, political détente, and common
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regional problems, such as environmental pollu-
tion, to an extent never before recorded. But like
all dynamic organizations, stardom has been il-
lusive. Major differences have exisied among the
partners about such fundamental questions as
buraen-sharing, conventional versus nuclear pre-
paredness, force structures, snd modernization
programs.”

MR. BROSIO'S LAST SPXECHES AS SEC-
RETARY GENERAL, in NATO Review, v. 19,
nos. 11-12 (November/December 1971) 15-17

“The effect on NATO of some recent devel-
opments on the international scene, was analyzed
by Mr. Manlio Brosio in speeches to the Atlantic
Treaty Association (ATA) in London on 20 Septem-
ber and the North Atlantic Assembly in Ottawa a
week later. These were the last major public
speeches by Mr. Brosio before his succession hy
Mr. Joseph Luns as NATO's Secretary General on
1 October. The NATO Review reproduces below
extensive extracts from these two speeches.”

NATO FACTS AND FIGURES. Brussels,
NATO Information Service, 1971. 354 p.

Part | —Origins and Evolution of the Alli-
ance (Origins of the Alliance, Analysis of the North
Atlantic Treaty, The Atlantic Alliance from 1949
tn 1968, Defence Policy and Financing, Soviet
Military Capability); Part II—Activities of the
Council (Political Consultation, Machinery fcr
Crisis Management, Economic Cooperation, De-
fense Support and Infrastructure, Scientific Co-
operation, Cultural Cooperation, Civil Emergency
Planning, Coordination of Air Traffic, Press and
Information); Part IIl —Structure of NATO (Civil
Organization, Military Organization, Financial
Control); Part IV—Chrornlogy, Statistics, Ap-
pendices. With maps, charts, and statistical tables.

NATO HANDBOOK. Brussells. NATO Infor-
mation Service, February 1974. 75 p

Contents: North Atlantic Council —Perma-
nent Representatives (including those of Denmark,
Iceland, and Norway, among others); The North
Atlantic Treaty; Analysis of the Treaty: An Alli-
ance for Peace; Development of the Alliance
(Chronology); The Organization; Annexes; and
Documentation.

NATO: THE TRANSATLANTIC BARGAIN,
by Harlan Cleveland. New York, Harper and Row,
1970. 204 p.

[A]“... pragmatic political analysis of alli-
ance management between the United States and
its European allies.’



NATO: TWO VIEWS, in Army, v. 25, no. 2
(February 1975) 10-19.

Alliance in Transition: Dispelling the lllu-
sions, by Capt. George E. Dials. For the Central
Region: Forward Defense Strategy, by M/Sgt.
Dick Larsen.

NATO'S POLITICAL LIMITATIONS, by
Lothar Ruhl, in The Atlantic Community Quar-
terly,v. 12, no. 4(Winter 1974-1975) 463-469.

“NATO's subordination to the Governments
of the fifteen Ailied countries and its own depend-
ence on their effective cooperation do not rule out
a political function for the Alliance, in particular
for the Secretary General, the Chairman of the
Military Committee and the Supreme Ailied Com-
mander in Europe. However, they find it difficult
to exercise this function.”

NUCLEAR BALANCE IN EUROPE, by
Walter F. Hahn, in Foreign Affairs, v. 50, no. 3
{April 1972) 501-516.

“Throughout its existence, the Atlantic
Alliance has reflected a complex and dynamic
process—a ‘transatlantic bargain.’ The former
U.S. Ambassador to NATO, Harlan Cleveland, has
described this ‘bargain’ as partly an understanding
among the European members of the Alliance, but
mostly a deal between them and the United States.
NATO, he contends, is an arena of organized con-
troversy. ‘Each year the mix of NATO defense
forces and the character of allied political collab-
oration change, adjusting to the shifting tech-
nology of war and to . . . the tides of domestic
politics in each of the fifteen NATO countries. But
while the bargain changes, the constant is a con-
sensus among the allies that there has to be a bar-
gain.' This notion helps explain how NATO has
survived over the years of crises, both external
and internal, that, measured by the historical
vardstick of alliances, might long ago have ripped
apart a less cohesive pact. Yet the optimism can be
overdrawn. Beneath the periodically rough, period-
ically serene surface of the Alliance an undertow
has steadily gained strength. The ‘transatlantic
bargain’ is strained by ‘transatlantic drift'—a
growing divergence between the security inter-
ests and perceptions of the United States and those
of its West European partners. Unless the Alli-
ance soon addresses, and takes steps toredress, the
basic causes of this drift, ali of the temporary
accommodations among the Alliance partners may
finally fail to prevent an ultimate crisis of mutual
confidence . . . Since NATO is first and foremost a

security ‘bargain,” we must lool: for fundamental
causes of the drift not so much in external factors,
but rather in fissures in the security consensus
itself. A central cause has been the faltering faith
of our European partners in what they have em-
braced as the pillar of their security: namely, the
NATO strategic-nuclear deterrent . . . The impera-
tive of effective leadership tvplies to NATO gener-
ally. The Alliance, as a uniqu~ and : - precedented
enterprise in history, was created by enlightened
and courageous leadership. It will take the same, if
not greater, measures of imagination and boldness
to chart a viable future.”

REALITY OF A COMMON DEFENCE SYS-
TEM VALIDITY OF A JOINTLY-DEFINED
POLICY, in NATO Review, v. 20, nos. 9-10 (Sep-
tember/October 1972)7-11.

“In a spcech made at Aix-la-Chapelle on
26 June, during a Seminar organized by the Atlan-
tic Treaty Association (ATA), the Belgian Perma-
nent Representative to NATO, Mr. André de
Staercke, in response to a request by the Chairman
of ATA, Sir Frank Roberts, expressed his views on
what the governments of the Alliance expected
from it and on the specific problems which could
arise should a collective effort prove unavailing.”

STATEMENT BY GENERAL L. L. LEM-
NITZER, GENERAL, U.S. ARMY (RET) FOR-
MERLY COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, U.S.
EUROPEAN COMMAND SUPREME ALLIED
COMMANDER EUROPE FROM 1963 to 1969,
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
AFFAIRS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPE,
4 MARCH 1970. Washington, Department of the
Army, 1970. 6 p. (Mimeo.)

General Lemnitzer, as a prelude to his ma-
jor statement, discusses first why the NATO alli-
ance was born. He appeared before the Com:nittee
“to discuss the relationship betweer; U.S. military
activities in NATO Europe and the security in-
terests of the United States.” He develops “the
continuing and increased importance of NATO
today.”

(*>—STRATEGY FOR THE WEST:
AMERICAN-ALLIED RELATIONS IN TRANSI-
TION, ed. by Richard B. Foster and others. New
York, Crane, Russak, 1974. 258 p.

“Thirteen papers from a colloquim held at
Junales-Pins, France, in 1973, in which strategic
analysts from six countries examine a wide range
of strategic and politico-economic issues of cur-
rent significance. Among these are the general
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implications of the developing American global
strategy, specific interests and perspectives within
Europe in the context of European-American-
Soviet relations, and the impact of SALT and force
reduction discussions on those relations. Contribu-
tors include Walter Laqueur, Johan J. Holst,
Walter F. Han, Duilio S. Fanali and the editors.”

TO CONSIDER NATO MATTERS. HEAR-
ING BEFORE THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
ATOMIC ENERGY, CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED STATES, NINETY-THIRD CONGRESS,
SECOND SESSION, FEBRUARY 19, 1974. Wash-
ington, Government Printing Office, 1975. 28 p.

A statement by General A. J. Goodpaster,
U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe, on the prob-
lems in NATO, particularly in reference to n'iclear
energy. He a'so touches on burdensharing, MBFR,
and SALT.

THE UNITED STATES AND EUROPE:
PARTNERS IN A MULTIPOLAR WORLD?, in
Orbis, v. 17, no. 1 (Spring 1973) 31-50.

“Today there is a new fluidity in relation-
ships that contrasts sharply with the early 1960’s.
This is reflected in the increase in EEC member-
ship, the growth of intra-European consultations
on foreign policy and defense in such bodies as the
Davignon Ccmmittee and the NAN'O Eurogroup,
and efforts to evolve a new securjty relationship
hetween NATO and the Warsaw Pjct, as evidenced
by preparations for the forthco;ning Conference
on Security and Cooperation iti Europe (CSCE)
and negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions (MBFR). The Ostpolitik of the German
Federal Republic reveals a new independence of
policy in Bonn, together with a quest for security
through bilateral diplomacy between the Federal
Republic and the Soviet Union. At the same time,
the enlargement of the European Community with
the admission of Britain, Ireland and Denmark
has raised hope of progress toward the harmoni-
zation of policies in other areas, notably defense
and foreign affairs, if not necessarily the immedi-
ate development of formal institutions for political
unity as optimistically envisaged in the Europe
of the 1950’s and even the early 1960’s. Changes on
both sides have affected the transatiantic rela-
tionship. Once viewed as axiomatic in American
foreign policy, the assumption of an identity of
interest between the United States and Europe
has been questioned. The inability of the Euro-
peans to achieve security via political unity has
made the United States less willing to accept
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economic discrimination by the European Com-
munity. The deterioration of the U.S. trade posi-
tion and the crisis of the dollar in the international
monetary system have led Washington to view
with deepening apprehension the emergence of an
enlarged Economic Community as the world’s
largest trading bloc. This, in turn, has contributed
to a rise of hostility in the United States to the idea
of European unity itself and a questioning of the
once presumed identity of interest.”

THE WEU AND EUROPEAN DEFENSE
CORPORATION, by Colin Gordon, in Orbis, v. 17,
no. 1(Spring 1973) 247-257.

“WEU [Western European Union] was es-
tablished in 1955 after the ratification by the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany of the amended Brussels
treaty. The original treaty, signed in 1948 by Brit-
ain, France and the Benelux countries, established
a mutual defensive alliance of the traditional kind
with one novel feature: it provided for peacetime
joint planning and military collaboration. The
following year it was virtually overtaken by the
North Atlantic treaty, and with the activation of
SHAPE by General Eisenhower at the beginning
of 1951 the defense functions of the Brussels
Treaty Organization were formally transferred to
NATO, the Atlantic alliance now becoming a
treaty organization . . . WEU is still worthy of
serious consideration as the instrument for Euro-
pean defense rationalization and cooperation.”

2. Europe, the United States, and the Alliance:
Integration or Disintegration

AMERICA AND EUROPE IN THE 1970s:
INTEGRATION OR DISINTEGRATION?, by
Simon Serfaty, in Orbis, v. 17, no. 1 (Spring 1973)
95-109.

“Since 1949 it has been argued that the
Atlantic Alliance is essential to the Western effort
to deter the Soviet Union from, at worst, militarily
invading Westiern Europe, and, at least, extending
its influence to the point of totally excluding the
United States from Europe. Concurrently, a sec-
ondary, and understandably less publicized, ob-
jective of the alliance has been that of containing
Germany from within by serving as a safeguard
against a revival of German militarism. Nations
on both sides of the ocean had a stake in Atlantic
cooperation. The case made in 1949 continues to
be argued today: There can be no security for
America if there is no security for Europe, because
Europe’s industrial base, population and institu-
tions remain essential to the physical security and



economic and spiritual health of America...Itis
time to cope with the realities of the 1970’s and to
encourage the evolution of new relationships, not
because the old one; have failed, but because their
very success has firally made it possible to discard
them.”

CREATIVITY TOGETHER OR IRRELE-
VANCE APART, by Henry A. Kissinger, in The
Atlantic Community Quarterly, v. 11, no. 4 (Win-
ter 1973-1974) 413-421.

“In his speech to the Pilgrims Secretary of
State Kissinger analyzed the difficulties of 1973
and the possibilities of 1974 and bevond for Atlan-
tic relationships. Our e¢ra of profound political,
strategic, economic and psychological changes
requires a revitalization of the relations between a
unifying Europe and the U.S. Closer consulitation,
common vision and recognition of shared goals are
essential to this wider ‘special relationship.’ Specif-
ically, he proposed the creation of an Energy
Action Group of Europe, North America and Japan
to begin immediately formulating long-term co-
operative measures.”

ASPECTS OF THE NATO ALLIANCE.
McLean, Va., Research Analysis Corp., November
1970.102 p. (RAC-P-62.)

“This is a series of articles providing a per-
ceptive view of NATO, Europe, and the US needs
to respond to the challenge of change in the seven-
ties. The common themes, in additon to the
necessary linkage in the Atlantic world, are that
security and defense reform and readjustments are
possible and necessary. The compulsion to change
was prompted by forces largely beyond single-
power control, but the political-military decision
makers can act to guide future US policy to con-
¢ vued success. Contains an extensive bibliog-
1+ phy. Contents: America’s 1969 option; A new role
for NATO; Defense of the Atlantic community;
Europe, the U.S., and NATO; NATO's role after
Czechoslovakia; The Nixon era and NATO; Revival
for NATO is needed now. Selected bibliography.”

(*)»—EUROPE AND AMERICA: THE NEXT
TEN YEARS, by W. Randolph Burgess and James
Robert Huntley. New York, Walker, 1970. 232 p.

“An examination of the urgent social, eco-
nomic, political, diplomatic and strategic issues
facing the Atlantic Community in the 1970’s: revolt
of the youth, environmental deterioration, scien-
tific-technological-industrial gaps and challenges,
trade and monetary relationships, restiveness of
the Third World, East-West accommodation,

defense and unification of Western Europe, and
cohesiveness of the Atlantic Alliance.”

PAROCHIALISM IN EUROPE; ‘CREEPING
GAULISM’ IN AMERICA, by George Ball, in
Atlantic Community Quarterly (Summer 1973)
161-170.

“The systems of political and economic co-
operation between the US and Europe, which both
have taken for granted since WW 11, are now being
questioned on both sides of the Atlantic, according
to George Ball. For more than two decades, Europe
has been able to concentrate on its internal affairs
relieved of most of its colonial possessions and
secure under the protection of America’s nuc'ear
umbrella. Out of this concentration on internal
matters came the European Economic Community
which has fostered unprecedented economic
growth. As a result of their economic success, Ball
says, Europeans have becomeblaseé about security
(although most favor the continued presence of
US troops on European soil) and so parochial that
instead of assuming a world role commensurate
with its resources, Europe now exerts little more
than a regional influence. In its attitude toward
the US, the former recognition of common interests
has been replaced by a growing resentment . . .”

THE SECRETARY OF STATE PRESS CON-
FERENCE. MAJOR TOPICS: PRESIDENT'S
TRIP TO EUROPE, NATO, MIDDLE EAST,
MAY 24, 1975. Washington, Department of State,
Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of Media Services,
24 May 1975. 8 p.

The basic purpose of the trip was to have an
opportunity to exchange views with other leaders
of NATO, to assess the current state of the alli-
ance, to determine where the alliance should go in
the period ahead, and to use this opportunity as
well to discuss a number of special problems that
have arisen.

B. Declaration of Atlantic Relations, 1974

THE ATLANTIC DECLARATION, by Lju-
bomir Radovanovi¢, in Review of International
Affatrs, v.25, nos. 584-585 (5-20 August 1974)
13-14 plus.

“With a delay of several months in their
plans, the NATO Pact member-countries signed a
new ‘Atlantic Declaration’ in Brussels on June 26,
1974, marking the 25th anniversary of the signing
of the NATO itself (April 4, 1949). The ‘Declara-
tion’ was initialled a week earlier in Ottawa, and
was christened by the press as the ‘Ottawa Decla-
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ration’. This is neither the first Atlantic Pact dec-
laration nor the first to be signed in Ottawa. There
have already been several special declarations,
among which one in Ottawa, on given aspects of
Atlantic policy, new measures in the practise of the
Atlantic alliance, the regulation of cooperation in
certain fields of allied relations. Even the substance
of this Declaratiun offers nothing new, if we ab-
stract it from the circumstances in which it
emerged, for it reiterates what has already been
included in the Pact itself, or in other NATO decla-
rations and conclusions. The very fact, however,
that it offers not a single new idea to distinguish
it from those which have guided the NATO coun-
tries from the very beginning, at the peak of the
cold war, despite the unquestionable and funda-
mental changes which have since occurred in inter-
national developments, makes this declaration, at
the very least, a peculiar phenomenon. Its form is
surprising given the present international situa-
tion in which different, roads and methods of inter-
national agreements are used or expected than
those which the psychosis of the cold war suggested
to the big powers of this world. The impression is
that this declaration is the result of Anerican
insistence which the West European members ac-
quiesced to, but that it contains nothing new be-
cause agreement could not be reached on anything
new.”

DECLARATION OF ATLANTIC RELA-
TIONS, 26 JUNE 1974, in Survival, v. 16, no. 5
(September/October 1974) 246-248.

“In April 1973 Henry A. Kissinger had
called on America’s Atlantic partners to work out
a new Atlantic Charter that ‘builds on the past
without becoming its prisoner, deals with the prob-
lems our success has created, creates for the Atlan-
tic nations a new relationship in whose progress
Japan shares (full text in Survival, July/August
1973, pp. 188-192). After over a year of inter-
alliance diplomacy the result falls somewhat short
of these conceptual ambitions: it rather confirms
existing commitments and practices than sets up
a new relationship for the future. The ‘Declaration
of Atlantic Relations’ is reprinted . . .[here].”

DECLARATION ON ATLANTIC RELA-
TIONS APPROVED AND PUBLISHED BY
THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL IN OTTA-
WA, 19 June 1974, in NATO Review, v. 22, no. 4
(1974) 6-8.

“The members of the North Atlantic Alli-
ance declare that the Treaty signed 25 years ago to
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protect their freedom and independence has con-
firmed their common destiny. Under the shield of
the Treaty, the Allies have maintained their secu-
rity, permitting them to preserve the values which
are the heritage of their civilization and enabling
Western Europe to rebuild from its ruins and lay
the foundations of its unity. The members of the
Alliance reaffirm their conviction, that the North
Atlantic Treaty provides the indispensable basis
for their security, thus making possible the pursuit
of détente.”

FINLANDIZATION IS NOT A CURSE
WORD, by Anne Fried. in Worldview, v. 16, no. 1
(January 1973) 17-21.

“The story of one nation’s determined pur-
suit of her own way in som~thing short of the best
of all possible worlds . . . In almost all the litera-
ture about the future of Europe, whether hopeful
or doom-laden, it is assumed that a Europe of real
independence or of genuine partnership with other
nations is not possible. Europe, we are told, can
only be shaped by the struggle between the two
superpowers. More particularly, wherever the U.S.
withdraws we can be sure the USSR will move in,
thus creating the unhappy situation which the
international press has come to describe as Fin-
landization. But what does Finlandization mean?
What, really, does it have to do with Finland? Any-
one familiar with Finnish character and political
history suspects that talk about Finlandization
reflects either a gross misunderstanding of a coun-
try’s determination to maintain independence,
neutrality and, if possible, peace in Europe, or
deliberate anti-Soviet propaganda. Such propa-
ganda is common abroad as well as in certain polit-
ical circles in Finland. To answer a slogan with a
slogan, one may challenge talk about Finlandiza-
tion with the title of the first chapter of Max Jakob-
son’s book ‘Finnish Neutrality: The Rebellious
Pawn.’ ... While Finlandization seems to Russia a
dangerous example, it serves as a desirable model
to East European states. To a Western diplomat 1
questioned about it, Finlandization, incorrectly
used, implied a process of progressive deterioration
in the degree of independence and autonomous
choice exercised by Finland due to Soviet pressure.
Correct use of the word would underscore the great
strides Finland has made in the field of construc-
tive neutrality, within the structure of the north-
ern balance.”

NATO: BACK TO OLD POSITIONS, by
V. Matveyev, in International Affairs, Moscow,



no. 9(September 1974) 102-105.

“The Declaration on Atlantic Relations
adopted in Ottawa by the Foreign Ministers of the
NATO countries on June 19, 1974, and signed a
week later in Brussels during a meeting of NATO
heads of state and government is intended to serve,
as its text shows, as a political guideline for the
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation in the today’s
conditions. According to Britain’s The Guardian,
the new Atlantic Declaration has been drawn up
with the aim of convincing the world that NATO
still has significance and meaning in the era of
détente. This is not an easy assignment. More than
a year has passed since the United States first
came uy with the idea of drawing up and signing
a declaration—an idea which immediately trig-
gered off mixed reaction in West European capi-
tals. It proved difficult to word even this document,
which does not touch on the thorniest and most
vital aspects of relations between the NATO coun-
tries. Many Western observers consider that the
Declaration skirts round the intractable economic
and political problems. Commenting on the Dec-
laration in this vein, The Washington Post even
claims that it is essentially devoid of any content.
Even though the Declaration may, in fact, avoid
the acute problems of the mutual relations be-
tween the Atlantic allies, one can hardly agree
with the above-mentioned claim. An examination
of the document permits certain conclusions to be
drawn about the main directions of NATO activity
in today's conditions and concerning the main
political line pursued by the bloc’s leaders.”

NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL MINISTE-
RIAL MEETING ADOPTS DECLARATION ON
ATLANTIC RELATIONS, in The Department of
State Bulletin, v. 71, no. 1828 (8 July 1974) 37-44.

“The North Atlantic Council held its regular
ministerial meeting at Ottawa on June 18-19 . . .
[Included] is the transcript of a news conference
held by Secretary Kissinger after the meeting,
together with the texts of a final communique
issued at the close of the meeting and the Declara-
tion on Atlantic Relations adopted by the minis-
terial meeting on June 19.”

PRESIDENT NIXON VISITS NATO HEAD-
QUARTERS AND THE SOVIET UNION, in The
Department of State Bulletin, v.71, no. 1831
(29 July 1974) 165-173.

“President Nixon left Washington on
June 25 for a visit to Belgium and the Soviet
Union. While in Brussels June 25-27, he met with

NATO heads of government anu signed the Dec-
laration on Atlantic Relations.”

C. NATO As a Deterrent Force for Peace: Pro
and Con

ABOLISH NATO!'—BUT THEN WHAT?,
in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 15, no. 1 (February-
March 1970) 80-86.

“An ‘Anti-NATO Congress’ was held in
Amsterdam at the end of November organized by
Left-Wing Youth Organizations from NATO
states. About 1,500 participated, the most vocifer-
ous of them being from Africa, Portugal and
Greece. It ended with a peaceful march which
was almost a model of its kind, with those respon-
sible calling on the marchers ‘not to provoke the
police and not to let themselves Le provoked by the
police.’ Believing that even an opposition move-
ment to NATO is worth taking notice of, an experi-
enced British author was asked by this magazine
to find out just what it was all about, to discover
what Europe’s young people really think about
NATO, and to see what arguments against its
existence are being forinulated. It was not the in-
tention to answer each of the anti-NATO argu-
ments; rather, it was felt both fair and useful to
evaluate the ideas of these members of the coming
generation and see just what they would bring
forward as a substitute for NATO and the work it
is doing.”

ADDRESS BY GENERAL L. L. LEM-
NITZER, U.S. ARMY (RET) AT THE LUNCH-
EON MEETING OF THE ROTARY CLUB OF
BROOKLYN, HOTEL ST. GEORGE, BROOK-
LYN, NEW YORK, WEDNESDAY, 17 APRIL
1974. Washington, Department of the Army, 1974.
10 p. (Mimeo.)

This address by General Lemnitzer is part
of his recent lecturing and public speaking engage-
ments as “part of a personal effort to assist in set-
ting the record straight and emphasizing the vital
importance of our national security generally, and
NATO specifically.”

CAN LINE BE HELD AGAINST COMMU-
NISTS IN WEST EUROPE?, in US. News &
World Report, v. 78, no. 22 (2 June 1975) 24-25.

“While Communism has spread in other
parts of the world, it has been kept from moving
into Western Europe and NATO . . . is credited
with helping prevent any advance.”

DETENTE AND NATO; NOW AND THE
FUTURE, by Gen. A. J. Goodpaster, in Vital
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Speeches of the Day, v. 40, no. 1 (15 October 1973)
24-27.

Delivered at the Washington Institute of
Foreign Affairs, Washington, D.C., September 26,
1973. “The first point I want to emphasize in talk-
ing with you about the Alliance . . . how tremen-
dously successful NATO has been . . . [ would be
the first to agree that we cannot attribute this
historic achievement solely to NATO’s military
strength. We cannot replay nistory ic determine
for sure what would have happened without
NATO. Nevertheless the twenty-eight years of
peace, progress, and prosperity in Europe con-
trast sharply with the wars and threats of war
which have plagued Scutheast Asia, South Asia
and the Middle East during this period. But this
unparalleled record of success has brought with it
new challenges, new problems, and new dangers.
Let me discuss a few of these with you briefly this
afternoon . .. would like to say a few words on the
subject of cost—the burden of maintaining these
American forces in Europe—and on burden-
sharing in general. As you know this is a compli-
cated subject with many ramifications. Reduced
to its simplest form, however, is essentially an
argument that the US is making a greater effort
than its NATO Allies—is doing more than its fair
share in providing for the common defense.”

DETERRENCE IN NATO—THE ROLE OF
THE MILITARY COMMITTEE, by Maj. Frank A.
Partlow, Jr., in Military Review, v. 54, no. 12 (De-
cember 1974) 3-8.

“NATO and deterrence are practically syn-
onymous since the alliance has never been called
upon to fight in its defense, and since it has not
yielded one inch of alliance territory during its 25-
year history, its ability to deter a potential aggres-
sor is a proven fact. The purpose of this article is
to analyze deterrence and relate the NATO Mili-
tary Committee (MC) to its continued operation.”

DO WE STILL NEED NATO?, in Army in
Europe, (March 1973) 4-6.

“From the outset the Atlantic Alliance has
been motivated by common purpose—collective
defense to deter aggression and preserve peace. In
the beginning, back in 1949, the fear of possible
further Soviet expansion westwards led the free
nations of Western Europe to seek alliance with
North America and Canada to provide for a system
of collective defense. Since then NATO has suc-
cessfully provided security in Western Europe for
over 20 years. The Alliance has guaranteed and
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maintained the integrity of NATO territory, thus
creating a climate of stability and confidence in
which member countries have been able to regain
their economic strength. But, in the past, the
threat was more evident than it is today. Is NATO
still necessary or has it outlived its purpose?
Through NATO tnhe member countries have cre-
ated a stable military and political balance be-
tween East and West. They see this balance as an
indispensable condition for peace and an insurance
against the risks of another World War. Should
this balance be upset the dangers of tension and
conflict could again arise.”

NATO; A SUCCESSFUL PRODUCT OF
POLITICAL-MILITARY ENGINEERING, by
Gen. A. J. Goodpaster, in Vital Speeches of the
Day,v. 40, no. 13 (15 April 1974) 389-393.

Speech delivered before the Central Florida
Section, American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics, Orlando, Florida, February 25,
1974.—“1 want to discuss with you a successfui
product of what might be called ‘political-military
engineering’, the Nerth Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion . . . Not one NATO nation has found itself
forced to yield to military or political pressures
from the East. And ancient enmities that bred two
devastating world wars have given way to con-
sultation, cooperation and collective security . . .
But this unparalled record of success has brought
with it new challenges and new problems. This
situation is, of course, no surprise to an engineer.
Few, if any, products designed in 1951 do not en-
counter problems in the changed situation of 1974.
Let me touch briefly on the most important of the
changes as they re'ate to the military security
situation.”

THE NATO ALLIANCE: THE BASIS FOR
AN ERA OF NEGOTIATION, by Kenneth Rush,
in The Department of State Bulletin, v.68, no. 1773
(18 June 1973) 867-871.

“The central element of continuity in our
relations with Europe is the Atlantic alliance. The
existing institution which embodies this alliance
is NATO. We are determined that 1973 will see not
an erosion of this alliance and this institution, but
rather their strengthening and adaptation to meet
current realities. We are embarked upon a far-
reaching re-orientation of our entire postwar
foreign pelicy. We are seeking to lower the burden
of our international responsibilities and military
balance and increasing the stability of that balance.
NATO is an essential element of this evolving
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global policy. Looking to the future we perceive
two major roles for NATO. First, in this era of
negotiations betwecn East and West, NATO is
assuming a role of ‘détente management.” Once
considered primarily a military alliance designed
to control East-West tensions, NATO must in-
creasingly assume the responsibility for reducing
these tensions. Without attracting a great deal of
attention, the alliance has already come a long
way in this direction. NATO is playing a central
role in the formulation of Western positions for
both of this year's major multiiateral negotiations
with the East—the talks on mutual and balanced
force reduction.c (MBFR) and the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).”

(LI)—NATO IN A WORLD OF DETENTE,
by Maj. Leslie W. Stewart, Jr. Maxwell AFB, Air
Command and Staff College, 1974. 40 p. (Research
Study.)

“The military future of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization has been increasingly ques-
tioned in the current era of détente. Political
moves by the United States and the Soviet Union,
aimed at relaxing international tensions, have led
many observers to the conclusion that NATO
serves no useful military purpose. This study ana-
lyzes the arguments of NATO’s critics, and points
out the fallacies inherent in them. The paper con-
cludes that NATO will continue to serve a military
purpose in the foreseeable future, détente not-
withstanding.”

POLITICO-ECONOMIC WORLD DEVELOP-
MENTS AS THEY AFFECT NATO NATIONS
IN THE 1970’s, by Walt W. Rostow, in Naval War
College Review, v. 23, no. 8 (April 1971) 4-13.

“Two underlying forces that are at work on
the world scene are the diffusion of power away
from Moscow and Washington and the decline of
the aggressive revolutionary romantics. With an
understanding of these forces the existing dangers
that confront mankind must be probed seriously,
with confidence and caution. The role of NATO
and its member nations should be more interna-
tionalistic in both perspective and commitment to
the building of a stable world order.”

SHOULD NATO WORRY ABOUT THE
SCRAMBLE FOR AFRICA?, by A. H. Murray, in
NATO's Fyfteen Nations, v. 17, no. 2 (April-May
1972) 16-22.

A “picture of the penetration of Russian and
Chinese influence and Communism in Africa.
When combining Professor Murray's picture with

the events in North Africa and the Middle East, as
well as with the shift of maritime power in the
Indian and South Atlantic Oceans and the Mediter-
ranean Sea, the countries of the Western World
will have a solid foundation for considering the
question of whether the NATO in its present shape
will still be able to safeguard the security of its
member-countries and preserve the vay of life
and freedom of its peoples.”

D. The Past and the Future: An Assessment
and a Forecast

(*) —THE ATLANTIC ALLIES AND THE
FUTURE OF EUROPE. Paris, Atlantic Treaty
Association, 1973. 40 p.

“For the third consecutive year, the Atlantic
Treaty Association—composed of national volun-
tary organizations from all member countries of
the Alliance and Malta-—has published extensive
extracts from speeches given at its annual soring
Seminar. The first booklet appeared in 1970 under
the title ‘The Soviets in the Mediterranean’; the
second, ‘The Soviets and Northern Europe’ was
produced the following year. Now we have, ‘The
Atlantic Allies and the Future of Europe’, which
presents the main arguments advanced during the
Aachen Seminar of 1972. The speakers to be in-
cluded in this study are former NATO Secretary
General Manlio Brosio who discussed Europe and
the Atlantic Alliance Today; Dr. Schiffers, of the
Federal German Ministry of Defence (Atlantic
Economy and Security); Mr. André de Staercke,
Belgium’s Permanent Representative to NATO
(the Effort of Defence and the Hope of Détente);
Mr. Maurice Deshors, Counsellor at the French
Embassy in Bonn (The French Position on Euro-
pean Security Problems); and General Bennecke,
Commander-in-Chief of Allied Forces Central
Europe (The Defence of NATO’s Central Region).
In addition, there is an annex on ‘The Warsaw
Pact Threat’ based on a briefing which General
Bennecke had given at his AFCENT Headquarters
in Brunssum, The Netherlands.”

ATLANTIC RELATIONS: PERSPECTIVES
TOWARDS THE FUTURE, by Eugene V. Rostow,
in NATO Review, v. 21, no. 2(1973) 7-10.

“The central problem of the NATO allies in
planning the future of Atlantic relations is both
intellectual and emotional: to achieve a common
appraisal of what security requires, now, and for
the next decade or so; and then to convince public
opinion that the appraisal is correct, and should be
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accepted, emotionally and politically, as the major
premise for policy.”

CAN NATO MEND ITS FENCES—AND
TEFENSES?, by Gen. T. R. Milton, in Air Force
Magazine, v. 57, no. 10 (October 1974) 49.

“This next year will be perhaps a decisive
one for the great experiment in mutual security.
Maybe the strains will be too much, in which case
we are all on our own. But maybe not. The Cyprus
affair brought out a certain evidence of the im-
portance the thinking people of the West attach to
this alliance. My guess is that NATO has a good
long run ahead of it.”

(*)—CRISIS IN EUROPEAN DEFENCE:
THE NEXT TEN YEARS, by Geoffrey Lee Wil-
liams and Alan Lee Williams. London, Charles
Knight, 1974. 334 p.

“Pwin brothers—one a former M.P. who
was parliamentary private secretary to Denis
Healey at the Ministry of Defence, the other an
academic interested in defense questions—discuss
a wide range of issues. The ‘crisis’ is the possibility
of U.S. withdrawal and the uncertainty as to what
the European political-military response should
M"’

EUF.OPE IN THE "70S: STABILITY AND
CONFLICTS, by Pierre Hassner, Revue de défense
nationale, (May 1970) 723-736.

“The direction of the European situation in
the 1970s is difficult to predict now because of the
presence of such opposing tendencies as oipolarity
and polycentrism, hostility and cooperation, stabil-
ity and turmoil. Although Europe remains divided
by a balance between two alliances dominated by
the two superpowers, cooperation is continuing
between the countries of eastern and western
Europe; and while interstate conditions seem to be
stabilizing, intrastate conditions are characterized
by pressure for social and political change. Be-
cause of these opposing tendencies in Europe, four
types of conflict can be envisaged for Europe dur-
ing the 1970s, in ascending order of probability:
(1) a military attack by one alliance upon the other;
(2) a conflict resulting from the non-conformity of
a smaller power with agreements sanctioned by
the two cooperating superpowers; (3} after a break-
down of the alliances, conflicts between countries
over questions of national interest; and (4) con-
flicts resulting from possibly radical social and
political changes within countries. Europe is thus
entering an uncertain period where internal condi-
tions of the involved countries, as well as the atti-
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tudes of the two superpowers, will probably
change...”

(*)—-THE FUTURE OF NATO, by AndrewJ.
Goodpaster, in Armies and Weapons (Switzer-
land), (15 January 1975).

“All NATO countries are currently faced
with the economic impact of inflation and of a
growing scarcity of essential resources. These
factors are steadily driving up the cost of main-
taining our force levels. We have tried to offset the
limited numbers of our manpower and equipment
with a high level of qualitative effectiveness, re-
flected, for example, in modern aircraft, anti-tank
weapons and anti-air missiles, but this process
also is becoming ever more expensive. We see fre-
quent tendencies to bow to the temptation to ra-
tionalize away the threat, to give way to economic
pressures, and cut back the support of military
programmes. But that cannot be the correct an-
swer. The first element of the right answer to this
problem of costs was provided by General Eisen-
hower, who predicted that ‘the cost of peace is
going tc be a sacrifice, a very great sacrifice in-
dividually and nationally. But total war is a trag-
edy; it is probably the suicide of civilization.' . . .
The future of NATO is a challenge to every mem-
ber nation, and in some ways a harder challenge
than ever before. There are severe economic prob-
lems to be overcome; there is a need for vigilance
in recognizing the dangers that continue to inhere
in the world situation; there is a requirement for
greater cooperation than ever before. To meet
these challenges, those who lead and support
NATO need to take the initiative in several specific
arcas.”

THE FUTURE OF NATO, by Morris Jano-
witz, in Survival, (December 1971) 412-415.

“, . . Should the question of reducing US
forces in Europe become an issue in the 1972 presi-
dential campaign, a disruption of normal US
foreign policy might occur in Europe . . . the US
should continue its efforts toward mutual force re-
ductions in Europe, but . . . it must also make a
firm commitment of a minimal force for the next
five to ten years to provide its NATO allies with
the political security necessary to deal with the
Warsaw Pact countries. Open discussion of this
question by all presidential candidates should do
much to clear the air and dispel any undesirable
effect that might tend to increase tensions with
the Russians . . . European leaders look at our
troop commitments not merely as force levels, but
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as indicators of emerging political trends in the
US. Assuming a successful mutual force reduction
conference does take place, a long-term commit-
ment of 150,000 US troops for all of Western
Europe would still be required . . . Furthermore,
Janowitz suggests not only a hot line between the
two pact headquarters, but also that a joint liaison
office staffed by members of both forces be estab-
lished in a neutral country, such as Switzerland;
increased communications would reduce the threat
of accidental war and help implement surveillance
arrangements deemed necessary on both sides.”

NATO—AN ANALYSIS OF ITS PRIORI-
TIES, in Defense and Foreign Affairs Digest, v. 3,
no. 2(February 1975) 7-12.

“The North A‘lantic Treaty Organization,
meanwhile, has recently weathered its 25th year,
has matured and evolved, and yet sits precariously
on the precipitous whim of a public bace which
has not developed its consciousness. The juccess of
NATO in holding war in abeyance has been the
very sonorous theme which lulled its base of sup-
port —the European and North American tax-
payer—into optimistic and naive susceptibilities.
They may be asleep when the critical decisions are
called for. But if the summer has stretched through
autumn in the West, and drugged its subjects into
winter hibernation, then the chills of energy crises,
of prowlers at their doors and the bickering of bed-
partners may have sparked the first signs of an
awakening. There are harbingers of spring in the
promise of common sense in NATO decision-
making. The hibernation may be ending.”

NATO AND EUROPEAN SECURITY:
PROSPECTS FOR THE 1970'S, by Robert L.
Pfaltzgraff, Jr., in Orbis, v. 15, no. 1 (Spring 1971)
154-171.

“For the next several years the United
States, with its own domestic and foreign policy
problems, will face a Western Europe that is un-
certain about its future. The United States seeks a
‘lower profile’ in foreign affairs; the Europeans
strive to minimize their involvement in regions
outside Europe and to maintain military capabili-
ties only at a level necessary for deterring a seem-
ingly remote Soviet attack. Whether or not the
Atlantic Alliance can survive a prolonged period of
negotiations with the power against which it was
designed is problematical. But the essential pre-
requisite for the success of the Nixon Doctrine,
applied to Europe, is a recognition of its logical
implications for European security, namely, that

Western Furope must undertake a phased develop-
ment of capabilities under European control com-
mensurate with whatever arrangement emerges
from the thickening web of East-West security
negotiations. Two major trends in international
politics can be expected to heighten the urgency of
steps toward the Europeanization of Western Eu-
rope’s defense. The first is the evolving strategic
balance between the United States and the Soviet
Union; the second is the anticipated reduction in
the U.S. defense commitment to Europe and other
regions symbolized by the Nixon Doctrine, and the
contemplated withdrawal of U.S. troops. Orgun-
izational problems, as well as timing and phasing,
make a shift of a portion of the U.S. defense
burden to Europe formidable, but this is the re-
quirement if a military balance adequate to Euro-
pean security is to be maintained in a period of
declining U.S. commitment to, and interest in,
foreign policy.”

(LI)~~NATO IN THE 1970'S: A PROGNO-
SIS, by Col. Raymond H. Ottoman. Maxwell AFB,
Ala., Air War College, 1970. 95 p. (Professional
Study no. 3975.)

“This study begins with a broad statement
of NATO’s position in European affairs in 1960
and then presents an explanation of the purpose,
provisions and accomplishments of the Alliance.
Some of the international political-military devel-
opments and trends of the 1960’s that have oc-
curred in selected NATO countries are examined
and discussed. The pressures and interplay of
strategy changes as well as some of the problems
of nuclear weapons control are discussed in some
detail. In the process, evidence is presented to sup-
port the author’s contention that NATO may be-
come altered in structure and appearance by the
end of the 1970°s.”

NATO LOOKS AHEAD, by Patrick Wall, in
Defence, v. 5, no. 3 (March 1974) 98-99 plus.

“After 25 yeurs of existence NATO now has
to face up to some fundamenial problems both as
regards control, organisation and posture. The
solution to these problems will raise great political
and military controversy which will not be n:..de
easier as it comes at a time when détente is a very
acceptable policy as far as the general public of
the NATO nations is concerned. The importance
and urgency of finding an acceptable solution to
these problems was emphasized in the papers
presented to the 19th meeting of the North Atlan-
tic Assembly at Ankara in October last year . . .
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The Report raised fundamental issues such as the
potential instability in Central Europe, the pres-
sures jnside NATO and between Europe and the
USA/ It asked questions about economic policy,
burden sharing and the escalating cost of both men
and materials, and it made far reaching proposals
as to the future cohesion of the Alliance in the
fields of policy, administration and economics, as
well as that of military strategy. These suggestions
had a preliminary hearing in the Assembly’s vari-
ous committees whose task it will be this year to
consider them in depth. Having achieved its aims
of setting various guidelines to the Assembly as a
whole the Committee of Nine has been disbanded,
leaving a challenge to all NATO nations and their
governments.”

(L)—NATO: THEN AND NOW, hy Maj.
Jerry T. Bailey. Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air Com-
mand and Staff College, 1974. 65 p.

“The subject of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization has been much discussed since its
founding in 1949. There have always been those
for and those against NATO. From historical view-
point and from the perspective of the impact of
the Yom Kippur war on the Alliance, this study
looks at both the pros and cons of this organiza-
tion. It examines the Warsaw Pact forces and
discusses NATO in relation to this threat. Some
thoughts and alternatives on the future of the Al-
liance are offered. It concluded that unless the
Soviets change their policy, the need for NATO
will continue to exist.”

THE PROSPECTS FOR NATO, by I. H. J.
Gilmour, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 19, no. 1
(February-March 1974) 22-25,

“A revolutionary and constructive experi-
ment .n international relations. That was how the
signature of the North Atlantic Treaty in Wash-
ington on 4th April 1949 was described ty NATO'’s
distinguished first Secretary General. Now, 25
years and several crises later, a skeptical public is
asking to see the results. The discomfiture of
NATO over the recent Middle East crisis was ob-
vious to all, and will not be easily forgotten. No
realistic assessment of the prospects for NATO
can ignore this sombre background, just as it can-
not disregard the real successes of the past quarter
century . . . We must recognize, therefore, that
NATO has experienced, and will continue to expe-
rience, within the framework of a common overall
objective, many major changes—some of them al-
terations in principle, others a shift in emphasis.
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Yet we should not lose sight either of the threads
of continuity which run through NATO’s history.”

WHERE DOES THE ATLANTIC ALLI-
ANCE STAND TODAY?, by Andre de Staercke,
in The Atlantic Community Quarterly, v. 11, no. 4
(Winter 1973-1974) 448-455.

“‘In a period of reduction of tension, exter-
nal policy, as far as public opinion is concerned, is
more and more identified with relations between
adversaries and less and less with relations bc
tween friends.” With this quote in mind, Andre de
Staercks examines what is happening inside the
Atlantic Alliance—an Alliance which ‘has led its
partners to a freedom from danger and even to the
ability of freeing them from the Alliance itself’’

WILL NATO SURVIVE DETENTE?, by Man-
lio Brosio, in The Atlantic Community Quarterly,
v. 9, no. 2(Summer 1971) 143-155.

“In this . . . article, the Secretary General of
NATO, Mr. Manlio Brosio, discusses the intriguing
question of whether NATOQ, and in what form, will
survive the changes of the years. On balance, Mr.
Brosio, while denying any affinity for crystal ball
activities, sees a continuing necessity for close
relations between Western Europe and North
America, and believes the future will include
either this organization or one more federal in
character that has grown out of it.”

E. Proposals for Greater Security

A BALTIC SQUADRON FOR NATO?, by
Edward Wegener, in U.S. Naval Institute Pro-
ceedings (January 1974) 63-70.

“The question of NATO’s need for a Baltic
Squadron, says Adm. Wegener, is complex. The
Baltic is an internal sea, connected with the ocean
only by way of the Danish straits and Kie! Canal.
The canal has little strateyzic importance, since it
is closed by ice for about six months each year.
While under NATO control, Denmark and
Schleswig-Holstein, the territories dominating the
Straits, constitute a key naval strategic position
by preventing the Soviet Union’s Baltic Fleet from
passing the Baltic Approaches. If Russia should
control the Straits, says Wegener, either by occu-
pying Denmark or by integrating it into the Soviet
power sphere, its Baltic fleet could then unite with
its Northern Fleet to take action in the North or
Arctic Seas or in the Atlantie, putting NATO naval
forces at a ‘disastrous’ disadvantage. Furthermore,
Soviet control of the Straits could adversely affect
overall strategy, particularly with regard to de-



fense of southern Norway, the NATO front in Cen-
tral Europe along the Iron Curtain which would
be outflanked from the North, and Sweden, which
would be cut off from the open seas. Wegener is
confident that amphibious operations will play a
decisive wartime role in the Baltic. The amphib-
ious potential of the Warsaw Pact countries in the
area is threatening, he notes, but NATO general
forces capable of repelling such amphibious land-
ings are sadly lacking. Thus, any defense against
amphibious attack will depend almost entirely
upon NATO naval forces; and onily the meager
navies of Denmark and the Federal Republic of
Germany —both of which are inferior to Commu-
nist bloc sea and air forces—are available to fill the
role, with no provision for NATO reinforcements.
An indication of the quantitative balance of forces,
obtained from the ratio of naval personnel, says
Wegener, stands at approximately 1:6, with the
Eastern side possessing additional advantages in
their higher quality of materiel and training levels.
In light of these unfavorable circumstances, for-
maticn of a Baltic Squadron to strengthen NATO
naval forces in case of war appears highly
desirable...”

EUROPE AND AMERICA: A CRITICAL
PHASE, by Carl Kaiser, in Foreign Affairs, v. 52,
no. 4(July 1974) 725-741.

“The Atlantic world has had internal crises
and tensions before: the rejection of the European
Defense Community by the French National As-
sembly in 1954, the French departure from the
military organization of NATO, de Gaulle’s veto of
British membership in the European Community,
France’s boycott of the Community institutions,
the controversy over the Multilateral Nuclear
Force (MLF) and U.S. unilateralism under Secre-
tary of the Treasury John Connally in 1971. But
the present crisis is more fundamental since it
appears to threaten the essence, indeed the sur-
vival, of cooperation both within Europe and in
the Atlantic world. At the heart of the matter is
the growing inability of governments and coun-
tries which are linked together by basic interests
and which share a number of problems crucial to
their future to appreach and solve them ‘n com-
mon. As a result, the following achievements are
at stake: the search for an Atlantic structure in
which the United States and Canada, on the one
side, and the unifying European Community on
the other, cooperate on a variety of problems in-
cluding global ones; the further development if not

survival of West European integration; the West-
ern economy as the motor of the world economy,
based on liberal rules of the market; the accept-
ance of mutual dependence and of the need for co-
operative management of existing problems; the
survival of democracy, at least in West European
countries; a joint security policy backed by the
presence of the United States in Europe; and a
continuation of détente between a stable Atlantic
world and the Communist bloc.”

NATO IN A TIME OF CRISIS, by Brig. Gen.
Richard C. Bowman, in Air Force Magazine, v. 58,
no. 4(April 1975) 49-54.

“The author examines the interrciated
crises that confront NATO, assesses thc balance of
forces in Europe, and discusses what must be done
to preserve the viability of NATO in a time of
crisis.”

NATC MILITARY POLICY: THE CON-
STRAINTS IMPOSED BY AN INAPPROPRI-
ATE MILITARY STRUCTURE, by S. L. Canby.
Santa Monica, Calif., Rand Corp., February 1972.
13 p.(P-4783.)

“Discussion of the thesis that the NATO
force, particularly its U.S. component, is inap-
propriately structured and unnecessarily expen-
sive. Though NATO's declaratory objectives stress
defense and deterrence, its force structure is at-
tuned to offense and protracted war. Remedies
include (1) concentrating conventional defense
preparatioas in the critical center region, (2) ac-
cepting the greater likelihood of a short war as a
basic operating assumption, (3) restructuring the
force to emphasize defense (more anti-tank “eap-
ons, prepositioned supplies) and short-term war-
fighting capability (more use of local logistical
resources), and (4) changing the current practice
of replacing wartime losses with individuals to a
policy of unit replacement. Besides making the
force more appropriate to its mission, the proposed
measures would substantially reduce costs.”

(LD—NATQ: OUR ESSENTIAL BUT
TROUBLED ALLIANCE, by Donald J. Tuttle.
Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air War College, 1974. 14 p.
(Professional Study.)

“The need for certain constants or ‘institu-
tional anchors’ takes on added importance in
today’s fluid international situation. NATO consti-
tutes one of these vital anchors. The author
stresses that NATO remains a crucial underpin-
ning of Western security and a vital part of the
basic security system upon which a stable détente
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with the East must be founded. Détente is viewed
as tentative and fragile, and, in order to minimize
the security risks, a framework for continued co-
hesion must remain intact between ourselves and
our Western European partners. The best, well-
tested framework is NATO. Finally, the article
offers some suggestions for improving and
strengthening the alliance both in order to deter
aggression and to provide more credible fighting
capabilities should détente goaway and war occur.”

A NEW ATLANTIC CHARTER, by Henry A.
Kissinger, in The Atlantic Community Quarterly,
v. 11, no. 2(Summer 1973) 151-160.

“What the Administration means by the
phrase, ‘The Year of Europe.’. .. The United States
proposes to its Atlantic partners that, by the time
the President travels to Europe toward the end of
the year, we will have worked out a new Atlantic
Charter setting the goals for the future—a blue-
print that: Builds on the past without becoming its
prisoner. Deals with the problems our success has
created. Creates for the Atlantic nations a new re-
lationship in whose progress Japan should share.”

NEW CHALLENGES, NEW PROBLEMS,
NEW DANGERS, by Andrew J. Goodpaster, in
The Atlantic Community Quarterly, v.10, no. 4
(Winter 1972-1973) 457-469.

“General Goodpaster, Supreme Allied Com-
mander Europe, draws the balance of the chal-
lenges and opportunities posed by NATO. He
points to the difficulties of arriving at a successful
MBFR arrangement, yet does not draw back from
the attempt. He describes the recent increases in
Soviet military and especially naval strength, but
also emphasizes increased contributions to NATO's
potential from both sides of the Atlantic. Finally,
he presents a list of proposals for improvements
in coordination and cooperation which would con-
tribute significantly to increasing NATO's
strength.”

(*) —THE SECURITY OF WESTERN EU-
ROPE: TOWARDS A COMMON DEFENCE
POLICY, by Bernard Burrows and Christopher
Irwin. London, Charles Knight, 1972. 180 n.

“A ... study by a former British ambassa-
dor to NATO and the Deputy Director of the U.K.
Federal Trust. The authors believe in the need for
greater defense coordination because of the East-
West negotiations on security and the evolution of
the Common Market, and call for the eventual
establishment of a European Defense Agency.”

TREATING NATO's SELF-INFLICTED
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WOUND, by R. W. Komer. Santa Monica, Calif.,
Rand Corp., October 1973, 16 p. (P-5092).

“The advent of nuclear parity makes con-
ventional deterrence and defense much more im-
portant than before. Yet inflated manpower and
weapon costs risk pricing them out of the market.
When America’s allies, and increasingly the U.S.
itself, shrink from fielding a credible conventional
defense, they are victims of a pervasive myth that
effective nonnuclear defense against a Warsaw
Pact attack i~ impossible, at least without massive
military outlays. But the myth of inevitable Pact
superiority is largely a self-inflicted wound.
NATO’s inferiority springs from its own failure to
op imize its defense posture. The solution pre-
sen‘ed is to restructure NATO’s existing force
posture, freeing up needed resources by cutting
back on marginal activities, emphasizing tradeoffs
rather than ad-ons, and reallocating existing
budgets rather than buying more forces.” (See also
under same title in Military Review, v. 54, nn. 8
(August 1974) 53-€3; and in Foreign Policy, no. 13
(Winter 1973-74) 38-48.)

¥. Tensions in the Alliance; The Troubled Part-
nership

1. Miscellaneous Aspects

ALLIANCE POLITICS, by Richard E. Neu-
stadt. New York, Columbia University Press, 1970.
167 p.

“This is one of the most illuminating books
on crisis politics in NATO so far written. The au-
thor deals with Anglo-American relations during
the Suez crisis and with the Skybolt Affair. A ...
conclusion rounds out . . .[the] bock.”

THE ATLANTIC DEFENSE RELATION-
SHIP: CORE, TROUBLES, PROSPECTS, by
H. Mendershausen. Santa Monica, Calif., Rand
Corp., July 1974.9 p. (P-5262).

“The Atlantic Alliance is viewed as having a
sound core and a persistent malaise. The sound
core consists of the common need to create a steady
military counterweight to Soviet power. The mal-
aise results from the unresolvable conflict between
the unity requirements of the security bond and
the political separateness of the states it is sup-
posed to hold together. The conflict has run along
several fissure lines, some ge~graphic, some func-
tional. The resulting irritating issues have eroded
the core of the alliance and made it vulnerable.
But since what ails the alliance is not so much
international but domestic malfunctions, the au-



thor points out what appears to be a necessary
condition for its survival; states must solve their
domestic problems. Failure of the liberal order in
the Western countries today threatens their secu-
rity more fundamentally than do their differences
over diplomacy, alliance strategy, and national
defense efforts.”

EUROPE AND THE ATLANTIC ALLI-
ANCE, by Richard M. Nixon, in The Atlantic Com-
munity Quarterly, v. 11, no. 3 (Fall 1973) 293-313.

“In his latest foreign policy report to Con-
gress, President Nixon states that the alliance be-
tween the U.S. and Western Europe has been a
fundamental factor in the postwar era but that
recent changes in this relationship present both
challenges and opportunities for the nations of the
Atlantic region.”

EUROPE COOL TO U.S. SUGGESTIONS
ON REVITALIZED CHARTER, by Curt Gostey-
ger, in The Atlantic Community Quarterly, v. 11,
no. 3(Fall 1973) 319-321.

“Many Europeans feel that U.S. proposals
for an overall review of the troubled Atlantic con-
nection to represent & bear hug in which Europe
would come off worst. Given Western Europe’s
military vulnerability, the negative response of
many Europeans to U.S. proposals for a compre-
hensive review of Atlantic relations is both short-
sighted and fraught with danger.”

NATO: ALLIANCE IN DISARRAY, by Wil-
liam E. Griffith, in Reader’s Digest, v. 105, no. 628
(August 1974) 56-60.

“The North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
that long-flourishing alliance between the United
States and Western Europe, has fallen into dis-
array, and its effectiveness as a shield against
Soviet expansionism has been seriously weakened.
Never since NATO was founded—and this year
marks its 25th anniversary —has Russia had such
an opportunity to eventually bring all or much of
Western Europe under its political and economic
dominance, and without firing a shot. The Atlantic
alliance has been coming apart at a dismaying
pace . . . What has happened to bring this once-
vigorous alliance to such a state—from which only
the U.S.8.R. stands to profit?”

NATO AND THE YEAR OF EUROPE, by
Michael Howard, in Survival,v. 16,no. 1 (January/
February 1974) 21-27.

“President Nixon’s statement that 1973 was
to be ‘the Year of Europe’, and Dr. Kissinger’s ap-
peal for ‘A new Atlantic Charter’, aroused, on this

side of the Atlantic, public comment that was al-
most uniformly unfavourable and diplomatic re-
actions no more than polite. This negative reaction
was understandable but wrong. In fact the affairs
of Europe, both East and West, are now genuinely
entering a phase so critical that they call for the
same kind of imaginative powers of decision as
were needed in the immediate aftermath of the
last war.”

NATO NEEDS A FRESH BREEZE, by
Robert Ball, in Fortune, v.89, no.2 (February
1974) 104-109 plus.

“The much-touted ‘Year of Europe’ brought
a new low-water mark in transatlantic relations.
Europe’s refusal tv line up with the U.S. in sup-
porting Israel in the October war caused the most
serious internal crisis NATO has ever faced. The
reexamination of the purpose of this troubled
partnership is now urgent business. The U.S. has
received more than its money's worth out of the
At.antic Alliance, but Henry Kissinger’s view of it
as ‘a shared organ for diplomacy’ on a global scale
must now be reconciled with Europe’s narrower
view of it as a regional security pact. This will
require agreement on what Kissinger has called
‘a permissible range of divergence’ in policies. The
most successful re-definition of the transatlantic
relationship might evolve by joint efforts to reach
specific objectives—for example, getting better
value for the defense dollar, assuring continued
growth of world trade, and promoting adequate
supplies of energy and raw materials.”

RIFT AMONG FRIENDS, REFLECTION
ABOUT FOES; A DOGFIGHT IN THE ATLAN-
TIC ALLIANCE, in Time, v. 102, no. 20 (12 No-
vember 1973) 64 plus.

“Like an earthquake, the fighting in the
Middle East has sent tremors round the world and
caused diplomatic seismographs to quiver in
Washington and Moscow—and most of the capi-
tals in between. Old alliances have been shaken,
and new accommodations have proved less durable
than they were advertised to be. In the following
stories TIME examines the impact of the war on an
old alliance, the NATO pact, and on a new under-
standing, the Soviet-American détente.”

STRATEGY DRIFT IN THE ATLANTIC, by
John W. Tuthill, in The Atlantic Community Quar-
terly,v. 9, no. 2(Summer 1971) 156-173.

“A former US. Ambassador to OECD, cur-
rently Director General of the Atlantic Institute,
examines the realities underlying the principal
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political and economic problems of the Atlantic
Community as well as the dangers in seeking nar-
row solutions. He suggests a means of moving
towards an adequate political framework.”

2. NATO's Problems of Cooperation and Con-
sultation

CONSULTATION AND THE ATLANTIC
ALLIANCE, by Manlio Brosio, in The Atlantic
Community Quarterly, v. 12, no. 3 (Fall 1974) 308-
318.

“Drawing upon his vast experience, Manlio
Brosio analyzes the difficulty and ambiguity, the
delusions and the miseries of consultation. All of
this does not prevent him from attempting to out-
line some future prospects in a positive, realistic
sense.”

CONSULTATION AND THE ATLANTIC
ALLIANCE, by Manlio Brosio, in Survival, v. 16,
no. 3,(May/June 1974) 115-121.

“There are periodic discussions about con-
sultation within the Atlantic Alliance—especially
in moments of crisis, when it is regretted that con-
svlcation has not worked. The first serious episode
of this sort occurred in 1956, after the Suez War.”
The Limits of Consultation; The Instruments of
Consultation; Substance and Range of Consulta-
tion; Lack of Political Will.”

DISENCHANTMENT BETWEEN EUROPE
AND AMERICA, by Carl A. Erhardt, in Aussen
Politik, (Winter 1973) 377-392.

“The "Atlantic Partnership,’ a term coined
by President Xennedy, referred tv the eventual
worldwide tariff reductions agreed to by the U.S.
and the European Economic Community (EEC) in
1968. When Britain was admitted to the Commu-
nity in 1973, goals were set to unify commercial,
economic and monetarv systems as well as to set
up free trade zones. The idea of an Atlantic Part-
nership has changed considerably since 1968.
Erhardt feels that Pres. Nixon’s suspension of the
convertibility of the dollar in 1971, in addition to
his ten percent import levy, were very significant
factors in the deterioration of U.S.-European
relations. Europe was extremely sensitive about
being uninformed and felt the U.S. had, without
consulting anyone, disregarded the rules of the
world currency system in deference to its own
interests. By the end of that year, the Smithsonian
Agreement had been reached among ten countries;
it set up new guidelines for the most important
currencies and devalued the dollar for the first
time since 1934 . . . The October crisis in the Middle
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East represented another kind of crisis in U.S.-
European relations. Europe felt that the U.S. ac-
tions in the Middle East could have involved its
NATO allies in the conflict, yet they were not con-
sulted beforehand. Erhardt believes this ‘crisis of
confidence,’ resulting from the U.S. failure to keep
Europe informed, breeds a further lack of under-
standing. In his view, the Middle East crisis indi-
cated that the American attempt to maintain
‘singular’ interests on both sides of the Atlantic is,
in fact, an ‘unnatural’ goal.”

NATO POLITICAL CONSULTATION: FACT
OR MYTH?, by Richard Neff, in NATO Review,
v. 23, no. 1 (January 1975) 7-9.

“Within two months atter NATO Heads of
Governnent met in Burssels last June to sign a
‘Declaration on Atlantic Relations,” two of those
governments-—Greoce and Turkey--came near to
war over Cyprus. Paragraph 11 of the Declaration
had stipulated thai al! member governments ‘are
firmly resolved to keep each other fully informed
and to strengthen the practice of frank and timely
consultations by all means which may be appropri-
ate on matters relating to their common interests
as members of the Alliance . . .". Despite this re-
solve, intra-Alliance consultation broke down
within a matter of weeks as a result of the Cyprus
dispute. Does this mean that the Declaration was
a mere piece of paper, worthless in time of stress?
Not at all, in the view of NATO officials. They al-
low that allied governments, by signing the Decla-
ration, did undertake a commitment to consult
among themselves and that, in fact, Greece and
Turkey did not do so in the Cyprus case. Neverthe-
less, ‘the renewed political will’ that emerged in the
rest of the Alliance as a result of the Declaration
was undoubtedly one reason why the other allies
consulted as well as they did about the dispute and
why they were successful in cooling it at least to
some degree.”

NUCLEAR CONSULTATION PROCESSES
IN NATO, by Thomas C. Wiegele, in Orbs, v. 16,
no. 2(Summer 1972) 462-487.

“This article represents an attempt to exam-
ine the processes by means of which allies in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization consult with
each other on nuclear matters of common concern.
After considering the idea of consultation both
generally and in the alliance from the perspective
of small group theory, it will explore the mechan-
isms that have been utilized by the alliance to
discuss and formulate nuclear policies. Within this



context, it will make an assessment concerning the
effectiveness of the nuclear consultative
processes.”

U.S.A.-WESTERN EUROPE: A “NEW
RELATIONSHIP,” by Y. Davydov, in Interna-
tional A ffairs, Moscow, no. 1(1974) 35-41.

“The recent flaring-up of the military con-
flict in the Middle East resulted in an aggravation
of U.S.-West European relations. Moreover, to a
certain extent, it brought to light two contradic-
tory tendencies in the a:proach toward U.S.-West
European ties on both sides of the Atlantic. In the
obtaining world political situation, Washington
treated its West European allies in such a manner
as if it still retained its indisputable hegemony
over them, not so much expressing as determin-
ing their interests. Without consulting its NATO
partners, and even without warning them, the U.S.
Government, intending to intimidate the wor'?!
with its inexorable position, placed its troopa on
the alert, including the troops in Europe. The U.S.
support of the aggressive policies of Israel, and its
desire to use the NATO system for these purposes
led to the exacerbation of the ‘energy crisis’ in the
capitalist world, which affected Western Europe,
receiving 80 per cent of oil from the Middle East,
much more than its ally on the other side of the
Atlantic getting 10 per cent of the required oil from
that area . . . The exacerbation of contradictions
between Washington and West European capitals
did not come out of the blue skies. Since the late
1960s, the relationship between the U.S.A. and
Western Europe was becoming increasingly com-
plicated. In 1973, the developments reached the
point when the President of the U.S.A. deemed it
necessary to postpone his autumn visits to a num-
ber of West European capitals, although the year
of 1973 was announced by Washington as the ‘year
of Europe,’ the year when the basis for ‘new rela-
tions’ between the U.S.A. and its partners was to
be elaborated.”

3. NATO, The Middle East Crisis (1973), and
Oil *(See also V-T)

AMERICA, EUROPE, AND THE MIDDLE
EAST, by Eugene V. Rostow, in Commentary,
v. 57, no. 2(February 1974) 40-55.

“The crisis in Atlantic relations revealed by
the October war was more serious than the other
crises in the history of the alliance—more serious
even than Suez, traumatic as that was—because
the struggle in the Middle East manifests a major
and continuing Soviet threat to the security of

Europe, which the allies did not face together, and
are still not facing together. Unlike the war in
Indochina, and a number of other issues on which
the allies have differed in recent years, the long
conflict over Israel’s right to exist has become not
only a difficult regional problem, but, in the Amer-
ican government’s opinion, an important tool in
the Soviet Union’s effort to outflank NATO, divide
Europe from America, and neutralize Western
Europe. In Europe, however, this view of Middle
Eastern affairs was often put aside or questioned.
For the most part, the European governments pre-
ferred to consider the Arab-Israeli conflict almost
entirely as a regional quarrel, perceived in terms
of old controversies about the rightness or wrong-
ness of a hundred disputed episodes since the days
of Balfour, Truman, and Dulles. The divisions
among the allies over the October war were not
simply the consequence of faulty intelligence, and
insufficient consultation. They were occasioned by
deeper causes, less available to the poultices of
diplomacy. They were not brought about by the
latest round of the Middle East war. On the con-
trary, the lalest round of the Middle East war was
brought about by divisions in the alliance which
have existed for a long time, bui :ave only now
become generally visible.”

EFFECTS OF THE MIDDLE EAST WAR
AND THE ENERGY CRISIS ON THE FUTURE
OF THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE. PROCEED-
INGS, NATIONAL SECURI1Y AFFAIRS CON-
FERENCE, JULY 1974 PANEL VII. Washington,
National War College, February 1975.

The Warsaw Pact—NATO Security Bal-
ance; The Role of the U.S. in NATO; Political and
Economic Effects of the Middle East War; A New
Level of Cooperation in NATO.

THE IMPACT OF THE MIDDLE EAST
CRISIS ON THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE, in The
Department of State Bulletin, v.70, no. 1812
(18 March 1974) 279-284,

“Statements by Arthur A. Hartman, Assis-
tant Secretary for European Affairs and Rodger P.
Davies, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs, made before a joint
hearing of the Subcommittee on Europe and the
Subcommittee on the Near East and South Asia of
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs on
February 19.”

THE LEGITIMATE CLAIMS OF NA-
TIONAL SECURITY, by Maxwell D. Taylor, in
Foregn Affairs, v. 52, no. 3 (April 1974) 577-594.
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“l have advanced certain proposals for a
military establishment which could defend before
the public the legitimacy of its claims for national
support. It would comprise a strategic retaliatory
force of finite size and maximum deterrent effec-
tiveness; general-purpose forces stressing readi-
ness for minor conflicts but with only a delayed
capability for major war; and Reserve forces with
their mission, size and structure adjusted to the
other changes proposed. The total force would be
supported in funds and manpower under broad
guidelines expressed in terms of an annual per-
centage of the gross national product and of a man-
power ceiling stated as a fixed figure or established
by the number of acceptable volunteers ... On the
international front, the oil situation will be an even
greater disaster to our NATO allies, Japan, and
many developing countries caught in the power
play of the oil producers. Without prompt relief,
the plight of the European and Japanese economies
may bring about runaway inflation and a global
recession which could easily involve us. A military
consequence would be a further decline in the ef-
fectiveness of the NATO alliance and an added
reason, the shortage of oil, to doubt the capability
of NATO for prolonged self-defense.”

THE LESSONS FOR NATO OF RECENT
MILITARY EXPERIENCE, by Elmo R. Zumwalt,
in The Atlantic Community Quarterly, v. 12, no. 4
(Winter 1974-1975) 448-462.

“The former Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Zumwalt, finds many pertinent lessons
in what was learned from the recent Middle East
War. The most fundamental, however, is not
purely military in its application. This is that in
this interdependent world one cannot separate
military from political and, increasingly, economic
considerations.”

(LD—MIDDLE EAST OIL: ACHILLE'S
HEEL OF NATO, by Maj. Joe F. Coughran. Max-
well AFB, Ala., Air Command and Staff College,
1974. 63 p. (Research Study.)

“The United States’ support of Israel in the
October 1973 Arab-Israeli war in the Middle East
triggered unprecedented oil price increases, pro-
duction cutbacks, and embargoes against nations
friendly to the Israelis. Long standing relation-
ships between the oil producing nations and the
international oil companies underwent fundamen-
tal changes and the West’s dependence on Arab oil
was clearly shown. This study discusses these
events and changes and ~mphasizes their impor-
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tance to the United States and its allies in Western
Europe. Consideration is also given to the Soviet
Union’s role in the Middle East and its ability to
influence the policies of Arab governments.”

(LI)—USAF POSTURE IN EUROPE
AFTER THE YOM KIPPUR WAR OF 1973, by
Maj. John F. Fiddler. Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air
Command and Staff College, 1974. 48 p. (Research
Study.)

“The Middle-East crisis of 1973 was cause
for international concern due to the resultant
involvement of the Soviet Union and the United
States. This created what some considered the
most dangerous moment effecting world peace
since 1945. This study traces the growing Soviet
influence in the Middle-East from 1926 to 1973,
and stresses the importance of rapid mobility in
the event of a Soviet conventional probing action.
The differing perceptions of the United States
NATO allies are analyzed in order to determine a
viable USAF posture in Europe for the next
decade.”

THE YEAR OF EUROPE?, in Foreign Af-
Jairs, (January 1974) 237-248.

“. .. In the case of the Middle East, . . . it is
understandable that those countries whose econ-
omies are almost completely dependent on the con-
tinued flow of Middle East oil have to place their
own national interests above those of the U.S. or
Israel. To the U.S. this may seem disloyal and
undignified, but the Europeans’ overriding na-
tional interests left them no chioice. At the same
time, America’s concern with maintaining a bal-
ance in the Middle East, and its military ‘alert’
in response to a Russian threat, are also under-
standable, though it is not suprising that the fail-
ure to brief Europeans left them ‘apprehensive.’
The point is, it should have been possible for Euro-
peans and Americans alike to understand each
other's position and, at the very '«ust, to avoid
‘public recriminations’ . . . Ironically, the European
Community is being criticized, . . . for achieving a
degree of consensus on a political issue—some-
thing the U.S. has been urging on the European
nations in the interests of greater cohesiveness . . .
One important lesson is that alliances ‘cannot
stand still’ lest they dissolve under the pressures of
changing conditions. Although the threat which
gave birth to the Atlantic Alliance seems less
urgent in the present atmosphere of détente, the
Alliance remains a necessary condition of stability
in Europe and an ‘essential element’ of a safe inter-



national system. But it must change to accommo-
date new realities as Europe becomes more
politically unified, with a stronger voice in interna-
tional affairs. To the U.S., this means an end to the
kind of unquestioned leadership it exercised for
two decades; the time has come when both part-
ners should be equal, sharing the mutual advan-
tages to be derived from the Alliance . .. American
participation in the Alliance is vital to Europe, for
nothing can replace the U.S. nuclear umbrella and
the presence of American troops as guarantees of
Furopean security ...”

4. British-Icelandic Fishing Disputes: Impli-
cations for NATO

BRITISH-ICELANDIC CONFLICT, by B.
Svetlov, in New Times (Moscow), no. 22 (June 1973)
24,

“NATO circles are again in a flurry. This
time on account of the sharp deterioration of rela-
tions between Iceland and Britain, both of them
members of the Atlantic bloc. The old fishing dis-
pute, which has come to be known as the ‘cod war,’
has grown into a grave political conflict. Many
Western observers agree with UPI correspondent
Joseph W. Grigg that this conflict ‘has faced the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization with a major
crisis.’ . . . The significance of what is taking place
off the Icelandic coast transcends the bounds of
the dispute over the fishing rights. The sharp con-
flict on the northern flank of NATO testifies to
deep contradictions within this bloc in which the
‘equal partnership NATO propaganda is prone to
eulogize exists only on paper. The events in the
North Atlantic are convincing world public opinion
once again that this is so.”

THE BRITISH OCCUPATION OF ICELAND,
1940-1946, by Donald Bittner, in The Army Quar-
terly and Defence Journal, v. 103, no. 1 (October
1972) 81-90.

“One of the least known incidents of World
War Il is the Allied occupation of Iceland. This
occurred in two phases, the first the period of the
British occupation from 10th May, 1940, to 22nd
April, 1942, and then the American occupation
which lasted from 22nd April, 1942, to 7th October,
1946, although the last American forces were not
withdrawn from the island until April, 1947. The
importance of Iceland lies in its location in the
North Atlantic. Situated along the great circle
route from Halifax to Scotland, whoever controls
Iceland dominates the shortest and most direct
convoy routes to Europe from the western hemi-

sphere. This basic fact explains the island’s im-
portance tv the Western Allies in World War II.
For the British, engaged i a life and death strug-
gle with Germany, with long supply lines stretch-
ing all over the globe and especially to North
America, and for over a year standing alone
against victorious Germany, Iceland assumed an
even more important role than it had in previous
wars. Iceland presented two basic problems to
British military planners during World War I1.”
ICELAND—A COD SUMMIT, in The Econo-
mist, v. 249, no. 6789 (6 October 1973) 40 plus.
“Ir¢land and Ireland have, it seems, even
mo~ .« ommon than a similarity in name and a
recurrin< tendency to be at loggerheads with their
neighbou.' island, Britain. The Prime Minister's
unprecedented visit to Dublin on September 17th
was nicely timed to divert interest from those
menacing Liberals’ party conference. And on
Wednesday Mr. Heath was on the front pages
again, sharing attention with the Harold Wilson
show at the Labour party conference, thanks to
his dramatic personal intervention in the cod war.
Statesmanship or datesmanship? ... The year-
long dispute has cost both sides dear; against Ice-
land’s loss of British markets and of the benefits
of its EEC agreement may be balanced the cost to
Britain of maintaining the watching presence of
tugs and frigates. And before Iceland broke off
negotiations in May the British, who had been
taking around 200,000 tons of fish a year from the
disputed waters, were offering to limit their an-
nual catch to 145,000 tons. Iceland offered only
117,000; but in the first year of the conflict it saw
the British trawlers take, despite all, the 170,000
tons to which they would have been limited by the
International Court’s interim ruling and left them
undisturbed . . . More immediate external pressure
for a settlement has been applied from another
direction. It has been no coincidence that NATO's
secretary-general, Mr. Joseph Luns, visited Iceland
on September 17th, talked with Mr. Heath at
Chequers last Sunday, and reported next day to an
emergency meeting of the NATO council.”

ICELANDERS AND THE SEA, by Unnstein
Stefdnsson, in The UNESCO Courier, (February
1974) 26-30.

“Few nations are so dependent on the boun-
ties of the ocean for their economic prosperity . . .
Fishing is Iceland’s principal industry employing
one sixth of the nation’s labour force and account-
ing for over 80 per cent of total exports . . . The rich
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fishing grounds around Iceland have long been a
favourite haunt of the fishing fleets of various
foreign nations. The continuous intensification of
the fishing has resulted in a severe reduction of the
fish stocks. The death rate of some species has
reached dangerous levels. This is particularly true
of cod, where the mortality is at least 70 per cent
and the proportion of small fish in the catch is
rising rapidly. Thus a point had been reached some
time ago where it was clear that the stocks were
seriously overfished and the productivity of the
seas around Iceland gravely endangered. On Sep-
tember 1, 1972 the Icelandic Government and the
Althing (Parliament) decided to extend the Ice-
landic fisheri»s jurisdiction to 50 miles. This deci-
sion has not ueen accepted by all nations and has
been the caus : of some tensions and disputes with
certain European fishing nations.”

WHERE A “COD WAR” IS THREAT TO
NATO, in U.S. News & World Report, v. 14, no. 24
{11 June 1973) 33.

“Jceland is a small island country steering a
collision course toward some big nations—includ-
ing the U.S. The major issues are these: Iceland is
threatening to kick American forces out of a strate-
gic air base in Kwflavik—a base used by the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to keep
watch on Russian movements in key shipping
routes of the North Atlantic Ocean. There is grow-
ing concern that Iceland may even decide to pull
entirely out of membership in NATO. Although
smal' ' in size than South Carolina, with a popula-
tion—210,000—barely bigger than that of Des
Moines, Ia., and with no armed forces of its own,
Iceland is considered a valuable link in the NATO
defense line simply because of its strategic loca-
tion. Also heating up is a battle between Iceland
and Great Britain that is known as the ‘cod war.’
This is a dispute over fishing rights—but it threat-
ens to involve Iceland’s role in NATO.”

5. Problems of Cyprus: Implications for NATO

CYPRUS, NATO AND THE GREEK FU-
TURE, by P. Lambropoulos, in The Nation, v. 219,
no. 9(28 September 1974) 267-269.

“Only a few years ago, anyone who advo-
cated abandoning NATO would have aroused deep
suspicions among large segments of the Greek
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people. Today, Karamanlis is becoming a national
hero by withdrawing the Greek armed forces from
that organization. The apparent reason for this
shift of public opinion, at least as given in the
American press, is said to be the Cyprus crisis.
However that is not quite the whole story as one
hears it in Greece from the people and the press.
The flavor is also different in most of the Euro-
pean press. The change we witness today had been
occurring over the past several years and its ori-
gins should be kept in mind if one is interested in
understanding present and future developments in
Greece.”

CYPRUS—1974. HEARINGS BEFORE
THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS
AND ITS SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPE,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, NINETY-
THIRD CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION, AU-
GUST 19 AND 20, 1974. Washington, Government
Printing Office, 1974. 85 p.

Not only does this hearing document the
Cyprus crisis but it shows how the crisis provided
a unique test for both the United States and the
NATO Alliance to which both Greece and Turkey
belong.

CYPRUS—SEPARATION: A SENSE OF
BETRAYAL, in Time, v. 105, no. 8 (24 February
1975) 32-33.

The formation of a separate federal state in
the Turkish-occupied northern sector and what it
portends. According tn this report, the “Greek-
Cypriot sense of betrayal could hardly have been
deeper.”

GREECE AND TURKEY: SOME MILITARY
IMPLICATIONS RELATED TO NATO AND
THE MIDDLE EAST. PREPARED FOR THE
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGA-
TIONS, OF THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
AFFAIRS, BY THE CONGRESSIONAL RE-
SEARCH SERVICE, LIBRARY OF CONGRESS.
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1975.
63 p. (94th Congress, 1st Session, Committee
Print.)

*For Middle East Problems see also DA PAM 550-16, Middle
East: The Strategic Hub and North Africa, 1973.



CHAPTER III

NATO'’S INTEGRATED STRUCTURE: FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES OF
SOME OF ITS COMPONENTS
(See Also Appendixes)

A. Miscellaneous Aspects

LOOKING FOR A COMMON DEFENCE
POLICY, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v.17, no.5
(October-November 1972) 12-14 plus.

“Emphasis is also given [in Great Britain]
to the necessity of preserving the existing NATO
military command structure through which
NATO’s rather weak commitment should be made
explicit, while the stringent defence commitment
of the Western European Union should also be
maintained.”

NATO'S SILENT SERVICE, by Rear Adm.
R. W. van Lynden, in NATO Review, v. 22, no. 5
(October 1974) 25-29,

“NATO infrastructure in principle com-
prises fixed installations (with certain exceptions)
in support of the operation of NATO militar,
forces in accordance with their wartime deploy-
ment and tasks which result from the NATO
approved strategic concept. It supplements nation-
ally built infrastructure installations, in particular
in those cases where military forces other than the
host country’s are required to operate from the
latter’s territory and in cases where NATO as a
whole is the user.”

B. ACE Mobile Force (Land) (AMF (L))

THZ ACE MOBILE FORCE (LAND) TO-
DAY; A FORCE FOR TOMORROW, by Maj. Gen.
d. Grover, in NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v. 18, no.5
(October-November 1973) 69-76.

“During the late 1950’s the Western Powers
re-considered their appreciation of the Communist
threat to NATO Europe. The policy of massive re-
taliation was one which might, in the case of a
local threat, have severely limited the options open
to the Allies in managing the crisis. Consequently
a policy of ‘flexible response’ was adopted by the
Allies, which ensured a graduated reaction to any
confrontation. Of particular concern, then as now,

were the more remote areas of NATO Europe;
Northern Norway, Denmark, Greece, Turkey and
Northern Italy, where there are common frontiers
or waterways with Russia or her satellite states
and where NATO forces are not strongly repre-
sented. The aggressor might have been tempted to
mount a surprise, limited scale attack upon one of
these flank countries before the major NATO de-
fence forces could be adequately deployed. It was
therefore felt that within the concept of flexible or
graduated response, a multinational force was re-
quired which could be rapidly deployed to one of
these flank countries during a period of tension
and which would, by its composition and presence,
make clear to any actual or potential aggressor
that an attack against one member of the NATO
Alliance would constitute an attack against all of
+%.¢ member countries. This force would demon-
strate the unity of purpose upon which NATO is
based, and the presence of soldiers from the many
different member nations would cause the aggres-
sor to think agair. In March 1960, General Lauris
Norstad, then Supreme Allied Commander Eu-
rope, announced the proposed formation of a
small, strategically mobile, multinational task
force.”

AMF THE ACE MOBILE FORCE (LAND),
by Maj. Keith C. Buchanan, in NATO's Fifteen
Nations, v. 15, no. 1 (February-March 1970) 49-56.

“The ACE Mobile Force (Land) is an im-
portant example of the NATO deterrent. An inter-
national, conventiona! military force ready to
move at short notice, it is a small but invaluable
part of Allied Command Europe (ACE). Nc-mally
referred to a~ AMF(L), the force comes directly
under the Supreme Allied Commander Europe
(SACEUR) General Andrew J. Goodpaster of the
United States Army . . The force itself does not
exist in one geographical location; tne units are
drawn from seven nations of NATO. These are
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Belgium, Canada, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
the United Kingdom and the United States.”

C. Advisory Group for Aerospace Research and
Development (AGARD)

AGARD (ADVISORY GROUP FOR AERO-
SPACE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT), in
NATO'’s Fifteen Nations, v.17, no.6 (December
1972-January 1973) 39-44 plus.

Contents: The Early Days, by F. L. Watten-
dorf; Today, by M. I. Yarymovych; The Twentieth
Anniversary, by Patrick Greene. “AGARD, the
Advisory Group for Aerospace Research and De-
velopment, has completed twenty fruitful years in
serving NATO. It has proved to be a successful
pioneering experiment in scientific and technical
cooperation among the NATO nations, and has
shown remarkable adaptation to changing times.
Its role as catalyst stems directly from the con-
ceptual vision of its unique founder, Dr. Theodor
van Karman who, without doubt, was the leading
international aerospace scientist of his generation.
Therefore, in celebrating the Twentieth Anniver-
sary of AGARD, and in planning for the future, it
is of interest to recall the origin and early accom-
plishments of AGARD from the broad conceptual
viewpoint of its distinguished founder. It is of spe-
cial interest to NATO to show how AGARD ad hoc
activities put the spotlight on needs within NATO
which were subsequently filled by the establish-
ment of important NATO organizational groups.”

D. Allied Forces Central Europe (AAFCE)

CINCENT’S RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE
ACE MOBILE FORCE, by Col. Norman L. Dodd,
in NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v. 15, no. 3 (June-July
1970) 60-67.

“‘The Commander-in-Chief Allied Forces
Central Europe (CINCENT), General Juergen
Bennecke, German Army, is responsible both for
the co-ordination of the movement of the AMF to
and from its deployment location and of its logis-
tical resupply arrangements.’ ... Part of the
strength of the North Atlantic Alliance is the
amount of constructive work that is done by co-
operation and co-ordination between the fifteen
sovereign Nations. Not by compulgion, not by
order, but by willing and helpful co-operation. The
way in which the elements of the AMF are moved
to a sparsely populated area of North Norway
from such far away places as Calgary in Western
Canada and Cameri in Italy, and their logistical
resupply on arrival, are striking examples of this
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co-operation and of the flexibility of the Alliance.”

A LOOK AT A NEW COMMAND IN THE
CENTRAL REGION, in NATO's Fifteen Nations,
v. 19, no. 6 (December 1974-January 1975) 58-64.

“It was in June 1974 that the NATO Military
Committee authorized the establishment of a new
NATO Headquarters in the Central Region of
Europe. The new headquarters, called Allied Air
Forces Central Europe, or AAFCE, is commanded
by a United States Air Force four-star General
and is directly responsible to Headquarters Allied
Forces Central Europe (AFCENT). The manpower
for the new headquarters is provided by six Alli-
ance nations—Belgium, Canada, The Federal Re-
public of Germany, The Netherlands, The United
Kingdom, and The United Statas. The establish-
ment of HQAAFCE does not represent an increase
in the total number of personnel assigned to the
Central Region; it does, however, represent a re-
organization and realignment of the manpower
and resources previously located in HQAFCENT
and the two tactical air forces—Second Allied Tac-
tical Air Force with its Headquarters at Rhein-
dahlen, and Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force with
its headquarters at Ramstein.”

NATO RESHAPING TACTICAL AIR POS-
TURE, by Laurence Doty, in Aviation Week &
Space Technology, v.102, no.9 (3 March 1975)
12-18.

“Recent switch in military tactics of the
Soviet Union from a basically defensive to a highly
mobile offensive posture has prompted the unifi-
cation of the two tactical air forces in central
Europe into a single command under the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization. The newly formed unit,
designated Allied Air Forces Central Europe
(AAFCE), is under command of U.S. Gen. John W.
Vogt, who also commands the U.S. Air Forces in
Europe (USAFE). Both organizations are head-
quartered at the air base here. The latest Soviet
development on the Warsaw Pact borders has
turned USAFE to the McDonnell Douglas air-
superiority F-15 as the most effective deterrent to
the revised Russian tactical stance.”

E. Allied Air Forces Southern Europe (AIR
SOUTH)

AIR SUPERIORITY IN THE SOUTHERN
REGION, in NATOs Fifteen Natious, v. 18, no. 4
{August-September 1973) 50-52 plus.

“Today the responsibility for Allied air
superiority in the Mediterranean area is primarily
entrusted to Allied Air Forces Southern Europe




(AIRSOUTH). The air forces of Greece, Italy, Tur-
key, the United Kingdom and the Unitea States
are bolsterad by additional help from the other
NATO members’ air forces and strong naval avia-
tion in the Mediterranean. AIRSOUTH works in
close coordination with AFSOUTH’s other princi-
pal subordinate commands, LANDSOUTH,
STRIKFORSOUTH, LANDSOUTH-EAST and
NAVSOUTH, and contributes the major air ele-
ment required for ¢verall defense of the Southern
Region.”

F. Allied Command Atlantic (ACLANT)

ACLANT MOBILE LOGISTICS A REQUIRE-
MENT FOR STANDARDIZATION, by Rear Adm.
Robert W. Timbrell, in NATO's Fifteen Nations,
v. 17, no. 1 (February-March 1972) 82-84 plus.

“There has also been some international
cooperation in particular areas of the logistic field
and interest shown in the results of NATO stand-
ardization activities. Included within these stand-
ardization activities is work concerned with
replenishment at sea, a function of mobile logis-
tics. Against this background of increasing interest
in logistic affairs, it may be cpportune to take a
look at the present system of mobile logistics
within [Canadian Atlantic Sub-Area] ACLANT. As
agreed by NATO nations, logistics is a national
responsibility and so it follows that thirteen sepa-
rate systems exist within NATOQ.”

ALLIED COMMAND ATLANTIC, by Adm,
Robert Lee Dennison, in NATO's Fifteen Nations,
v. 17, no. 1 (February-March 1972) 16-19.

“The idea of a North Atlantic security pact
developed from recognition on both sides of the
Atlantic that the security of the Western World
was indeed indivisible. The United Nations had not
fulfilled its promise to provide adequate guaran-
tees of world peace and security . . . Then, as now,
the principal mission of the Allied Comtmand At-
lantic was to ensure that the Atlantic remains a
bond and not a barrier. This means our control of
the seas and denial of their use by any enemy . ..
Navies, unlike armies and air forces, operate under
a cloak of invisibility so far as the general public is
concerned. There could be considerable disruption
of seaborne traffic without any overt move against
NATO territories. The only deterrent against con-
quest is sufficient force to face it and the will to
use such force when, where and if necessary.”

THE ALLIED COMMAND ATLANTIC—
SUBMARINE CHALLENGE, by Comdr. J. O.
Naugle, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no.1

(February-March 1972) 62-68.

“The Soviet Union has in recent years de-
veloped the capability to interdict NATO sea lanes
of communications and challenge the organiza-
tion’s use of ocean areas vital to its security. This
expanding military potential has come from many
sources over the years but most recently it has
appeared in the form of ships. . . . The Naval Forces
of NATO must stand ready to counter the Soviet
Bloc threat which is rapidly growing in size and
capability. The Allied Command Atlantic
(ACLANT) area, generally considered as the ocean
area North of the Tropic of Cancer, is where this
challenge has most recently been thrust forward,
and where it must be met. To do this, a balanced
mix of forces, submarine, surface and air is
needed. Over the past twenty years an effective
organization has been structured to make maxi-
mum effective use of these forces. Commander
Submarines Allied Command Atlantic (COMSUB
ACLANT) enjoys an unusual position in this or-
ganization. COMSUBACLANT is one of five major
subordinate commanders to the supreme Allied
Commander Atlantic (SACLANT). The position is
held by Commander Submarine Force, U.S. Atlan-
tic Fleet (COMSUBLANT). This command is a
functional command.”

G. Allied Command Channel (ACCHAN)

THE CHANNEL COMMAND, in NATO's Fif-
teen Nations, v. 18, no. 3 (June-July 1973) 22-48.
“Although the Command is the smallest of
the three NATO Commands, it has an importance
out of all proportion to its size, situated as it is on
the axis of the shipping routes to North-West
Europe, and to NATO North-West Europe in par-
ticular. Through Channel Command’s waters must
pass all the seaborne needs of the area and, in the
unhappy event of war, the supplies so urgently
needed for the support of SACEUR. This daily
traffic places squarely in Channel Command’s
area the greatest density of merchant shipping in
NATO and, indeed, in the whole world. The prob-
lems of a maritime command are markedly differ-
ent from those of a land equivalent . . . Contents:
Foreword, by Adm. Edward Ashmore; ACCHAN
Command Structure, by Comdr. J. D. Atkinson;
Channel Command—The Operational Forces, by
John Marriott; Strategic Problems of Channel
Command, by Rear Adm. J. H. Adams.”

H. Allied Command Europe (ACE)
AIR ARM OF THE ALLIANCE, by Gen.

25



Andrew J. Goodpaster, in NATO Review, v.19,
nos. 9-10 (September/October 1971) 3-6.

“The air forces which form the third essen-
tial element of the Allied Command Europe (ACE)
military team. The task of ACE Air Forces is to
gain and maintain a favorable air situation
throughout ACE airspace—over land and sea—
and to perform other essential missions including
reconnaissance, interdiction, close air support for
surface forces, and the maintenance of a credible
strike posture. However, prior to addressing the
air element itself, a brief review of the objectives
of the Alliance, which NATO’s military instrument
is charged to serve, is in order.”

REMARKS AT THE NATO DEFENSE
COLLEGE, ROME, ITALY, 13 JULY 1973, by
Gen. A. J. Goodpaster, in NATO's Fifteen Nations,
v. 18, no.6 (December 1973-January 1974) 24-29.

“In my lecture today on Allied Command
Europe, I plan to cover only three points: the past,
the present, and the future . . . For this discussion
I shall take as my point of departure the broad
security objectives of the Command and of the
Alliance.”

I. Allied Forces Northern Europe (AFNORTH)

AFNORTH — NATO’S ASSAILABLE
FLANK?, by Maj. John F. Meehan, in Military
Review, v. 55, no. 1 (January 1975) 3-10.

“The attention of the Western World is now
focused on events in Central Europe where, for the
first time in a decade, the possibility of dramatic
changes in th. status quo seems to be a probability.
SALT II, the European security conference and
the Mutual Balanced Force Reductions talks are
the center ¢f Western speculation. Much concern
is expressed for the vitality of NATO under vari-
ous scenarios that can be postulated as a result of
these events. Ironically, a far greater threat to
NATO’s cohesion and survival may be found in a
situation that has existed in its present form since
NATO’s founding. NATO’s northern flank, under
the command of Allied Forces, Northern Europe
(AFNORTH), is responsible for the defense of
strategic areas key to any East-West confronta-
tion, yet the command does not have the necessary
military resources to make credible its defense of
these areas. The North Cape of Norway and the
exits of the Baltic Sea are absolutely vital to NATO
control of the Atlantic and continued North Amer-
ican access to Europe. The defense of these strate-
gic areas is the responsibility of AFNORTH.”
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dJ. British Army of the Rhine (BAOR)

BAOR AND NATO, by John Garnett, in In-
ternational A ffairs, (October 1970) 670-680.
“Because it is impossible to predict the
nature of any European military conflict, doc-
trinal difficulties surround the role of ground
troops in Europe. Faced with this dilemma, the
British government has been hard put to define the
function of the British Army Of The Rhine (BAOR)
in NATO. Its present deployment in Germany is an
uneasy compromise between a small mobile force
capable of controlling minor {rontier disputes, and
a large army capable of fighting a major war in
Europe . . . In spite of this uncertainty, British
forces do play a major role in the overall context of
European and NATO politics. Since the end of
WW II, Britain has had armed forces on the con-
tinent of Europe, primarily in West Germany and
Berlin. The physical presence of these British
troops in Europe has had the advantage of increas-
ing British influence in European affairs in gen-
eral and in NATO affairs in particular. It has also
fulfilled the function of appearing to limit the
power of Western Germany, some of whose near-
est allies remain a little nervous. The major polit-
ical significance of the Briiish role, however,
relates to the fact that the security of Western Eu-
rope depends upon the presence of a large number
of troops in Europe. The presence of BAOR indi-
cates to Britain’s allies, and to the U.S. in particu-
lar, its continuing willingness to play a substantial
role in the ground defense of Europe, and, by ex-
ample, to encourage others to do likewise . . . As
NATO moved between the doctrines of conven-
tional warfare, tactical nuclear warfare, massive
retaliation, and flexible response, the British
military correspondingly changed ...[BAOR’s]
emphasis . . .”

K. Central Army Group (CENTAG)

CENTAG SOUTHERN GERMANY'S DE-
FENDER, by Lt. Ccl. Wclfgang R. Gebel, in
NATO’s Fifteen Nutions, .19, no.5 (October-
November 1974) 54-.60.

“Fourteen years ago a group of German,
French and American soldiers walked into an
aging German Kaserne in Mannheim-Seckenheim
and began functioning as a single, integrated head-
quarters named Central Army Group (CENTAG).
Since that time many changes have affected the
military and political structures of the NATO
members. Those changes that have been witnessed



by CENTAG include the build-up of the German
Army, the Bundeswehr, to a strong and viable
member of the Alliance; the withdrawal of France
from the military structure of NATO—and
thereby from CENTAG; and the relocation of the
Canadians into the CENTAG area, thus reorganiz-
ing Central Army Group as a tri-national head-
quarters. The opposing line-up of Warsaw Pact
forces across the Eastern border steadily strength-
ened during this period, gradually developing into
a numerically superior force in the Central Euro-
pean Region. However, CENTAG's missions and
responsibilities have remained essentially the
same.”

L. Committee on the Challenges of Modern
Society (CCMS)

NATO’S NEW CHALLENGES TO THE
PROBLEMS OF MODERN SOCIETY, by Harry
C. Blaney, in The Atlantic Community Quarterly,
v. 11, no. 2(Summer 1973) 236--247.

“NATO’s" Committee on the Challenges of
Modern Society (CCMS) is four years old now.
Harry C. Blaney takes a look at it to see what it
has accomplished. He thinks it has proven the
feasibility of international cooperation in this
field. To name just two things, its progress in con-
trolling oil spills and in providing international
cooperation on highway safety have been consider-
able. But what it has done is just a starter. To do
the job properly will require much more of a na-
tional commitment than now exists.”

M. Eurogroup

THE EUROGROUP, in NATO's Fifteen Na-
tions, v. 20, no.1 (February-March 1975) 19-22
plus.

This is a political overview of the NATO
Eurogroup, including a brief background, origin,
makeup, force improvements, major equipment,
etc.

THE EUROGROUP, by Antonio de Marchi,
in Military Review, v. 54, no. 7 (July 1974) 75-717.

“For many years after World War II, West-
ern European countries were unsuccessful in co-
ordinating certain operational concepts. Therefore,
it is surprising to look at the viability of the Euro-
group, an agency that works very effectively. This
agency is acquiring a strong European feature
even though it works strictly within NATO. The
Eurogroup was born in 1969 and is macde up of the
defense ministers of European coun*_ies. Its aim
is to strengthen the Atlantic Alliance by a more

trenchant unitarian activity of the member coun-
tries, by coordinating efforts in the military field,
thereby avoiding useless and wasteful duplica-
tions, and by setting up common objectives as far
as weaponry, logistics and training are concerned.”

THE EUROGROUP, in NATO Review, v. 20,
nos. 11-12(November/December 1972) 8-12.

“The Eurogroup, a relatively recent form of
co-operation among a number of European NATO
member countries, has already done a considerable
amount of valuahle work. Much of this work is
discussed in a pamuhlet edited by the group and
published in the ‘Aspects of NATO’ series. The fol-
lowing article, based on the pamphlet, explains
what the Eurogroup is, and outlines some of its
major achievements.”

N. European Nuclear Force (ENF)

A EUROPEAN NUCLEAR FORCE: UTIL-
ITY AND PROSPECTS, by Paul C. Davis, in Orbis,
v. 17, no. 1 (Spring 1973) 110-131.

“Recently a number of considerations have
given new impetus to serious contemplation of a
European Nuclear Force (ENF). These include a
decline in European confidence that the United
States will use iis strategic nuclear forces to save
Furope when the chips are down; the belief that a
diplomatic and niiiitary balance between Western
Europe and the USSR is essential to Europe’s long-
term security; fears that the two superpowers will
implicitly agree (e.g., via SALT II weapons deci-
sions) not to risk their homelands over Europe;
British belief that Britain’s nuclear weapons posi-
tion will obsolesce and the United States may even
end its nuclear assistance; and the view of some
‘Europeans’ that a unified Europe, if it is to be a
‘state,” will require the full panoply of the instru-
ments of state power. As the obstacles to a Euro-
pean Nuclear Force are huge, most recent studies
of this problem have concentrated on the prospects
and difficulties —the feasibility —of forming an
ENF. They have dealt only briefly with its value,
even though this is neither self-evident nor unre-
lated to its prospects. On the principle that ‘neces-
sity is the mother of invention,’ this article will
examine fully the necessity, or more exactly the
utility, of a European Nuclear Force. In light of
its promise and the structure and policies needed
to give it utility, we will then briefly examine ob-
stacles to its creation and possible ways around
them. Finally, we will summarize ways in which
it might best serve the NATO mission.”
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O. Iberian Atlantic Area Command (IBER
LANT) (See also Analysts’ Note)

IBERIAN ATLANTIC AREA COMMAND,
in NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no. 1 (February-
March 1972) 90-92 plus.

“In October of last year, the flags of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization member na-
tions were raised to the peaks of flagpoles in front
of NATO’s newest headquarters—the Iberian
Atlantic Area Comman ' (IBERLANT)—at Oeiras,
Portugal ... The North Atlantic Council had for-
mally approved the activation of IBERLANT in
December 1966 and the inauguration of the interim
headquarters was held at a villa in Rio de Mouro,
Portugal, on February 22, 1967 . . . The newly com-
missioned headquarters for IBERLANT consists
of an underground operations and communications
center and an above ground administrative
building.”

IBERIAN ATLANTIC COMMAND
WATCHES OVER CROSSROADS OF THE
SEAS, by Peter Jenner, in NATO Review, v. 19,
nos. 5-6 (May/June 1971) 6-10.

“Almost all the European countries which
are dependent on imported oil have built up suffi-
cient stocks to tide them over short, unexpected
crises but a long interruption to supplies would
have serious consequences. Thus in times of inter-
national tension or, ultimately, war, steps would
have to be taken to protect Westerw shipping and
thus enable the oil companies to maintain the flow
of this vital source of energy. A good part of the
responsibility for this task rests with NATO’s
Iberian Atlantic Command (IBERLANT). Sixty-
five percent of all oil imports to European NATO
nations pass through its area which comprises
some 600,000 square miles of ocean, extending
from the Tropic of Cancer to Portugal’s northern
border and stretching 700 nautical miles westward
from the Straights of Gibraltar into the Atlantic.
In addition, the Command is +esponsible, in co-
operation with Portuguese military authorities,
for the defence of continental Portugal.”

P. Military Agency for Standardization (MAS)

NATO AGENCY WORKS FOR INCREASED
MILITARY STANDARDIZATION, by Rear-Adm.
H. H. Wesche, in NATO Review, v. 20, nos. 3-4
(March/April 1972) 21-22,

“Equipping and maintaining the armed
forces, which would be available to NATO in times
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of emergency, remains a national responsibility.
Naturally enough, therefore, a considerable effort
is made at the Brussels Headquarters towards
increasing the efficiency of these resources by
encouraging the highest possible degree of stand-
ardization. The responsibility for this task rests
principally with NATO’s Military Agency for
Standardization (MAS).”

Q. The Military Committee (MC)

THE NATO MILITARY COMMITTEE AND
THE INTERNATIONAL MILITARY STAFF:
SOME RATIONALE AND A PROPOSAL FOR
REORGANIZATION, by Maj. Frank A. Partlow,
Jr., in RUSI Journal, 119, no. 3 (September 1974)
29-38.

“The NATO military Committee (MC) is the
highest military authority in the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. It is composed of the Chiefs
of Staff of each of the member nations except
France. France is represented by a military mis-
sion. At Chiefs of Staff level (MC_/CS), the Com-
mittee meets at least twice a year and more often
as necessary. In order for the MC to be able to meet
on a continuous basis in Brussels with delegated
powers of decision, each nation appoints a per-
manent Military Representative (MilRep) of its
Chief of Staff as a member of the Military Com-
mittee in Permanent Session (MC/PS). The Mili-
tary Committee is the corporate expression of
national military thought and operates at the
interface of the political and military aspects of
the Alliance. This background is provided to indi-
cate in broad terms the organisation and responsi-
bilities of the NATO MC and the IMS which
supports it. Using and expanding upon this basic
framework, the present study will evaluate the
performance of the Committee and the IMS meas-
ured against the responsibilities and tasks enumer-
ated. Our purpose is to suggest recommendations
for organisational or policy changes which can
result in enhanced efficiency or increased effec-
tiveness in the discharge of its role by the highest
military authority in NATO. Our method is first
to examine in some detail the performance of the
Military Committee and IMS, their interaction
with each other, their interface with other NATO
elements, and the type and severity of operational
constraints under which they operate. Apprecia-
tion of these factors will suggest and support our
recom mendations for organisational realignment.”




R. Multilateral Force (MLF)

(L)—SEABORNE MULTILATERAL
FORCE: MIXED MANNING, by Capt. Thomas E.
Fortson. Maxwell AFB, Ala.,, Air War College,
1971. 18 p. (Professional Study no. 4336.)

“The multilateral force (MLF) concept in
NATO has been proposed in many forms, one a
jointly shared and jointly controlled fleet armed
with nuclear weapons. One of the major features
of this proposed MLF was that each ship would be
‘mix manned’ throughout with personnel from at
least three participating nations. ‘Mix manning’ in
men-of-war can be found in the history of just
about all navies. There was some doubt in the
minds of military and political leaders of today
that the complexness and type of manning may not
be practical. President Kennedy, a propon.nt of
MLF, offered a U.S. guided missile destroyer to
perform a demonstration of the ‘mix manning'
concept. The type ship chosen had complex equ.p-
ment to operate, comparable in coraplexness to
the Polaris system. This paper describes the dem-
onstration, some problem areas and possible solu-
tions for future ‘mix manned’ ventures.”

S. NATO Industrial Advisory Group (NIAG)

NIAG HELPS STIMULATE ALLIED RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CO-OPERA-
TION, by John Stone, in NATO Review, v. 20,
nos. 1-2 (January/February 1972) 18-19.

“NATO is always on the look-out for means
of promoting Allied co-operation in such fields as
armaments research, development and production,
because not only is this likely to lead to cubsiantial
cost savings but also to greatly increased effi-
ciency. Against this background, it was decided to
establish a NATO Industrial Advisory Group
(NIAG) back in 1968 which would bring together
at the headquarters, senior industrialists from
NATO countries. These meetings, held two or
three times a year, provide a forum for the free
exchange of views on the various industrial aspects
of NATO armamen\s guestions, and foster a
deeper feeling of international involvement in
research, development and production, as well as
creating closer co-operation among the industries
of member countries. NIAG makes its recommen-
dations to NATO's Conference of National Arma-
ments Directors (CNAD). All NATO nations
except Iceland and Luxembourg agreed to partici-
pate in NIAG's work.”

T. NATO Maintenance and Supply Organiza-
tion (NAMSO)

ALLIED CO-OPERATION SAVES ON COST
OF MAINTENANCE AND SUPPLY; FIFTEEN
YEARS OF NAMSO, by Peter Jenner, in NATO
Review, v. 21, no. 2(1973) 18-22.

“As the cost of providing the North Atlantic
Alliance with a reasonable level of defence con-
tinues to spiral upwards, member nations look
increasingly for ways of getting better value for
their money. One way of achieving this aim is by
stepping up the number of projects to be under-
taken, on a co-operative basis, by several nations
having compatible requirements. NATQ’s Confer-
ence of National Armaments Directors (CNAD)—
the senior body under the Council concerned with
defence equipment and related matters —recently
took several decisions in this direction, one of
which called for greater use to be made of NATO
logistics support services in order to reduce un
necessary, and expensive, duplication. One of the
main services suited for this task is the NATO
Maintenance and Supply Organization (NAMSO).
Currently celebrating its fifteenth anniversary,
NAMSO was set up by the Council in April 1958 to
provide spare parts and maintenance services fo!
jointly employed weapons so as to achieve maxi-
mum logistic support at minimum cost.”

U. NATO Multi-Role Combat Aircraft Manage-
ment Agency (NAMMA)

NATO'S ROLE IN PROMOTING (oO-
C?ERATION GN AIRCRAFT PROJECTS, by
Peter V. Brown, in NATO Review, v. 19, nos. 9-10
(September/October 1971) 13-16.

“On 3 September 1969, the NATO Council
approved the formation of a NATO Multi-Role
Combat Aircraft Management Agency (NAMMA)
at Munich to control and manage what now prom-
ises to be the largest co-operative venture ever
undertaken in the Western world. Two months
later, the NATO Conference of National Arma-
ments Directors approved the Multi-Role Comtat
Aircraft (MRCA) as a ‘NATO project.'. .. The
MRCA will now follow on and give the three na-
tions an opportunity to design and develop, as well
as produce, an aircraft of advanced conception to
fulfill various military roles of Close Air Support,
Interdiction, Strike, Air Superiority and Training.”
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V. NATO Weapon Systems Department

(LI}—NATO'S INSTITUTE FOR PROFES-
SIONAL DEVELOPMENT, by Lt. Col. William M.
Carrington. Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air War College,
1973. 15 p. (Professional Study.)

“Th’s article describes the NATO Weapon
Systems bepartment to include its mission; its
concept of operations, its courses, and the United
States Air Force role in its daily activities. This
school, originally established in 1953, has gradu-
ated over 20,000 officers and civilians from its
six resident courses. Its international staff pre-
pares students for NATO assignments and in-
structs on the employent of weapons and weapon
systems available to NATO. Its concept of opera-
tions revolves around the thesis that there are five
levels of responsibility within NATO for the use of
military weapon systems. The United States Air
Force supports the professional education mission
of this school by providing twenty-five percent of
the instructional staff and fifty percent of the ad-
ministrative and support staff.”

W. National Military Representatives (NMRS)

LINKS TO THE NATO NATIONS; THE
NATIONAL MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES
AT SHAPE, by Lt. Frederic J. Bruber, in NATO s
Fifteen Nations, v. 15, no. 3 (June-July 1970)
38-44.

“The total number of messages which are
exchanged between SHAPE and the defense minis-
tries is staggering. The National Military Repre-
sentatives (NMRs) exist to smooth the way. The
thirteen NMRs and the Chief of the French Mili-
tary Mission (FMM) are the direct representatives
of their respective ministries of defense to General
Andrew J. Goodpaster, U.>. Army, Supreme Al-
lied Commander Europe (SACEUR). They provide
a comprehensible communications channel be-
tween the NATO military command and their na-
tional defense authorities . . . At SHAPE they are
spokesmen for their respective countries, making
sure that SHAPE plans are in accord with national
capabilities and interests. They assist SHAPE in
the same way, giving international staff officers
essential background information on national
matters, directing communications to the right
people, and making sure that SHAPE projects
receive immediate and careful attention at their
respective ministries of defense. When the need
arises, each NMR has direct access to General
Goodpaster.”
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X. North Atlantic Assembly

19TH ANNUAL SESSION OF THE NORTH
ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, in NATO Review, v. 21,
no. 6(1973) 19-25.

“The North Atlantic Assembly held one of
its most successful meetings when NATO parlia-
mentarians convened in Ankara and Istanbul from
21-30 October for their 19th annual session.” Eco-
nomic Committee (Economic Relations, Energy
Crisis); Military Committee (Summary of Work);
Political Committee (Mzin Debate) Scientific and
Technical Committee; Committee on Education,
Cultural Affairs and Information; Plenary Session.

2TH ANNUAL SESSION OF THE NORTH
ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, by Keith Williams, in
NATO Review, v. 23, no. 1 (January 1975) 20-24.

“The Twentieth Annual Session of the
North Atlantic Assembly, held in London from
November 11 to 16, was attended by full parlia-
mentary delegations from fourteen NATO coun-
tries. As the Assembly is the only forum where
parliamentarians from both Europe and North
America meet regularly to discuss common prob-
lems, a strong North American delegation is es-
sential to ensure a well balanced discussion on
major topics, and this was certainly achieved.”
The Plenary Session; Economic Committee; Com-
mittee on Education, Cultural Affairs and Infor-
mation; Military Committee; Political Committee;
and Scientific and Technical Committee.

Y. Nuclear Planning Group (NPG)

NUCLEAR POLICY-MAKING IN NATO, by
Harvey B. Seim, in NATO Review, v.21, no. 6
(1973)11-13.

“When the Ministers of Defence of the Nu-
clear Planning Group (NPG) assembled at The
Hague last November, they provided convincing
evidence of the continuing vitality of one of the
most imaginative, most successful but least known
partnership activities in NATO. Dealing with the
full range of nuclear policy questions, the NPG is
of obvious importance to the security of all Alli-
ance members, nuclear and non-nuclear. Personal
involvement of nationally responsible government
leaders, civilian and military is the key that as-
sures realism in the NPG work and the essential
vigorous support of member governments. This
partnership arrangement came into being seven
vears ago when Ministers of the Defence Planning
Committee (DPC) agreed in December 1966 to
establish the Nuclear Defence Affairs Committee



(NDAC), a permanent advisory committee whose
function is to propose general policy on nuclear
defence affairs. At the same time, a smaller body,
the NPG, was created. Subordinate to the NDAC,
its task is to accomplish the detailed work required
for the development of policy proposals to be sent
to the NDAC for endorsement and to the DPC for
final approval. The NDAC and the NPG are the
only DPC advisory bodies in which Defence Minis-
ters of Permanent Representatives participate.”

Z. Royal Air Force Germany

THE ROYAL AIR FORCE IN GERMANY,
by Robin Goodfellow and Roger Goodwin, in
NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 18, ne. 6 (December
1973-January 1974) 85-92.

“Now known as Royal Air Force Germany
to avoid confusion with NATO's 2nd Allied Tactical
Air foree, of which it forms part, the Command is
more fully integrated into the NATO structure
than any other RAF organisation. Thus NATO's
switch from a nuclear trip-wire posture to one of
flexible response a few years ago plunged it into
the most thorough-going re-appraisal of role and
equipment seen in any Royal Air Force Command
since the war . . . Our new aircraft and equipment
enable us to offer NATO a far wider range of roles
than before, while still fulfilling our national com-
mitments ... Like all other Royal Air Force for-
mations assigned or earmarked for assignment to
NATO, RAF Germany combines certain national
tasks with its NATO role.”

AA. Royal Air Force Strike Command

RAF STRIKE COMMAND; A VITAL FORCE
FOR NATO, by Tony Brooks, in NATOs Fifteen
Nations, v. 18, no. 3 (June-July 1973) 49-56.

“It is 2 fact of geography that the United
Kingdom lies astride the boundaries of the three
major NATO formations, Allied Command Europe,
Allied Command Atlantic, and Allied Command
Channel. Because of this the United Kingdom
forms a rear base for the Supreme Allied Com-
mander Europe (SACEUR), away from the imme-
diate battle area in Europe, and a forward base for
the operations of the Supreme Allied Commander
Atlantic (SACLANT) and the Commander-in-
Chief Channel (CINCHAN). Accordingly, the
Royal Air Force Strike Command participates in
operations for all major NATO commanders with
many of its aircraft assigned, or earinarked for
assignment to them. The United Kingdom forms
the cohesive base from which, by exploiting the

flexibility of air power, assistance in the co-ordina-
tion of the joint efforts of the major NATO com-
manders is given.”

BB. The Science Committee

SCIENTIFIC CO-OPERATION IN NATO, by
Andreas Rannestad, in NATO Review, v. 21, no. 2
(1973) 23-26.

“Collaboration and consultation between
the member countries of the Alliance has been of
voncern to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
ever since it was established, and is specifically
called for by Article 2 of the Treaty . .. The NATO
Science Committee, composed of distinguished sci-
entists from all member countries of the Alliance
and chaired by the Assistant Secretary General for
Scientific Affairs, has, from its first meeting
in March 1958, examined ways for stimulating
science in an international context and has sup-
ported scientific development through several
mechanisms encouraging training, research, plan-
ning and dissemination of information.”

CC. SHAPE Technical Center (STC)

SCIENTIFIC COOPERATION FOR THE
ATLANTIC ALLIANCE; THE ROLE OF THE
SHAPE TECHNICAL CENTRE, by 1st Lt. Fred-
eric J. Gruber, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 15,
no.4 (August-September, 1970) 61-68.

The origins of the STC; Expert Scientific
Support; The STC Programme of Work; Force
Structure Studies; Command and Control; Com-
munication Requirements; Engineering Services;
Experimental Research; and Helping to Make the
Alliance Work.

DD. Sixth Allied Tactical Air Force (SIXATAF)

SIXATAF; 20 YEARS AS NATO'S SOUTH-
EASTERN AIR ARMS, by M/Sgt. Don Burgin, in
NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 18, no.4 (August-
Septembe: 1973) 41-48.

“On 14 October 1973 NATO's Sixth Allied
Tactical Air Force (SIXATAF) celebrates 20 years
of keeping open important avenues of access to
Europe and Asia. Situated in a position which
commands natural land and sea routes joining
countries from the Danube to the Persian Gulf
and from the Nile to the Black Sea, SIXATAF
guards the skies over one of the world’s most stra-
tegic areas, the Aegean Sea, Turkish Straits and
Marmara Sea ... Today the task of defending the
airspace over this critical area is entrusted to SIX
ATAF. It is a highly demanding task-—more so
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every day. Turkey and Greece must protect com-
mon borders with Warsaw Pact countries extend-
ing from the western edge of Greece to Mount
Ararat (Agri) in Eastern Turkey. Russia and her
satellites are much like a giant shadow hanging
over Greece and Turkey, a threat to freedom and
security in Southeastern Europe and Anatolia.”

THE SIXTH ALLIED TACTICAL AIR
FORCE, by Maj. Alan G. Lisle, Jr., in NATOs
Fifteen Nations, v.15, no.2 (April-May 1970)
58-64.

“Lieutenant General Joseph H. Moore, U.S.

Air rForce SIXATAF Commander, confirms the
esprit of his NATO-commited forces. Describing
them as disciplined, dedicated, and deadly, Gen-
eral Moore pictures the air forces assigned to his
command as a potent force for peace in NATO’s
bastion on the Mediterranean.” Contents: Spirit
and Zeal; Established in 1953; The Greatest Threat,
Prime Responsibilities; Improving Weaponry; An
Extra Dividend; Variety of Communications;
Peacetime Activities; Training and Testing; Allied
Exercises; A Unique Exercise; Logistics; NATO
Infrastructure- etc.

EE. Standing Naval Force Atlantic

STANDING NAVAL FORCE ATLANTIC, by
Capt. Raymond W. Allen, in NATO's Fifteen Na-
tions, v. 17, no. 1 (February-March 1972) 46-52.

“It was only a month after the admiral’s
speech [of April 1967 when he left his post as Su-
preme Allied Commander Atlantic]that the Stand-
ing Naval Force Atlantic concept was approved in
principle by the NATO military chiefs of staff.
Final approval and authority for activation of a
Standing Naval Force was given by the Defense
Planning Committee in December 1967, and on
January 13, 1968, the first multi-national naval
squadron to permanently operate in peacetime was
activated. On that day, at the Royal Navy’s train-
ing base in Portland, England, HNLMS Holland,
the Norwegian frigate HNOMS Narvik, and the
American destroyer USS Holder gathered to begin
the Standing Naval Force Atlantic’s first months
of operation. Since then ships from the NATO
member countries of Canada, Denmark, the
Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and the
United States have participated annually.”

FF. Standing Naval ¥orc: Channel (STANAV
FORCHAN)

STANAVFORCHAN; NATO FORMS ITS
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SECOND INTERNATIONAL MARITIME
FORCE, in NATO Review, v. 21, no. 4(1973) 12-14.

“The North Atlantic Treaty Organization
formed its second permanent international naval
force at Ostend, on 11 May, when Admiral Sir Ed-
ward Ashmore, Allied Commander-in-Chief Chan-
nel, inaugurated the Standing Naval Force Chan-
nel ... Announcing the formation of the force,
Admiral Ashmore, who is also Commander-in-
Chief of NATO’s Eastern Atlantic Area, and
Commander-in-Chief Fleet, stressed that the in-
auguration did not mean an escalation in the
strength of NATO'’s maritime force. ‘The forma-
tion ensures that what have been hitherto purely
national activites, now become international, thus
increasing understanding and effectiveness in
NATO, and demonstrating in tangible form, the
unity and common purpose of the North Atlantic
Alliance,’ he said.”

GG. Striking Fleet Atlantic (STRIKFLTLANT)

NATO'S STRIKING FLEET ATLANTIC, by
Vice Adm. Vincent Paul de Poix, in NATO's Fif-
teen Nations, v. 17, no. 1 (February-March 1972)
38-44.

“In November, NATO’s Striking Fleet At-
lantic will observe its 20th anniversary. It repre-
sents for all the world to see the finest exampie of
naval coordination, cooperation and coalition. And
yet, in spite of the fact that the Striking Fleet has
existed for almost two decades, surprisingly little
has been written about it, and its potential is gen-
erally unknown even in some NATO countries.
This anonymity is attributable to several factors.
First, there has not been a crisis in these twenty
years that has required the response of the Strik-
ing Fleet. Consequently its capabilities have not
received the publicity that a crisis situation gener-
ates. Another factor contributing to the Striking
Fleet’s anonymity is that, except for specified ex-
ercises, it is a constructive Fleet. In other words,
it is not a constant force in being. The staff, for the
most part, is drawn from the staff of the Com-
mander of the U.S. SECOND Fleet. In accordance
with initial NATO agreement, Commander of the
Striking Fleet Atlantic and Commander U.S.
SECOND Fleet are one and the same. Add to this
the fact that when the Fleet is activated for exer-
cises, these exercises are held in open ocean areas,
far from the notice of civilian populations.”




HH. Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic

(SACLANT)

SACLANT HEADQUARTERS CELE-
BRATES 20TH ANNIVERSARY, in NATO Re-
view, v. 20, nos. 5-6 (May/June 1972) 8-11.

“Many prominent NATO personalities
gathered in Norfolk, Virginia, last April for a cere-
mony marking the 20th Anniversary of the Alli-
ance’s only major military headquarters in North
America—the Headquarters of the Supreme Al-
lied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT) ... The
command’s area of responsibility includes more
than 12 million square miles of Atlantic Ocean
stretching from the coastal waters of Europe to
those of North America, and from the North Pole
to Tropic of Cancer. The staff is constantly en-
gaged in planning and conducting a large variety of
exercises which afford the NATO navies opportu-
nities to work together, enhance readiness,
develop common tactics and to test equipment.”

II. Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic Sub-
marine Warfare Research Center (SAC
LANTCEN)

ALLIED COMMAND ATLANTIC'S ANTI-
SUBMARINE WARFARE RESEARCH CENTER,
in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no. 1 (February-
March 1972) 70-75.

“Scientists and technicians at the Allied
Command Atlantic’s Antisubmarine Warfare Re-
search Centre (SACLANTCEN) agree that, for
the present, submarine technology is far ahead of
antisubmarine warfare proficiency. This interna-
tional staff, however, is concentrating on the
future and their collective efforts may one day
contribute markedly to a theory, concept, or even
the mere fragment of an idea that may lead to a
revolutionary breakthrough that could well swing
the uneven balance in this crucial contest from the
side of the elusive subtnarine to that of tne per-
sistent seeker. The men and women at SACLANT
CEN in La Spezia, Italy, represent 13 North
Atlantic Treaty Organization members. They do
not design new and radical antisubmarine aircraft
or ships, nor do they conjure up ultra-sophisticated
weapons to destroy submarines. However, when
the art of antisubmarine warfare (ASW) makes
appreciable progress, the staff at the ASW Centre
most likely will have had a hand in the gain.”

THE MARITIME EQUATION —SACLANT
IN THE 1970s, by Adm. Charles K. Duncan, in

NATO's Fifteen Nations, v.17, no.1 (February-
March 1972) 28-35.

“As the members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization close the chapter on twenty-
two years of intimate cooperation, we can look
back proudly on solid and concrete accomplish-
ments. Together, we have orchestrated our in-
dividual national policies to reinforce the goals of
the alliance and have achieved a result which, if
we had acted separately would have not been pos-
sible. Our alliance has kept the peace we all desire
so much; it has been the protective shield that hs ;
permitted a generation of allied growth and en-
richment. The Allied Command Atlantic has been
a significant element in providing the protective
maritime structure that, together with Allied
Command Europe and the Channel Command, has
given muscle to this defensive Alliance ... On a
day-to-day basis, SACLANT exercises operational
contrul of the Standing Naval Force Atlantic. It is
the only military force available to NATO on a
continuing basis ... Supplementing the day-to-
day availability of the Standing Naval Force
Atlantic are on call forces under the Maritime
Contingency Forces Atlantic concept. Under these
plans, specially tailored multi-national task forces
can be called up to meet various contingencies in
the Atlantic area. These forces are, of course, the
primary tools that SACLANT has to carry out the
NATO strategy of Flexible Response, short of gen-
eral war.”

THE SACLANT ANTI-SUBMARINE WAR-
FARE RESEARCH CENTRE, in NATO Review,
v. 21, no. 1(1973) 20-24.

“The Centre’s mission is to provide scien-
tific and technical advice and assistance in ASW
to the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic
(SACLANT). The research at the Centre, com-
monly called SACLANTCEN is directed to the
detection, classification and identification, of sub-
marines, with the major emphasis on underwater
acoustics. Oceanographic research is conducted in
direct support of ASW tasks, and, in the opera-
tional research area, SACLANTCEN conducts
studies and investigations that support research
on the most efficient use of ASW systems.”

JdJ. United States Air Forces in Europe (US
AFE)

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE EUROPE, in
NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v.15, no.1 (February-
March 1970) 66-69.
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“The USAFE of the 1970s will bear little
resemblance to the USAFE of previous decades. It
will be a streamlined, tightly managed, NATO-
committed force with an improved combat readi-
ness capability to meet any aggressive act with a
new brand of airpower. Its aircraft and men are
combat-tested in Southeast Asia and poised in vigi-
lant operational readiness in Europe.”

(LHD—USAFE AND SPECIALIZED TAC-
TICAL FIGHTER WINGS, by Maj. Noah E. Loy.
Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air Command and Staff Col-
lege, 1971. 89 p. (Research Study no. 1215-71.)

“Flexibility, survivability, and credibility
are three mandatory characteristics for modern
military forces. These three characteristics do not
necessarily complement each other when an Air
Force Commander tries to employ his forces with-
in their definitional limits. The Communder-in-
Chief, United States Air Forces in Europe (CINC
USAFE) has this employment problem plus a real
day-to-day enemy threat. After analyzing and
comparing two general operational concepts with
the enemy threat, this study concludes that CINC
USAFE may increase the survivability and credi-
bility of his forces without losing flexibility by
implementing an operational concept that employs
Specialized Tactical Fighter Wings.”

USAFE’'S ROLE IN NATO DEFENSE, by
Maj. R. M. Chubbuck, in 2VATO’s Fifteen Nations,
v. 18, no. 2 (April-May 1973) 58-64.

“The Commander-in-Chief, USAFE, wears
a variety of hats. As a NATO commander serving
the Supreme Allied Command, Europe (SACEUR),
he also acts as the Commander of the 4th Allied
Tactical Air Forces, USAFE is also a component
of, and responsible to, the Commander-in-Chief,
U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) in support
of all unified U.S. military plans and operations in
the European area. At the same time, the CINC
USAFE maintains a responsibility to the U.S. Air
Force Chief of Staff Washington for the training
and maintenance of assigned forces, for logistic
support of all major USAF command units in
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Europe, and for all matters involving Air Force
policy and administration. How does USAFE con-
duct such a varied and complex mission? The com-
mand covers approximately one-fourth of the
globe, for as a component commander under
USEUCOM, the CINCUSAFE exercises responsi-
bility in the geographical area assigned t0 USEU
COM. It is concentrated in Western Europe but
extends through the Mediterranean, the Middle
East land mass, the Persian Gulf and North Africa.
USAFE maintains major bases in England, The
Netherlands, Spain, Germany, ltaly, Greece and
Turkey. Overall, more than 300 units of all sizes
and stretching from Scandinavia to Iran are in-
cluded in USAFE's area of responsibility.”

KK. United States Army, Europe (USAREUR)

U.S. ARMY EUROPE: READY, DISCI-
PLINED, PROFESSIONAL, by Gen. Michael S.
Davison, in Army, v. 24, no. 10 (October 1974)
20-23 plus.

“A powerful and carefully balanced deter-
rent force.—Sometimes characterized by...critics
as ‘tail-heavy,’ U.S. Army, Europe is in fact adding
combat battalions to an already powerful force,
even though it must rely on its own resources and
support a mobilization base far from home.”

LL. Working Group on Industrial Property

NATO AND INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY, by
Sotirios Tsambiras, in NATO Review, v. 22, no. )
(1974) 19-21.

“As a result of the efforts undertaken by
a NATO Working Group on Industrial Property
created in 1955 in which highly-specialised na-
tional experts participate, two agreements have
been established concerning industrial property:
the NATO Agreement for the Mutual Safeguard-
ing of Secrecy of Inventions relating to Defence
and for which Applications for Patents have been
made, and the NATO Agreement for the Commu-
nication of Technical Information for Defence
Purposes.”




CHAPTER IV

NATO’S DEFENSE POSTURE: PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS
(See Also Chapter V and Appendixes)

A. Miscellaneous Aspects

ADDRESS AT NATO DEFENSE COLLEGE,
ROME, ITALY, ON JULY 20, 1972, by Gen. A. J.
Goodpaster, in NATO's Fifteen Nations,v.17,no. 6
(December 1972-January 1973) 28-30 plus.

“My remarks today will deal with some of
the current changes and will, I hope, provide a
summary of the major issues in SHAPE and Allied
Command Europe with which you have been con-
cerned during your course of instruction. First, 1
will focus on some of the measures that SHAPE
and Allied Command Europe are taking to meet
the Soviet challenges in the Central Region and on
the flanks of NATO. Second, I will suggest some
of the present and potential dangers within NATO
itself that could threaten the solidarity of the Alli-
ance and against which we must continue to guard.
I will conclude my remarks with a brief assess-
ment of the capabilities of our Alliance and of the
prospects for its continued success.”

THE AMERICAN-WEST EUROPEAN DE-
FENCE RELATIONSHIP, in NATO Review, v. 22,
no. 5(1974) 3-11.

“The two articles published . . . continue the
series on aspects of the defence problems which
are facing the NATO allies . . . The first article in
this series appeared in issue No. 1, 1974, of the
NATO Review and was by Kenneth Hung, Deputy
Director of the IISS, who discussed the theory of
deterrence. W. F. K. Thompson, Defence Corre-
spondent of the Daily Telegraph, wrote the second
article, which appeared in issue No. 2 and dealt
with NATO’s force posture in Allied Command
Europe. A third article, by Dr. Wolfgang Hopker,
German author of several books on Soviet naval
power, was published in issue No. 3 and was en-
titled Soviet Global Strategy—a Challenge at Sea.
Stefano Silvestri, Deputy Director of the Institute
for International Affairs, Rome, contributed the
fourth article on Defence Expenditures and Na-

tional Economies, which appeared in issue No. 4.
This series will be concluded in issue No. 6 by a
consideration of the role of the Alliance’s forces as
part of NATO's overall objectives.”

NATO IN A TIME OF CRISIS, by Brig. Gen.
Richard C. Bowman, in Air Force Magazine, v. 58,
no. 4(April 1975) 9 plus.

“The author examines the interrelated
crises that confront NATO, assesses the balance of
forces in Europe, and discusses what must be done
to preserve the viability of ... NATO in a time of
crisis.”

NATO IN THE 1970S, by Air Chief Marshal
Christopher Foxley-Norris, in RUSSI Journal, v. 4,
no. 117 (December 1972) 3-9.

“T would like to address myself today, and
analyse whether NATO’s defence posture is ade-
quate and, therefore, credible in the light of the
political, military, and economic developments
which have occurred, and may occur, during the
seventies, between East and West, between the
two sides of the Atlantic and among the European
members of NATO.”

NATO MUSCLE: MORE SHADOW THAN
SUBSTANCE, by Steven L. Canby, in Military Re-
view, v. 53, no. 2(February 1973) 65-74.

“Why is NATO outspending the Warsaw
Pact—in terms of both men and money—while
buying less security? This so-called ‘people-PEMA
paradox’ (PEMA being acronymic jargon for ‘pro-
curement of equipment and missiles, Army’),
which so perplexed the McNamara analysts, can
be resolved by examining the assumptions under-
lying NATO's organization for defense. The Pact,
consciously or not, has developed operating pro-
cedures and a force structure appropriate to its
strategic requirements in Europe; NATO, and
particularly the American component, has not.
Restructuring NATO could release the resources
necessary to implement flexible response and for-

35



ward defense and remove some politically difficult
choices. The crucial questions boil down to whether
NATO should opt for highly visible, high initial
combat forces (as the Soviets do), or retain low
visibility, low initial combat forces which are
sustainable.”

THE ROLE OF NATO MILITARY FORCES
AS PART OF THE ALLIANCE'S OVERALL
OBJECTIVES, by Louis G. M. Jaquet, in NATO
Review, v. 22, no. 6 (December 1974) 6-13.

“This article concludes the series on aspects
of the defence problems which are facing the
NATO allies . .. The first article in this series ap-
peared in Issue No. 1, 1974, of the NATO Review
and was by Kenneth Hunt, Deputy Director of the
ISSS, who discussed the theory of deterrence,
W. F. K. Thompson, Defence Correspondent of
the Daily Telegraph, wrote the second article,
which appeared in issue No. 2 and dealt with
NATO’s force posture in Allied Command Europe.
A third article, by Dr. Wolfgang Hopker, German
author of several books on Soviet naval power,
was published in issue No. 3 and was entitled
Soviet Global Strategy—A Challenge at Sea.
Stefano Silvestri, Deputy Director of the Institute
for International Affairs, Rome, contributed the
fourth article on Defence Expenditures and Na-
tional Economies, which appeared in issue No. 4.
A further two articles, on the American/West
European Defence Relationship, were published in
issue No. 5—Core, Troubles, Prospects by Horst
Mendershausen of The Rand Corporation, Cali-
fornia, and Old Worries and New Issues, by Curt
Gasteyger of the Institut Universitaire de Hautes
Etudes Internationales, Geneva.”

(LI)-WEST EUROPEAN DEFENCE, by
Wing Comdr. Clive A. Herbert. Maxwell AFB,
Ala., Air War College, 1974. 139 p. (Professional
Study.)

“The report surveys European defence his-
tory since World War 1I, and considers present
factors and future possibilities affecting the Atlan-
tic Alliance. It identifies some dissension between
the U.S. and European allies, and predicts moder-
ate withdrawals of the U.S. military forces from
Europe, either unilaterally or under MBFR ar-
rangement. It defines European vital interests and
the most likely threats to those interests. It sug-
gests three broad paths which West European
defence may follow. The first is to retain the his-
toric U.S. leadership in NATO, and to attempt to
match the Warsaw Pact conventionally at the
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U.S.’s urging. The second is to retain NATO's
strategy of forward, flexible response, including
recourse to tactical nuclear weapons as and when
required, but with increasing Europeanization of
the NATO structure by Eurogroup. The third path
would be taken only in the event of total U.S. with-
drawals from Europe, and would necessitate a
common Eurogroup/Community effort in strate-
gic and tactical nuclear weaponry, and in replacing
withdrawn U.S. conventional forces. A European
Defence Community may evolve. The report exam-
ines the costs of the three paths, and advocates the
middle path of Europeanization of NATO, produc-
ing a more equitable Atlantic Alliance.”

B. Strategy for Defense

1. Miscellaneous Aspects

THE DEFENCE OF WESTERN EUROPE,
ed. by John C. Garnett. New York, St. Mariin’s
Press, 1974. 134 p.

Papers presented at the National Defence
College, Latimer (England), in September, 1972.
“This book is a ... study of European defense
problems. Its time-scale is the immediate and
medium-term future and it was prompted by the
need to relate current European defense thinking
to the significant changes which are taking place
in European politics and East-West relations. The
steady erosion of the Cold War, the new politics of
détente, the improving superpower relationship
and the changing attitude of the United States
towards her European allies have all combined to
create an environment of flux which has far-
reaching implications for European defense. The
writers thought it timely, therefore, to make
some reassessment of the Soviet threat and to
examine the emerging European-American rela-
tionship as revealed by the Nixon Doctrine.
Against this background they have tried to specu-
late about the military problems of NATO, the
defense implications of the European Economic
Community, and the problem of improving the
effectiveness of the Western defense effort by
collaboration in the field of weapon procurement.
The writers have identified and analyzed some
important problems, and, where possible, they
have tried to suggest possible solutions.”

THE DEFENSE OF WESTERN EUROPE,
by Lord Gladwyn, in Foreign Affairs, v.51, no. 3
(April 1973) 588-5917.

“As long as a substantial American force
remains in Germany, giving rise to the assump-




tion that if the Soviet Union attacked the allies in
the West it would be the signal for a nuclear holo-
caust, the defense of Western Europe is in all
probability assured. Nevertheless, in spite of state-
ments to the contrary, we are always given to
understand that there may, in the not too far
distant future, be some partial withdrawal of
American power and that, insofar as this may
weaken the ‘credibility’ of the major deterrent, it
will be necessary for the European members of
the Alliance somehow to fill the ensuing gap. Al-
ready an effort to meet this American-implied
demand has been made by the constitution of the
so-called ‘Eurogroup’ (though France is not a
member) and that is very much to the good. But
might it be possible for Western Europe, one day,
and if necessary, to be primarily responsible, with-
in the Alliance, for its own defense? Most infcrmed
persons would unhesitatingly say no... The ac-
cepted philosophy at the moment seems to be that
if there should be any aggressive move by the
Warsaw Pact forces, whether in the central, the
northern or the southern areas of NATO, it would
be countered by a move having the same sort of
weight behind it.”

A EUROPEAN VIEW OF NATO STRAT-
EGY, by Lawrence L. Whetlen, in Military Review,
v. 51, no. 9(September 1971) 25-37.

“After 20 years of successful deterrence, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization is now at the
most decisive watershed in its tortuous history.
The Soviet’s achievement of strategic parity with
the United States and a vast modernization pro-
gram within the Warsaw Pact have made the op-
poeing alliance far stronger physically than at any
time since World War I1. Paradoxically, the East
also has entered recently into a variety of diplo-
matic contacts with NATO, intending apparently
to seek some modus vivendi. As this diplomatic
offensive commenced, sentiments were repeatedly
voiced in the West citing technological innovations,
budgetary pressure, and domestic unrest as justifi-
cation for reducing defense funds and withdrawing
troops from overseas. In the first 20 years, NATO’s
deterrence depended upon the credibility of the
U.S. strategic deterrence and the political deter-
mination of the NATO partners. Strategic parity,
détente atmosphere, and internal pressures have
forced consideration of alternative strategies for
the next 20 years. What alternative would counter-
balance an opponent who is unlikely to crush
Western resistance with overt force, but could

neutralize policies contrary to his interests with
paralyzing pressure; harmonize with the atmos-
phere of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT) negotiations, the Federal Republic of Ger-
many-USSR Treaty, and the European security
conference; and advance the Western aim of guar-
anteeing national security without capitulation or
compromise of guiding principles?”

NATO’S FORCE POSTURE IN ALLIED
COMMAND EUROPE, by W. F. K. Thompson, in
NATO Review, v. 22, no. 2(1974) 7-13.

“The NATO Review gives below the second
in a series of articles on aspects of the defence
problems which are facing the Western world ...
Subjects to be discussed by other eminent writers
will include: NATO’s naval Strategy; defence ex-
penditures and national economies; the U.S.-
Western Europe defence relationship; and the role
of NATO's forces as part of the Alliance’s overall
objectives. The first such article in this series,
which appeared in the previous issue of the NATO
Review, was by Kenneth Hunt, Deputy Director of
the IISS and considered the theory of deterrence.”

NUCLEAR BALANCE IN EUROPE, Walter
F. Hahn, in Foreign Affairs, (April 1972) 501-516.

“Suggests a plan for more equitable burden-
sharing in the Atlantic Alliance and a commen-
surate easing of American military investment
and obligations. Unless the Alliance takes steps to
solve the growing divergence between the security
interests and perceptions of the U.S. and those of
its West European partners, he predicts, all of the
temporary accommodations among the Alliance
partners may not prevent an ultimate crisis of
mutual confidence. The disparity in current Amer-
ican and European perceptions comes from the
faltering faith of the European partners in the
strategic-nuclear deterrent as the pillar of their
security, while American policy, except for the
short-lived period of ‘massive retaliation’ of the
mid-fifties, has consistently embraced a concept on
which effective deterrence is equated with effec-
tive conventional forces . . .”

(*)—THE RATIONALE FOR NATO EURO-
PEAN COLLECTIVE SECURITY—PAST AND
FUTURE, by Morton A. Kaplan. Washington,
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy
Research, 1973. 90 p.

“Professor Kaplan begins by reviewing the
origins of NATO, and the current political and
military problems besetting it. He then outlines
his ‘dissuasion’ strategy which, basically, would be
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an attempt to discourage the Soviet Union’s War-
saw Pact allies from actively supporting a Soviet
attack on NATO Europe, in the unlikely event of
one occurring. Should there be such an attack, the
NATO allies would distinguish between Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union as target areas, and
would avoid the use of weapons which would cause
considerable damage in Eastern Europe. These
restrictions, however, would only be observed so
long as the armed forces of these countries re-
frained from active cooperation in the Soviet
attack.”

REALISTIC DETERRENCE IN NATO.
Carlisle Barracks, Army War College, May 1973.
113 p.

“NATO still lacks a military doctrine that
is fully accepted by all the allies, and has failed to
achieve a division of labor that might yield a viable
conventional defense of Europe. The U.S. strategy
of Realistic Deterrence has not solved this prob-
lem, but has offered one possible solution if com-
bined force planning is investigated. The approach
was to first analyze the strategy of Realistic Deter-
rence and that of NATO. A literature search
method was used which focused on the unclassified
material which accurately describes the two strat-
egies. Criticisms by academic and military leaders
were analyzed. Recommendations are offered to
better make the NATO strategy succeed. These
include: turn over forward defense to the FRG;
isolate France from military planning; place U.S.,
U.K., Belgium, Netherlands units in reserve posi-
tions with the UK. around Bremerhaven and the
U.S. around Frankfurt; guarantee the U.S. nuclear
deterrent in specific terms.”

STRATEGY FOR EUROPE, by Air Vice
Marshal Stewart W. B. Menaul, in NATO's Fif-
teen Nations, v. 18, no. 5 (October-November 1973)
24-26 plus.

Historical—Grand Strategy and Military
Strategy; The Nuclear Age; Changing Relations
Between America and Europe; A New Strategy for
Europe; Grand Strategy; Military Strategy—
Revised Concept.

2. Nuclear Planning and Defense

a. Miscellaneous Aspects
A COMMON WESTERN NUCLEAR DOC-
TRINE, by Lt. Col. Marc E. Geneste, in Military
Review. v. 51, no. 9(September 1971) 3-12.
“Any change in the Western defense system
for the seventies must stem from a clear vision of
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strategy. The general concept should be suffi-
ciently simple to be easily understood and accepted
by all the members of the Western alliance. Unity
of strategic doctrine is the prerequisite for any
concept of a ‘division of labor’ and any improve-
ment of our present system . .. Thus, the irony of
our times drives us to a strange conclusion: the
nuclear weapons should not be the first to be sac-
rificed on the altar of disarmament, they should be
the last. The atom, which has been the ‘holy terror’
of our age, would then be the guardian of peace
while we work at a better world.”

A CREDIBLE NUCLEAR-EMPHASIS DE-
FENSE FOR NATO, by W. S. Bennett and others,
in Orbis, v. 17, no. 2(Summer 1973) 463-479.

“This is a proposal of long-term goals to-
ward which changés in NATOQ’s defense posture
should be directed. Its primary aim is to increase
the effectiveness of NATO defense against
Warsaw Pact aggression and to make that increase
manifest and credible to both NATO and Warsaw
Pact decision-makers. Negotiation of the issues
dividing East and West in Europe could then be
approached by the NATO governments, secure in
the knowledge that the West’s military posture
was adequate to repel any invasion.”

CRISIS IN EUROPEAN DEFENCE; THE
NEXT TEN YEARS, by Geoffrey Lee Williams
and Alan Lee Williams. London, Charles Knight &
Co., 1974. 334 p.

“This study examines the major defence
issues and developments which Western Europe
faces over the next ten years. The authors look in
detail at the strategic and foreign policy interests
of the two superpowers, the United States and the
Soviet Union, and their influence on European
security, and go on to examine the defense prob-
lems of Great Britain, West Germany and France.
They define ways in which threats to peace might
arise in Europe and the type of military conflict
which might occur. They re-assess the value and
the limitations of NATO, and consider the issues
of maritime and nuclear power, in particular the
future role of British and French nuclear forces.”

THE DEVELOPMENT OF NATO'S NU-
CLEAR POTENTIAL 1949/74, by John Marriott,
in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 19, no. 1 (February-
March 1974) 39-44 plus.

“John Marriott traces the growth of NATO’s
nuclear weapons from the date the alliance was
formed until today and also discusses NATO’s
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present day nuclear weapons and methods of de-
livery.”

NUCLEAR CONSULTATION PROCESSES
IN NATO, by Thomas C. Wiegele, in Orbis, v. 186,
no. 2(Summer 1972) 462-487.

“This article represents an attempt to exam-
ine the processes by means of which allies in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization consult with
each other on nuclear matters of common concern.
After considering the idea of consultation both
generally and in the alliance from the perspective
of small group theory, it will explore the mecha-
nisms that have been utilized by the alliance to dis-
cuss and formulate nuclear policies. Within this
context, it will make an assessment concerning the
effectiveness of the nuclear consultative
processes.”

OPTIONS MAKE GOOD PROPAGANDA
BUT POOR DEFENCE FOR NATQ, by Air Vice
Marshal Robert Cameron, in NATO's Fifteen Na-
tions, v. 15, no. 3 (June-July 1970) 20-23.

““We've got options . . . Two to be exact. The
same two we've always had. We can plan our de-
fences around tactical nucs and make sure the
enemy knows what’s on our mind. Or we can fiddle
around till a erunch comes and get licked'—is how
one U.S. authority put it ... NATO’s failure to
match its new strategy with an effective capability
can be blamed on two main causes. First of all the
allies, while acknowledging (for the record at least)
the U.S. diagnosis of their strategic ill, refuse to
buy the prescribed U.S. medicine, i.e., more con-
ventional sinew. Secondly, a combination of emo-
tion and big power politics is steadily emasculating
the capability of NATO’s nucs to play their essen-
tial role in the total defence posture ... For all
these reasons, and more particularly the mounting
pressure in Congress for a substantial reduction of
U.S. forces currently in Europe, talk of getting
more troops for NATO, from any ally, has become
rather academic. So what the alliance authorities
had best be doing, is thinking up ways and means
to defend NATO with progressively fewer re-
sources—not more. And no matter how clever we
are at making-do with the conventional capability
we still have in the 70s, it is quite clear that suc-
cessful deterrence will be more and more depend-
ent on how credible we can make the nuclear
posture.”

(LI)—PROMPT NUCLEAR DEFENSE: A
PRACTICAL CONCEPT FOR NATO IN THE
SEVENTIES, by Col. William G. MacLaren, Jr.

Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air War College, 1971. 19 p.
(Professional Study no. 4187.)

“Remarks on the general concern expressed
as to the future of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization lead to a short chronological tracing of
the background of current NATO strategy. A brief
description of the strategy of the Warsaw Pact
and a capsule comparison of NATO forces vis-a-
vis the Warsaw Pact introduces a discussion of the
anomalies inherent in current NATO strategy.
The concept of prompt nuclear defense, i.e., will-
ingness from the first to defend immediately with
nucledar weapons, is then presented. The concept
is suggested as being one method to structure
forces that could optimize technological change
while also recognizing budgetary and manpower
constraints foreseen in the coming decade. The
responsiveness of this concept to the politico-
military needs of NATO in the coming decade is
also addressed.”

TACTICAL NUCLEAR STRATEGY AND
EUROPEAN DEFENCE: A CRITICAL AP-
PRAISAL, by Michael J. Brenner, in International
Affairs, London (January 1975).

“It is often noted that if we were ever to be
visited by the horrors of nuclear warfare it would
most likely result from military conflict in Europe.
The location of several thousand tactical nuclear
weapons (TNWs) assigned a key role in war-
fighting scenarios in the central arena of great
power confrontation is the obvious reason for this
estimate. Yet there has been a remarkably uncriti-
cal acceptance of these formidable theatre forces
and of the doctrines for their use. In contrast to
the repetitive, systematic review of strategic
weapons, the former receives only the intermittent
attention of public officials and analysts. It is
appropriate to examine the disposition of tactical
nuclear forces, plans for their contingent use, and
proposals for the reform of both at a time when a
number of diplomatic and military developments
are nudging the subject into more prominent view.
First, the capabilities and purposes of the Ameri-
can nuclear arsenal as a whole are being re-
examined by an Administration in Washington
which is seriously concerned about the ramifying
political effects of parity with the Soviet Union.
Second, the initiative by the Secretary of Defence,
James Schlesinger, to shift the focus of our strate-
gic forces towards counterforce targeting has the
demanding requirements of the American com-
mitment to Europe’s defence as a major point of
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anxious reference. Third, the Pentagon is making
a strong push for re-equipping NATO with ‘mini-
nukes’, a ‘new family of precision guided minia-
turised weapons’, that could be linked to revised
plans for their early use in the event of hostilities.
Finally, the problematic outcome of the interbloc
negotiations of Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc-
tions heightens the general uncertainty about the
permanence and effectiveness of NATO’s conven-
tional forces. In combination, these circumstances
indicate a renewed emphasis on tactical nuclear
arms, underline the paradox inherent in the alli-
ance’s reliance on them for both deterrence and
defence, and increase the very coasiderable dan-
gers of their premature and uncontrollable use.
Our criticism of existing arrangements, and reason
for disquietude over the direction of proposed
changes, is threefold.”

b. Nuclear Strategies of United States, Great
Britain, and France (Including East-West Strate-
gic Issues)

ACTION AND REACTION IN THE NU-
CLEAR ARMS RACE, by Colin 8. Gray, in Mili-
tary Review, (August 1971) 16-26.

“ .. Disagrees with the action-reaction
theory which dominates much strategic thinking
today. The theory fails to give due credit to domes-
tic pressures which have often played a major
role in U.S. strategic decisions, such as the enor-
mous missile expansion during the Kennedy Ad-
ministration and the Sentinel decision during the
Johnson Administration. Moreover, it is based on
a dubious understanding of Soviet strategic doc-
trine and reactive patterns. In the carly 1960s the
Soviets did react to the relatively inferior position
in which they found themselves. However, they
were not seeking to offset U.S. strategic forces
strictly in Western terms of deterrence. Instead,
Soviet leaders seemed determined to neutralize
any political leverage that an apparent strategic
superiority might provide the U.S. Since 1964,
Gray finds no persuasive evidence that major
Soviet strategic decisions have been sensitive to
U.S. programs. The Soviets value defense of the
homeland for itself, and they view tke ability to
disrupt an aggressor's blow by preemptive strike
as an important component of a stable deterrence.
This strategy has apparently not been a reaction to
offset the Sentinel and Safeguard. There is no
reason to believe that the Soviet ICBM and SLBM
programs would be any smaller in the absence of
a U.S. ABM. They have also shown no greater

40

urgency to counter MINUTEMAN 111 and Posei-
don. Furthermore, their continued heavy emphasis
on air defenses is not merely an antiquated fond-
ness for defense; it reflects accurately the enor-
mous megatonnage deliverable by SAC bombers
and the tactical aircraft of the 6th Fleet and NATO
forces . ..”

(LI)—A EUROPEAN NUCLEAR IDEN-
TITY WITHIN NATO, by Col. Robert F. McCarthy.
Maxwell AFB, Ala., Air War College, 1972. 50 p.
(Professional Study.)

“The author reviews historical attempts at
an Allied Nuclear Force focusing on the reasons
for failure of such proposals. He analyzes the evo-
lution of nuclear-sharing arrangements in NATO,
their progress, limitations and impediments to
expansion of existing arrangements. A description
of the present nuclear forces of Great Britain and
France follows with a military assessment of the
efficacy of each force. Various official statements
and policies of NATO member-nations toward a
European nuclear force are examined. The author
concludes that the United States should mciify
its nuclear-sharing policies and support creation of
an independently manned and controlled nuclear
force within the NATO framework.”

IS A EUROPEAN NUCLEAR FORCE DE-
SIRABLE?, by Alan Lee Williams, in The Atlantic
Community Quarterly, v. 10, no. 2 (Summer 1972)
185-181.

“It has been argued that British-French
nuclear cooperation, possibly eventuating in a
European nuclear force, would be beneficial, for a
number of reasons. Alan Lee Williams, Director of
the British Atlantic Committee, takes up the
points of this argument one by one and finds them
wanting: Is a British-French force even possible,
technically speaking? Will it be able to deter the
Russians? Is it a necessity to achieve a United
Europe? Or would it actually be a hindrance? In
effect, he shows that the pro-nuclear argument has
not been thought through.”

THE NEW NUCLEAR DEBATE: SENSE
OR NONSENSE?, by Ted Greenwood and Michael
L. Nacht, in Foreign Affairs, v.52, no.4 (July
1974) 761-780.

“There is a widespread and deep-seated dis-
satisfaction today with many of the fundamental
premises underlying American strategic weapons
policy. The dissatisfaction stems in part from dis-
appointment with the terms of the arms-control
agreements concluded between the United States




and the Soviet Union at the Moscow summit meet-
ing in May 1972. The treaty on the limitation of
anti-ballistics missile systems is sometimes said to
provide little more than a codification of the im-
moral relationship in which the population of each
super-power is left hostage to the strategic nuclear
forces of the other. The Interim Agreement on
Strategic Offensive Weapons is faulted for con-
ceding numerical superiority to the Soviet Union.
The inability of political accords to keep pace with
technological innovation, it is argued, is rendering
strategic arms-control agreements obsolescent
almost before the ink dries. In part, too, the dis-
satisfaction stems from the vigor of Soviet strate-
gic weapons programs and from apparent Soviet
intransigence at the second round of the strategic
arms limitation talks (SALT II). Other aspects of
Soviet policy—their stance during and subsequent
to the 1973 war in the Middle East and their con-
tinued rigidity in dealing with the question of
human rights within their own society—while
perhaps logically distinct from strategic issues,
nevertheless reinforce a general skepticism of
Russian intentions.”

NUCLEAR DIPLOMACY: BRITAIN,
FRANCE AND AMERICA, Andrew J. Pierre, in
Forewgn Affairs, v. 49, no. 2 (January 1971) 283-
301,

“The Atlantic nations are moving toward a
new security relationship which may in time in-
volve the role of European strategic nuclear forces.
We are in a period of widespread questioning of
the nature of future American participation in the
defense of Western Europe. In the squalor of
American cities, the increased racial and social
tensions of our society and the demands for a shift
in national priorities away from defense toward
domestic problems lie the seeds of change. If we
add to these the economic recovery of Eurcpe, the
U.S. view that the allies are not carrying a fair
share of their own defense, the balance-of-
payments deficit toward which the U.S. forces
abroad make a substantial contribution, the
squeeze on the Pentagon budget, the tendency
resulting from the traumatic experience in Viet-
nam to shed responsibilities, we find the ingredi-
ents of a reduced U.S. military involvement in
Europe. Western Europe will, however, remain
dependent upon the American commitment to its
security. As long as the western end of the Eur-
asian land-mass is not politically united, and so
long as the need for ‘security’ from the East exists,

the United States must continue to act as the bal-
ancer. The only alternative to the American nu-
clear umbrella is a full-scale European nuclear
deterrent, and this is not feasible for as far ahead
as wecan see.”

(*)—NUCLEAR DIPLOMACY: THE FIRST
TWENTY-FIVE YEARS, by George H. Quester.
New York, Dunellen, 1971. 327 p. (for the Center
for International Affairs, Harvard University.)

“Historical analyses of the Soviet-American
nuclear relationship since the end of World War II.
The emphasis of this. .. book is analytical rather
than policy-oriented.”

NUCLEAR POLITICS: AMERICA, FRANCE,
AND BRITAIN, by Wynfred Joshua and Walter F.
Hahn. Beverly Hills, Sage Publications, 1973. 84 p.
(The Washington Papers, vol. I, no. 8.)

“...The possibility of an Anglo-French
agreement on nuclear cooperation appears to be
remote ... For every point on which France and
Britain agree, there are several more on which
they disagree. The authors express a need for na-
tional nuclear forces, both fear a crisis conflict,
and both are concerned about Soviet political pres-
sures. Also, both of them realize the value of nu-
clear power in an industrial race, and both believe
in the necessity for any ranking nation of the world
to possess a nuclear capability. On the other hand.
though both doubt the credibility of U.S. nuclear
protection, France has been much more vocal on
the issue. While France has disassociated itself
from the NATO alliance, Britain has used its nu-
clear capability in support of both NATO and its
own independence. France finds the unique U.S.-
U.K. relationship distasteful and regards it some-
what jealously. And though both support national
control of nuclear forces, France is almost ob-
sessed with the idea of the indivisibility of nuclear
forces. In addition to the fact that their areas of
technical competence d.ffer, France is less ad-
vanced technologically than England, due to U.S.
assistance to the latter. And while France, out of
experience, manages R&D well, it is having diffi-
culties of recruiting and training crews as well as
providing adequate computer support for its nu-
clear forces. Until France reaches a nuclear devel-
opment comparable to Britain's, it appears that
France would stand to gain the most from a co-
operative effort between them. Politics is another
stumbling block for the two. The U.K. is an active
member of NATO and supports the alliance.
France, however, feels that the organization is
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dominated by U.S. interests and has adopted a
‘go-it-alone’ policy . ..”

STRATEGIC “SUPERIORITY” IN SUPER-
POWER RELATIONS, by Colin S. Gray, in Mili-
tary Review, v.51, no. 12 (December 1971) 8-21.

“The recent literature of strategic studies is
marked by the considerable attention paid to the
apparently remorseless impact of new technologies
upon the interacting defense planning of the super-
powers. This attention was belated and, in the con-
text of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT;, was to be welcomed. However, the notion
of an arms race driven essentially by action and
over-reaction in new technologies has often been
taken to extremes. This discussion seeks to focus
upon the fact that the strategic arms race is a
foreign policy exercise.”

A TACTICAL NUCLEAR STRATEGY FOR
NATO, by Col. Stanley D. Fair, in NATO’s Fifteen
Nations, v. 19, no. 2 (April-May 1974) 59-61.

“The thesis of his article is that the utility
of tactical nuclear weapons, under the conditions
of strategic parity between the United States and
the Soviet Union, lies in their use to achieve early
war termination.”

TOWARD NUCLEAR SELF-SUFFICIENCY
IN EUROPE, by Col. Norman L. Dodd, in Army,
v. 24, no. 3(March 1974) 40-44.

“Anglo-French nuclear cooperation cannot
take place so long as Britain maintains its special
relationship with the United States, but rising
costs or a change in American policy could produce
an integrated European deterrent force in the
future.”

¢. The Strategy of Flexible Response

THE MYSTIQUE OF NATO’S NUKES, by
Gen. T. R. Milton, in NATO Review, v. 58, no. 1
(January 1975) 26-21.

“NATO has a rather considerable atomic
arsenal. What is more, there are aircraft on alert
to carry out nuclear strikes. The purpose of this
nuclear capability is to provide meaning to NATO
strategy —the so-called Flexible Response strat-
egy, or, to give its formal name, MC 15/3.”

NATO’S FLEXIBLE RESPONSE, by Ma;j.
E. H. Ozarne, in Army in Europe, (October 1973)
10-13.

“Allied Command Europe Mobile Force
(Land). AMF(L), also referred to as the ACE
Mobile Force, is one of the most important and cer-
tainly unique operations within the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. Infantry, artillery,
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combat support and administrative units of seven
nations comprise the ACE Mobile Force, an orga-
nization of approximately Brigade strength head-
quartered at Mannheim-Seekenheim, Germany.
Concern over protecting the common frontiers
and waterways of NATO’s more remote areas—
Northern Norway, Denmark, Greece, Turkey,
Northern ltaly —is what first prompted the NATO
Alliance to adopt a military policy of ‘flexible re-
sponse.’ So the ACE Mcbile Force was formed in
the late 1950's to close the gaps in areas where
NATO forces are not strongly represented.”

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND “FLEXIBLE
RESPONSE,” by Phillip A. Karber, in Orbis, v. 14,
no. 2 (Summer 1970) 284-297.

“The Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia
challenged many of the basic Western assumptions
that have achieved prominence in the last decade.
This brutal and unexpected use of force raised
fundamental questions about East European ‘lib-
eralization,’ Soviet intentions, and NATO's capa-
bilities to prevent such an occurrence in Western
Europe. The invasion also carried two distinet, if
unannounced, warnings—one to the East Euro-
pean communist states and onz to the European
members of NATO ... Tke concept of ‘flexible
response’ was devised to meet and defeat, with like
force, a full range of Soviet attack possibilities.
Emphasis was shifted to building the conventional
forces within NATO necessary to meet a large-
scale conventional attack by the Soviet Union and
the Warsaw Pact. The doctrine of ‘flexible re-
sponse,’ officially adopted by NATO in 1967, is
based on three major assumptions: (1) that the
West can field enough conventional forces in Cen-
tral Europe to defeat an all-out conventional at-
tack by the Warsaw Pact; (2) that there will be
adequate warning of a strategic buildup so West-
ern forces can be reinforced and tactical surprise
will not provide substantial advantage to the at-
tacker; and (3) that ‘under the most extreme cir-
cumstances,’ if the Warsaw Pact forces are win-
ning, nuclear weapons wil! be employed by the
West and the changeover to tactical nuclear weap-
ons will favor the NATO forces.”

THE USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN
THE EUROPEAN THEATRE, by Air Vice-
Marshal S. W. B. Menaul, in NATO’s Fifteen Na-
tions, (April-May 1975).

“We come back to the concept of flexible
response—or as | prefer to call it, appropriate
response. This in essence means the ability to
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select the firepower necessary to stem any War-
saw Pact assault on Western Europe whenever,
wherever and at whatever level it may be launched.
Whether the Soviets in due course attempt to
achieve their politica! goals by threats of overt ac-
tion, using conventional forces only, in the hope
that NATO would thereby be induced to refrain
from using theatre nuclear weapons, or by any
combination of conventional and nuclear forces.
NATO should be seen to have and should make
sure the Soviets know they have the means to stop
a Soviet advance into Europe and in the process to
inflict catastrophic losses on the Warsaw Pact
forces. The review of the NATO nuclear stockpile
is overdue. It could with advantage be reduced in
size and changed in structure provided new tech-
nology is introduced which would increase fire-
power at all levels while maintaining existing
manpower or even reducing it.”

d. Nuclear Deterrence

THE ALLIANCE AND EUROPE: PART
I—CRISIS STABILITY IN EUROPE AND
THEATRE NUCLEAR WEAPONS, by Wolfgang
Heisenberg. London, The International Institute
for Strategic Studies, 1973. 35 p. (Adelphi Papers
96.)

The Need for a New Debate; What Func-
tions—Deterrence or Defence?; Four Possible Doc-
trines; Tactical Nuclear Weapons and the Political
Process; Notes and Glossary.

DETERRENCE AND DEFENCE IN EU-
ROPE: REVISING NATO'S THEATRE NU-
CLEAR POSTURE, by Colin 8. Grey, in Strategic
Review, v. 3, no. 2 (Spring 1975) 58-70.

Reprinted from RUSI Journal, December
1974.—*"Discussion of a realistic deterrence and
defense posture for NATO must address six gen-
eral conditions for nuclear weapons employment:
Protracted war, conventional emphasis; short war,
conventional emphasis; tactical nuclear war-fight-
ing emphasis; flexible response with tactical nu-
clear weapons modernization; flexible resporse,
present conditions; and early nuclear use. In the
NATO countries, a decision for tne tactical nuclear
war-fighting emphasis is bes:t by uncertainties in-
herent in the nature of war, notably: The scale of
the threat; the combat patential of the threat; the
effectiveness and survivability of conventional
weapons systems; the effectiveness, survivability
and control of tactizal nuclear weapons in com-
bat; the nature of the Soviet tactical nuclear stock-

pile and the probably tactical nuclear use doctrine;
and the attitudes to be found in NATO capitals.
From a consideration of these aspects of the prob-
lem, it appears that emphasis on a NATO tactical
nuclear war-fighting commitment is essential to
preserve a credible balance of military forces in
Europe which will deter or stop Soviet aggression
and that transition to such clear policy from the
present ambiguous commitment is imperative.”

NATO'S NUCLEAR STRATEGY, by Major E.
Hinterhoff, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 15, n0. 5
{October-November 1970) 42-48.

“During the past few months there have
been several meetings of NATO defence Ministers
at which the use of nuclear weapons for deterrent
and defence purposes was discussed. There is, of
course, nothing sensational in this, as the use of
nuclear weapons, both strategic and tactical, has
been almost since the setting up of NATO part and
parcel of its strategy. Of course, in view of the
evolution of the nuclear balance between NATO,
and for all practical purposes between the United
States, and the Soviet Union, developing from an
absolute monopoly held by the U.S. for several
years, down to the present ‘party’ in ICBM's and
superiority in megatonnage held by the Soviets,
nuclear strategy has hecome of paramount im-
portance. However, one of the important aspects
of the latest meetings of the NATO Defence Minis-
ters was the fact that on these occasions they have
been discussing and approving the draft of the
‘guidelines’ for the use of tactical atomic weapons
located in Western Europe and numbering, as dis-
closed by American official spokesmen, well over
7,000."

(*)—NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND THE AT-
LANTIC ALLIANCE, by Wynfred Joshua. New
York, National Strategy Information Center, Inc.,
1973. 55 p.

“In this monograph, Dr. Joshua argues that
tensions within the Alliance appear to be deepen-
ing while the Soviet and War:aw Pact forces con-
tinue to be modernized and strengthened. ‘Thus
NATO finds itself in a profound dilenima at the
very time that its objectives of deterrence and de-
fence remain as valid as ever. The problem for the
West appears to centre on the need to restore con-
fidence and cohesion in the Alliance in order to
insure West European resilience against Soviet
political coercion.’ P'r. Joshua gives special atten-
tion in her study to the role of tactical nuclear
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weapons in the defence of Western Europe, and
to the place of national nuclear forces. Her con-
clusion is that while the Alliance is ‘beset with the
problems of diminishing allied cohesion and grow-
ing Soviet military capabilities and political initia-
tives, nevertheless, ‘a viable strategy . . . can still
be found’.”

STABLE DETERRENCE: A STRATEGIC
POLICY FOR THE 1970'S, by J. H. Kahan, in
Orbis, v. 15, no. 2(Summer 1972) 525-543.

“Now that the Soviet Union has reached a
position of overall strategic equality with the
United States, we no longer hear serious talk of
the need for U.S. superiority, but find ourselves
discussing criteria for ‘sufficiency’ and attempting
to negotiate nuclear weapons limitations. What-
ever the outcome of the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT), it seems virtually certain that the
United States and the Soviet Union will remain
roughly comparable in nuclear power over the next
decade . . . The changed nuclear balance has thus
introduced new political as well as military uncer-
tainties into the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship.
Whether or not a limited agreement emerges from
the current arms negotiations, the task before us
is to design an effective future strategic policy.
This article describes a policy of ‘stable deterrence’
and argues that it is the best way of managing our
strategic posture and maximizing our nuclear se-
curity in the 1970's.”

¢. The Tuctical Nuclear Weapons Optron

A COMMON WESTERN NUCLEAR DOC-
TRINE?, by Marc E. Geneste, in Military Review,
(Septeinber 1971) 3-21.

“...The Western allies, despite their eco-
nomic competition, must develop a unified strate-
gic doctrine for the seventies. He believes that the
growing Soviet and Chinese military might present
a common problem for the West, which requires a
common strategic solution ... Tactical nuclear
doctrine, in contrast to strategic nuclear doctrine
which can remain national, requires total allied
‘integration’ in peacetime. A common tactica! doc-
trine implies common agreement among the allies
on the preconditions under which the alliance com-
mandci-in-chief could decide to empluy tactical
ruclear weapons. The tactical trigger is thus pre-
delegated to the soldier for the common cause,
with a set of rules established by the politician to
control escalation . . . If the allies were to agree on
new conditions under which strategic and tactical
nuclear forces would be employed, a new alliance
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could arise out of the past troubles of NATO, and
an adequate solution could be found for a common
military threat.”

NATO'S TACTICAL NUCLEAR OPTION:
PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE, by Dennis M.
Gormley, in Military Review, v. 53, no. 9 (Septem-
ber 1973) 3-18.

“The purpose here is to examine the mili-
tary and political role and viability of NATO's tac-
tical nuclear option. The article includes certain
proposals for changes in the Alliance's military
forces. In the course of examining NATO's tactical
nuclear option, primary attention will focus on the
following questions: Does our huge stockpile of tac-
tical nuclear weapons in Western Europe represent
an effective military force that would minimize
collateral (civilian) damage, if employed? Can
greater reliance on the use of tactical nuclear
weapons compensate for reductions in conven-
tional NATO ground forces” Can NATO fight a
controlled ‘tactical’ nuclear war in Europe without
precipitating escalation to more destructive levels
of nuclear conflict? Can NATO defend convention-
ally against supposedly superior Warsaw Pact
ground forces?”

THE REALITIES OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR
WARFARE, by James H. Polk, in Orbis, (Summer
1973) 439-447.

“Gen. Polk believes that America's concepts
regarding NATO defense arrangements are ‘dan-
gerously impractical’ and that the tactical nuclear
weapons based in Europe, products of the 1950s
technology, must be updated and modernized if
they are to serve as a credible force. He deplores
the notion, widely accepted both in the US and in
the Soviet Union, that any use of tactical nukes
would inevitably lead to all-out nuclear war and
major disaster; this belief operates to Russia’s ad-
vantage because the Bloc’s conventional forces are
superior to NATO's. Thus, in the one area of mili-
tary power where NATO is superior, i.e., tactical
nukes, NATO, as well as the US, is deterred from
first-use for fear of precipitating a larger war .. ."

THEATRE AIR FORCES AND TACTICAL
NUCLEAR WEAPONS, by E. Van Veen, in
NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no. 4 (August-Sep-
tember 1972) 34-39 plus.

Parity; NATO's Nuclear Policy; Tactical Nu-
clear Weapons (The Present Stock, Nuclear Weap-
ons of the Future); NATO's Constraints Policy;
NATO's Theatre Air Forces, The Nuclear Weapon
Delivery Vehicles; Preparedness; and Conclusion.




U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN EUROPE: IS-
SUES AND ALTERNATIVES, by Jeffrey Record
with Thomas I. Anderson. Washington, Brookings,
1974.70 p.

Contents: Tactical Nuclear Weapons —Def-
initions and Categories; Present U.S. Tactical Nu-
clear Posture in NATO; Asymmetries Between
U.S. and Soviet Tactical Nuclear Posture; Weak-
nesses of the Present U.S. Posture; Alternative
Postures; and Tables.

WILL TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS
EVER BE USED?, by Philip W. Dyer, in Political
Science Quarter(y, (June 1973) 214-229.

“Claims that confusion surrounds the role of
tactical nuclear weapons. No definitive policy has
ever been formulated on their use, even though the
US today possesses an impressive arsenal of them.
After correlating a model of foreign policy decision
making with applications of tactical nuclear forces,
Dyer concludes that such weapons ‘have no con-
ceivable role in future ground warfare.’ . . . In a
1956 NATO war game codenamed ‘Operation Carte
Blanche,’ only the Allied side had these weapons
for deployment. Moreover, it was discovered in this
operation that a tactical nuclear conflict would
cause as many German civilian casualties as would
an all-out global war. Another problem that Dyer
emphasizes is the trouble in differentiating be-
tween what is ‘tactical’ and what is ‘strategic.’ US
tactical nuclear weapons have the capability of
wiping out a large city hundreds of miles from the
point of launch. Dyer questions whether any con-
flict in which such a weapon was employed could
be effectively localized . . . Dyer notes that the de-
ployment of US tactical nuclear weapons is linked
to this country’s commitment to NATO. If NATO
must defend West Europe without necessarily
touching off a strategic war then, ideally, tactical
nuclear weapons should serve a purpose as part of
this shield. In 1967, however, NATO adopted a non-
nuclear strategy and has continued to ‘muddle
through without a systematic and logical strategic
policy in line with its capabilities.’ Debate on the
feasibility of tactical nuclear weapons has been
further obfuscated by uncertainty among the At-
lantic allies . . .”

f. The Soviet View of NATO'’s Nuclear
Strategy

NATO NUCLEAR PLANS: PAST AND
PRZSENT, in International Affairs, Moscow,
ne. 11(1973) 105-106,

A review of the following book: The Nuclear

Policy of the USA in NATO, by V.G. Mitayev. Mos-
cow, International Relations Publishers, 1973.
207 p. “The Soviet-American agreements on the
prevention of nuclear war and the limitation of
strategic arms visibly symbolise the rapid change
which has occurred in present-day international
relations. This change did not come of itself; it was
prepared and determined by the long and steadfast
struggle of the Soviet Union against the forces of
reaction and aggression, against the arms race and
the policy of militarism and revanchism in Europe.
One of the important aspects of this struggle was
the foiling during the 1960s of the plans for provid-
ing nuclear weapons to North Atlantic bloc. A de-
tailed study of American nuclear policy in NATO
and the stand of the USSR on these questions is
the subject of the monograph The Nuclear Policy
of the USA in NATO by V. G. Mitayev. This work
is of importance not only as a historical study, al-
though an insight into the way of thinking and
methods of action used by the enemies of an Inter-
national détente in the recent past is useful in
itself. The author stresses that the reactionary
militarist circles in Western Europe still cherish
the hope of getting hold of nuclear weapons in one
way or another and are seeking loopholes for
achieving thisend.”

C. Military Freparedness and the Armed
Forces (See also Appendixes)

1. Miscellaneous Aspects

THE ALLIANCE AND EUROPE: PART 11—
DEFENCE WITH FEWER MEN, by Kenneth
Hunt. London, The International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1973. 42 p. (Adelphi Papers 98.)

The Present Defence Posture—Some Prob-
lems (Strategy, Forward Defence, Warning and Re-
inforcements, Current Weaknesses in the Forces,
Financial Constraints, Manpower and Weapons
Costs, Manpower Problems, US Forces in Europe,
Mutual Force Reductions, Military Technology);
Possible Future Defence Postures (The Problem of
Change; Some Ideas for Change—Restructuring,
Rapid Reinforcements in Crisis, More Reliance on
Reservists, Simple Reduction, US Forces in Re-
serve, Defence in Depth); Conclusions.

45 COMMANDO ROYAL MARINES; BRIT-
AIN’S ARCTIC WARFARE UNIT ASSIGNED TO
NATO, by John Marriott, in NATO's Fifteen Na-
tions,v. 19, no. 3 (June-July 1974) 31-35 plus.

“Consequent upon Britain's withdrawal
from the Far and Middle Easts in 1969, the British
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Government offered to assign their 4 Royal Marine
Commandos to NATO. The offer was gratefully ac-
cepted and 45 Commando was given the role of
acting as an emergency re-inforcement of the Nor-
wegian forces in Norway in the event of a Soviet
invasion. Since it was apparent that any invasion
would be in the far north, the British Government
decided that the Commando should become a spe-
cialized unit in mountain and arctic warfare and
on 1 December 1969 45 Commando was designated
as Britain’s Mountain and Arctic Warfare Unit.”

THE MILITARY BALANCE 1973-1974—
THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY, in Air Force
Magazine, v. 56, no. 12 (December 1973) 71-79.

Includes some of the following information
on the military posture: military service, total
armed forces, defense budget, army, navy, and air
force. See also the following which includes similar
information: The Military Balance 1973-1974 —
Other European Countries, in Air Force Magazine,
v. 56, no. 12 (December 1973) 86-88.

NATO AND U.S. FORCES: CHALLENGES
AND PROSPECTS, by Gen. Andrew J. Goodpas-
ter, in Strategic Review, v. 2, no. 1 (Winter 1974)
6-17.

“The two objectives of NATO are deterrence
and defense. NATO conventional defense forces lie
between the high-risk, ‘trip-wire’ concept and the
low-risk, full-conventional capability. There design
and readiness require close coordination with the
use of tactical nuclear weapons and with political
policy. To be effective, the Alliance must achieve
unity of purpose and action. As it does so, its ca-
pacity to promote détente will increase. NATO
faces the MBFR negotiations with inferior forces,
inferior position and a defensive psychology, seek-
ing to draw constructive and balanced force reduc-
tions from negotiations. In these negotiations,
NATO is weakened by euphoria derived from the
act of negotiating, and by the capacity of the other
side to exploit the divergent interests of the allies.
It may be necessary for NATO to consider prob-
lems beyond its immediate mission but which have
an adverse effect on the solidarity of the Alliance.
In recent years, the Warsaw Pact forces have
greatly enlarged their numbers and armament in
Central Europe while the NATO powers, despite
weapons improvements, have declined in strength.
Through joint exercises, every effort is made to
maintain a high state of readiness for NATO
forces. Despite its economic strength, Europe is
politically and militarily weak. NATO remains es-
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sential to European security. The security of Eu-
rope and of the United States are so interrelated
that U.S. forces in NATO are also defending the
United States. The U.S. contributions of forces and
funds to the NATO defense are a prudent invest-
ment in our own security.”

NATO FORCE SUFFICIENCY STUDY—
1970: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. Menlo Park,
Calif.,, Stanford Research Institute, September
1970. 23 p. (SSC-TN-8260-11.)

“After more than 20 years of outstanding
success NATO faces a protracted period of serious
stress. The political-military environment in Eu-
rope is in a profound flux, partly as a result of
changing perceptions of the Soviet/Warsaw Pact
threat, domestic economic problems, and changing
national priorities of the European NATO Allies.
Compounding the crisis is the recognition that the
Soviet Union has achieved a position of strategic
nuclear parity vis-a-vis the U.S. Within Europe,
moreover, the Soviet Union would have a position
of strategic superiority if the U.S. strategic deter-
rent were to be decoupled from the defense of Eu-
rope. Another factor intensifying NATO’s
predicament derives from Soviet diploinatic ma-
neuvers to outflank NATO at its peripher es. This
is an Erecutive Summary of a study that seeks to
determine a sufficiency concept for NATO forces
and to present a range of feasible NATO strategies
for the 1970s. It discusses the alternative strategies
that meet NATO requirements of deterrence and
defense against armed aggression or the threat of
armed attack, ranging from the broadest aspects
of U.S. national security to the more specific mat-
ters of detailed force composition and utilization.”

NATO MUSCLE: MORE SHADOW THAN
SUBSTANCE, by Steven L. Canby, in Military Re-
riew, v. 53, no. 2 (February 1973) 65-74.

“Why is NATO outspending the Warsaw
Pact—in terms of both men and money—while
buying less security? This so-called ‘people-PEMA
paradox’ (PEMA being acronymic jargon for ‘pro-
curement of equipment and missiles, Army’),
which so perplexed the McNamara analysts, can be
resolved by examining the assumptions underlying
NATO’s organization for defense. The Pact, con-
sciously or not, has developed operating proce-
dures and a force structure appropriate to its
strategic requirements in Europe; NATO, and par-
ticularly the American component, has not. Re-
structuring NATO could release the resources
necessary to implement flexible response and




forward defense and remove some difficult politi-
cal choices. The crucial questions boil down to
whether NATO should opt for highly visible, high
initial combat forces (as the Soviets do) or retain
low visibility, low initial combat forces which are
sustainable.”

NATO'S CURRENT MILITARY PROBLEMS;
AN ADDRESS BEFORE THE NATO DEFENSE
COLLEGE, by Gen. Johannes Steinhofi, in
NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v. 18, no. 6 (December
1973-January 1974) 20-22.

“I have tried to characterize some of the im-
portant issues facing NATO in the military field.
Although NATO is still a strong Alliance, we must
view realistically its force capabilities, and these
realistic assessments shall not be interpreted as
undue pessimism. | was trying to differentiate in a
very general way the causes for existing problems
in certain member countries and, basically, when
looking into these matters, one always comes back
to the same conclusion: not enough money. I have
also given you my thoughts on an approach to ease
this problem and how best to use the available re-
sources. I am firmly convinced that we should be
able to organize our defence more efficiently, but
only if we can develop co-operation in defence be-
tween the NATO countries to a degree hitherto un-
known. This approach, in my opinion, promises so
much that every effort should be made to over-
come the inevitable obstacles.”

PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION;
A BAND OF NATO AIR FORCES, by Irving H.
Breslauer, in NATO's Fifteen Nuations, v. 15, no. 4
(August-September 1970) 98-100 plus.

“In the past 20 years more than 1,000 NATO
officers have attended Air University schools. The
majority of these officers have attended Squadron
Officer School and the balance have attended
either Air Command and Staff College or the Air
War College. Turkey and Denmark lead the NATO
countries in the number of Air University school
graduates with 167 and 147 respectively . . . Before
the Allied student goes to SOS or either of the
other two Air University schools, Air Command
and Staff College (ACSC) and Air War College
(AWC), he must go through a period of pre-
training.”

THE ROAD TO DETENTE, by Gen. Johannes
Steinhof, in The Atlantic Community Quarterly,
v. 10, no. 4(Winter 1972-1973) 446-456.

“General Steinhoff, Chairman of the NATO
Military Committee, makes clear that while the

Western powers contine to strive for détente, their
military leaders would be remiss in their duty if
they diC not point to increasing Soviet capabilities,
leaving the question of intentions to the statesmen.
He also considers certain kinds of Mutual and Bal-
anced Force Reduction (MBFR) theoretically pos-
sible, though not necessarily politically acceptable.
Overall, he emphasizes the need for continued pub-
lic awareness of, and support for, proper military
preparedness in the present period of détente.”

STRATEGY AND CAPABILITIES OF AL-
LIED COMMAND EUROPE, by Gen. Andrew J.
Goodpaster, Jr., in Naval War College Review,
v. 23, no. 2(October 1970) 11-18.

“One of the most important factors in West-
ern Europe’s economic and political recovery after
the Second World War was confidence in the mili-
tary strength and solidarity provided by NATO.
Because of this, investments and long-term pro-
grams were undertaken in an optimistic spirit. One
danger of the current cutbacks in military expen-
ditures and commitments on the part of the United
States is that this spirit of confidence will be lost,
with a resulting deterioration in strength, growth,
and solidarity.”

TERRITORIAL DEFENSE IN NATO AND
NON-NATO EUROPE, by H. Mendershausen.
Santa Monica, Calif., Rand Corp., February 1973.
114 p.(R-1184-ISA.)

“Pressures working on defense structures of
European NATO countries, particularly those of
the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), tend to
favor a change to latent conscript forces oriented
toward territorial defense on one hand, standing
volunteer armices on the other. Political, financial,
and military potentialities of a combination of
such forces are discussed, and a detailed compari-
son made of territorial defense concepts and
forces, as well as civil defense preparations, in four
countries—Switzerland and Yugoslavia (which do
not participate in NATO’s military integration)
and Norway and France (which do so to a much
lesser extent that the FRG). As long as the Ger-
mans and others in NATO believe that a shift to-
ward latent forces endangers the alliance, and as
long as U.S. attitudes confirm this belief, the po-
tentialities of such forces will not be fully realized.
The study draws on interviews the author con-
ducted with military and civil defense specialists
in West Germany, Norway, Sweden, and France.”

THE WASTEFUL WAYS OF NATO, by
Steven L. Canby, in Survival, v. 15. no. 1 (January/
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February 1973) 21-26.

“Is NATO using its defence resources in an
efficient way? The author, from the RAND Cor-
poration, California, argues that it does not; while
the Warsaw Pact has organized its forces for a
quick offensive strategy, concentrating on immedi-
ate military superiority, NATO’s potential, if
structured as at present, could only be brought to
bear in a protracted conflict. According to the ar-
ticle, reprinted below, NATO should reorganize its
forces, relying on larger numbers of smaller divi-
sions and emphasizing its defensive character. The
original title of the article which is based on a
paper for the Southern California Arms Control
and Foreign Policy Seminar is ‘NATO Muscle:
More Shadow Than Substance’.”

WOMEN IN NATO ARMED FORCES, by
Nancy L. Goldman, in Military Review, v. 54,
no. 10(October 1974) 72-82.

“To meet additional manpower require-
ments, NATO nations can look to women as volun-
teers to a greater extent than in prior years since
there is more societal acceptance of women’s em-
ployment in a wider variety of occupations in the
1970s. Most of the Western European NATO coun-
tries—with the exception of the Federal Repubhlic
of Germany—include women or have plans to
include them in their armed services.”

2. Air Defense Aspects

THE AIR DEFENCE OF EUROPE, by John
Marriott, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 18, no. 5
(October-November 1973) 37-68.

“NATO’s air defences are thus a deterrent
and to deter is NATO'’s major objective. In this sur-
vey an attempt has been made to cover the whole
aspect of air defence. The NADGE system und the
organisation for air defence is explained, the many
close range anti-aircraft missiles in development
are compared, details of NATO’s fighters and mis-
siles are given and there is a brief look at SAM-D,
the all purpose ground-to-air missile of the fu-
ture.” Contents: Europe’s Air Defence Organiza-
tion; High and Medium Altitude Ground-To-Air
Missiles; Aircraft Used in the Air Defence of Eu-
rope; Defence Against Low Level Aircraft; SAM-D
The Surface-to-Air Missile of the 1980s.

AIR FORCES OF THE WORLD—PART 1:
EUROPEAN NATO MEMBERS, in Interavia,
v. 28, no. 9 (September 1973) 1003-1007.

A summary of “outlining defence spending
and listing equipment inventories of the various
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nations,” including, among others, Denmark and
Norway. See also Part 2: Europe's Neutral and
Non-Aligned Nations, in Interavia, v. 28, no. 10
(October 1973) 1117-1120, which includes informa-
tion on Finland.

DEFENSE AGAINST LOW LEVEL AIR AT-
TACK, by Charles Latour, in NATO's Fifteen Na-
tions, v. 19, no. 4 (August-September 1974) 44-51.

“With the improvements that have been ef-
fected in modern warning radars, attacking air-
craft are now being forced to come in as low as
possible to the target so that they are below the
main lobes of the surveillance radars. Charles La-
tour discusses the problems of defence from the
ground of these ‘hedge hopping’ attackers ... All
modern nations are now seriously considering how
to improve their defences against low level air
attack. In NATO, with the efficient NADGE warn-
ing system and the relatively good coverage of the
medium and high altitudes by HAWK and NIKE
missiles, it has come to be realised that the most
likely form of air attack is by low level strike air-
craft... NATO’s close range air defences are still
geared to the repulsion of conventional ai- attack.
In the next decade they will have to be designed to
repel attacks by unmanned missiles, or other ve-
hicles, travelling at speeds well in excess of those
of aircraft, and launched perhaps hundreds of
miles away from the target in comparative safety.”

EXPENSIVE LUXURY OR PAINFUL NE-
CESSITY? EUROPE'S NEW GENERATION OF
COMBAT AIRCRAFT; PART 1:—THE INCREAS-
ING THREAT, by R. Meller, in International De-
Jense Review, no. 2(April 1975).

“In the next 10-15 years virtually all the
NATO countries in Western Europe, together with
France, will introduce third generation jet combat
aircraft into service, and the funding required for
this could total some $45,000 million. This con-
siderable outlay prompts the question as to
whether Europe can support such an expensive re-
equipment program, and whether in view of the re-
laxation of East-West tension there is still a real
need for it. The International Defense Review has
carried out an in-depth study of this question and
has had the opportunity to talk to the Chiefs of
Staff of most European NATO air forces and of the
US Air Force in Europe. We begin our series in this
issue with a detailed presentation of the threat to
Europe posed by the Warsaw Pact countries, with
emphasis on the threat from the air. In subsequent
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articles of this series, the assessment of this threat
by NATO and the air forces of the European NATO
countries will be discussed, together with the cur-
rent proposals and plans to counter.”

NADGE, NATO'S NEW AIR DEFENSE NET,
in Army in Europe, (September 1973) 2-5.

“It's a $28.6 billion complex that can in-
stantly detect, identify and intercept enemy air-
craft and missiles.”

NADGE: THE LAST WORD IN COMPUTER-
IZED AIR DEFENCE, by Elise Nouél, in NATO
Review, v. 19, nos. 7-8 (July/August 1971) 8-12.

“With an impressive air display of Light-
nings, Mirages, Phantoms, F104Gs and other Ca-
nadian, Turkish, Greek, Belgian, Danish and
Norwegian air force fighters weaving across the
sky under the watchful electronic eye of scores
of computers and within the ‘field of vision’ of
giant radars, the setting up of the NATO Air De-
fence Ground Environment is entering its final
phase. For more than a year now, all types of
fighter aircraft from the countries of the Alliance
have been participating, group after group, in the
final testing of NADGE. This is the biggest and
most complex ground eaviroment project of the
Alliance and is due to beec:me fully operational in a
few months time.”

(L)—-NATO AIR DEFENSE: IS NADGE
THE ANSWER?, by Maj John P. Guzalak. Max-
well AFB, Ala., Air Command and Staff College,
1973.74 p. (Research Study.)

“The NATO Air Defense Ground Environ-
ment System (NADGE) is scheduled to be opera-
tional late in 1973. This study challenges the very
basis of that system. An introductory review of the
changing nature of air defense is followed by a dis-
cussion of those factors that are unique in the Eu-
ropean air defense environment. Against this
backdrop, the merits of NADGE are evaluated
both as a concept and as an air defense system.
Conclusions are reached in each context and rec-
ommendations include immediate and future mod-
ifications needed to exploit NADGE's present
capabilities.”

(LH—NATO AIR DEFENSE: IS THE US
FIGHTER CONTRIBUTION APPROPRIATE?, by
Lt. Col. Leslie C. Conwell. Maxwell AFB, Ala,, Air
War College, 1974. 83 p. (Professional Study.)

“An in-depth examination of the NATO
air defense system in its early years and an analy-
sis of the reasons for its integration in 1960 provide

the background for a review of changes which have
occurred since that date. After concluding that the
air defense system has developed into an effective
force for deterrence and defense, the author then
turns to an examination of trends in Europe and
America to include a brief threat analysis in an
attempt to determine poseibilities for the future.
It is concluded that with continued modernization
and American participation at current levels, the
NATO air defense system can continue to satis-
factorily meet its roles and missions responsibili-
ties for at least the next decade. Appropiiate
priorities must be established by American deci-
sion-makers to assure continued support. Aside
from political and psychological reasons, NATO
needs American technology. In a parallel vein, the
United States has strong interests in Europe and
cannot abandon the alliance due to mutual needs.”

THE TACTICAL AIR BALANCE IN EU-
ROPE, by Neville Brown, in The World Toduy,
v. 28, no. 9 (September 1972) 385-392.

“In the event of conflict in Europe,
NATO’s disadvantage on the ground might be off-
set by the superior quality of its aircraft and
ground-to-air weapons.”

WORLD MILITARY AVIATION; AIR-
CRAFT, AIRFORCES AND WEAPONRY, ed. by
Nikolaus Krivinyi and others. New York, Arco
Publishing Co., 1973. 224 p.

This book is divided into the following chap-
ters: Air Forces (The world's airforces with in-
dividual strengths, aircraft types and bases);
Aircraft (aircraft dimensions and performance
arranged alphabetically within country of manu-
facture, with 321 three-view drawings); weaponry
(missiles, bombs, guns and torpedoes in service
with the world’s airpowers), Glossary and Abbre-
viations; Insignia (roundel and fin flash designs,
as used by the world’s airforces); and Index (index
of numerical designations and popular names of
aircraft).

3. Naval and Maritime Aspects

THE ALLIED COMMAND ATLANTIC—
SUBMARINE CHALLENGE, by Comdr. J. O.
Naugle, in NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no. 1
(February-March 1972) 62-68.

“The Soviet Union has in recent years de-
veloped the capability to interdict NATO sea lanes
of communications and challenge the organiza-
tion’s use of ocean areas vital to its security. This
expanding military potential has come from many
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sources over the years but most recently it has
appeared in the form of ships....The Naval
Forces of NATO must stand ready to counter the
Soviet Bloc threat which is rapidly growing in
size and capability. The Allied Command Atlantic
(ACLANT) area, generally considered as that
ocean area North of the Tropic of Cancer, is where
this challenge has most recently been thrust for-
ward, and where it must be met. To do this, a bal-
anced mix of forces, submarine, surface and air is
needed. Over the past twenty years an effective
organization has been structured to make maxi-
mum effective use of these forces. Commander
Submarines Allied Command Atlantic (COMSUB
ACLANT) enjoys an unusual position in this or-
ganization. COMSUBACLANT is one of five major
subordinate commanders to the supreme Allied
Commander Atlantic (SACLANT). The position
is held by Commander Submarine Force, U.S. At-
lantic Fleet (COMSUBLANT). This command is a
functional command.”

THE CHANGING SEASCAPE; ITS IMPLI-
CATIONS FOR THE ALLIANCE, in NATO Re-
tiew, v. 21, no. 5 (1973) 7-9.

“‘If the freedom of the high seas were to be
denied to us, freedom in our respective countries
would wither just as surely as withers a plant to
w™icli water is denied,’ said NATO Secretary Gen-
eral Mr. Joseph Luns in his opening remarks to the
SACLANT Symposium Sea Link 1. This sympo-
sium was held from 26-28 June in . .. the United
States Naval Academy, Annapolis . . . All partici-
pants readily agreed that this indeed was a think
exercise because the recent developments in the
international military, technological, economic and
political fields have led to the urgent need for some
new and imaginative thinking. This in no way im-
plies that NATO needs a new strategy. It does
mean that, under the existing strategy, the role of
NATO’s maritime forces, in the light notably of
the Soviet naval expansion, is to be reinterpreted.”

THE MARITIME EQUATION —SACLANT
IN THE 1970s, by Adm. Charles K. Duncan, in
NATO's Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no. 1 (February-
March 1972) 28-35.

“As the members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization close the chapter on twenty-
two years of intimate cooperation, we can look
back proudly on solid and concrete accomplish-
ments. Together, we have orchestrated our indi-
vidual national policies to reinforce the goals of the
alliance and have achieved a result which, if we
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had acted separately would have not been possible.
Our alliance has kept the peace we all desire so
much; it has been the protective shield that has
permitted a generation of allied growth and en-
richment. The Allied Command Atlantic has been
a significant element in providing the protective
maritime structure that, together with Allied
Command Europe and the Channel Command, has
given muscle to this defensive Alliance...On a
day-to-day basis, SACLANT exercises operational
control of the Standing Naval Force Atlantic. [t is
the only military force available to NATO on a con-
tinuing basis . .. Supplementing the day-to-day
availability of the Standing Naval Force Atlantic
are on call forces under the Maritime Contingency
Forces Atlantic concept. Under these plans, spe-
cially tailored multi-national task forces can be
called up to meet various contingencies in the
Atlantic area. These forces are, of course, the pri-
mary tools that SACLANT has to carry out the
NATO strategy of Flexible Response, short of
general war.”

NATO LIVES OR DIES BY THE SEA; UN-
HAMPERED USE IS VITAL, by Joseph Palmer,
in NATO'’s Fifteen Nations, v. 19, no. 5 (October-
November 1974) 20-23 plus.

“The North Atlantic Treaty Organization
is a maritime alliance; first, last, and all along the
line in between...NATO is maritime for one
simple reason: it is the ocean that binds it together
and gives it not only a common purpose but the
means of achieving it. And, by the same token, the
means whereby may frustrate that achievement
... Let us therefore adopt a practical and realistic
point of view from which to inspect just what the
Oceans and Seas mean to NATO; the use we make
of them, now and in future; the means of ensuring
that we can do so. And, if we need an aim, as every-
one should, then it is survival.”

THE ROLE OF NATO IN THE USE OF THE
SFA AND THE SEABED, by Friedhelm Kruger-
Sprengel. Washington, Woodrow Wilson Interna-
tional Center for Scholars, October 1972. 45 p.

“Military and security interests have
emerged as of utmost importance in determining
the future law of the oceans and seabed, with their
appropriate regimes. These are now under consid-
eration by the UN Sea-Bed Committee. As a mari-
time alliance NATO has a special interest in the
trend towards limiting the principle of the freedom
of the high seas, efforts to achieve complete demili-
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tarization of the sea, and the possible constraint
upon free passage for warships in certain straits
and waters, such as those in the Baltic Sea. The
United States and the Soviet Union, as two great
maritime powers, have a coincidence of interests
in maintaining the freedom of the high seas and in
limiting the extension of territorial waters by
coastal states. For NATO the existing rules of in-
ternational law seem satisfactory, but enlarge-
ment of coastal jurisdiction in the Atlantic Ocean
could even prove advantageous to the alliance. Bi-
lateral negotiations, with the coastal states in-
volve’ over the free transit of international straits
would = >bably be the best diplomatic approach to
that vexing questicn.”

TECHNOLOGY AND POLITICAL CHOICE
IN FUTURE NATO MARITIME STRATEGY, by
John Simpson, in Orbis, v. 17, no. 1 (Spring 1973)
258-276.

“In the two decades since the formation of
NATO, its attention has been concentrated on the
possibility of a Soviet attack on the central land
front in Western Europe. With the progress of dé-
tente and Ostpolitik, however, the possibility of
milicary aggression on this front seems to have
diminished. At the same time, the operational de-
ployment of the Soviet navy has changed from
mainly coastal defense to worldwide activity. It is
not surprising that some observers view the major
area of threat to Western Europe as moving from
the central land front to the maritime areas con-
tiguous to NATO states. This shift affects chiefly
such states as Norway and Great Britain, which
are geographically most vulnerable to maritime
activities. And it calls for a review of the functions
of NATO maritime forces, together with an analy-
sis of the type of naval forces NATO states should
develop.”

TIME TO SECURE THE SEAS, by Col. Frank
B. Case, in United States Nuval Institute Proceed-
tngs, v. 99, no. 8 (August 1973) 24-31.

“Rapid reinforcement of NATO is the key-
stone of U.S. strategy for non-nuclear war in Eu-
rope. But, as our control of the sea slips away, the
concept has become a prescription for disaster.”

4. Erxercises and Maneuvers
EXERCISE STRONG EXPRESS, by John
Marriott, in NATOs Fifteen Nations, v. 18, no. 1

(February-March 1973) 74-80.

“The largest NATO exercise ever staged
took place from September 11th to the 28th 'ast

year. The areas invoived were the Atlantic, the
Channel and Northern Norway and all the NATO
nations bordering these areas took part. Code
named Strong Express, it was designed to simulate
the opening stages of a war. The two sides taking
part were designated Blue (NATO) and Orange and
an imaginary Blue/Orange border was drawn
across northern Norway behind which Orange land
forces massed.”

SECOND EXERCISE OF MEDITERRA-
NEAN ON-CALL FORCE, in NATO Review, v. 19,
nos. 7-8 (July/August 1971) 13.

“The second activation of NATOQ’s Naval On-
Call Force Mediterranean (NAVOCFORMED) was
completed early in June when warships of five na-
tions ended 18 days of exercises at sea including
port calls in NATO Mediterranean countries. Five
destroyers from NATO Mediterranean nations,
the United Kingdom and the United States, parti-
cipated in gunnery, air defence, anti-submarine
and underway replenishment train'ng in the Exer-
cise code-named ‘DYNAMIC BOND'”

STRONG EXPRESS, by Petes Jenner, in
NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v. 17, no. 6 (December
1972-January 1973) 90-96.

“Strong Express, involving forces of twelve
of the fifteen nations of the Alliance, was one of
the most important land, sea and air exercises that
NATO has ever held. Some 64,000 men partici-
pated, with 300 ships and 700 aircraft. Lasting
from 14 to 28 September, the basic scenario en-
visaged a situation of rising tension which resulted
in the political decision to order the re-inforcement
of North Norway, a rugged strip of territory that
extends for some 420 miles and accounts for one-
third of the entire country.”

5. Logistical Aspects (Including Standardiza-
tion?

ACLANT MOBILE LOGISTICS A REQUIRE-
MENT FOR STANDARDIZATION, by Rear Adm.
Robert W. Timbrell, in NATO's Fifteen Nutions,
v. 17, no. 1 (February-March 1972) 82-84 plus.

“There has also been some international co-
operation in particular areas of the logistic field
and interest shown in the results of NATO stand-
ardization activities. Included within these stand-
ardization activities is work concerned with
replenishment at sea, a function of mobile logis-
tics. Against this background of increasing interest
in logistic affairs, it may be opportune to take a
look at the present system of mobile logistics with-
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in [Canadian Atlantic Sub-Area] ACLANT. As
agreed by NATO nations, logistics is a national re-
sponsibility and so it follows that thirteen separate
systems exist within NATO.”

THE ALLIANCE AND EUROPE: PART IlI
WEAPONS PROCUREMENT IN EUROPE—
CAPABILITIES AND CHOICES, by Roger Facer.
London, The International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1974. 48 p. (A-elphi Papers 108.)

The Defence-Rquipment Market; The In-
dustrial Base of Defense; The Range of Choice;
European Collaboration; Appendix—Current Eu-
ropean Collaborative Military Projects; and List
of Tables.

(L)—COOPERATIVE RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT AND PROCUREMENT WITHIN
NATO, by Lt. Col. Clovis C. Haddock. Maxwell
AFB, Ala., Air War College, 1974. 51 p. (Profes-
sional Study.)

“Equipping of forces within NATO is a na-
tional responsibility. As a result, many of the na-
tions are going through the same processes to
provide different equipment to their individual
forces and at the same time committing those
forces to operate in wartime as an international
force. This paper explores the operational, logisti-
cal and economical problems resulting from the
present method of provisioning those forces. Past
efforts to alleviate those deficiencies are then ex-
amined, including joint projects of cooperative
research, development and procurement. The con-
clusion is reached that the deficiency lies in the
system used and a case is then presented for a dif-
ferent cooperative approach. This approach in-
volves agreement on weapon specifications to meet
a particular military requirement with develop-
ment done by an individual country.”

CURRIE SAYS EXCESSIVE DUPLICATION
HARMS NATO; 100 TACTICAL MISSILES IN
NATO CITED, in Defense Space Business Daily,
(23 April 1975) 25.

“The Pentagon’s director of research and
engineering has told the Congress that excessive
duplication of military hardware in NATO and
lack of standardization is ‘seriously reducing’ the
overall performance of the alliance and wasting re-
sources. ‘This problem’ he said, ‘has been of serious
concern for some time." Dr. Malcolm Currie teld
the Senate Armed Services R&D subcommittee
that the proliferation of weapon types within
NATO includes: 100 separate tactical missile sys-
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tems, 23 different families of combat aircraft, 36
different fire control rada:s, 8 different SAM sys-
tems, 7 different families of main battle tanks,
and over 20 different calibers of weapons of 30 mm
or larger.”

FOURTH SYMPOSIUM ON NATO CODIFI-
CATION OF EQUIPMENT, LONDON, 15-19 SEP-
TEMBER 1969, by J. S. Friederich, in NATO's
Fifteen Nations, v. 15, no. 1 (February-March
1970) 42-47.

“Looking back to the Symposium the codifi-
cation people wiil in general feel satisfaction . ..
Satisfaction that in such a review of their work
as the Symposium was, it was revealed that in
spite of all kinds of differences in situations,
organizations, and ways of thinking, in the 14
NATO-countries participating, results in Materiel
Codification were achieved and in the near and far
future more results have to and can be produced.
As one of the leading officials of NATO said: ‘The
NCS is playing a key role in the many NATO com-
mittees, Groups and Panels, coordinating the vary-
ing national interests’.”

JANE'S FREIGHT CONTAINERS, ed. by
Patrick Finlay. London, Jane’s Yearbooks, 1973.
662 p.

Information and photos of ports and inland
transport.

MILITARY LOGISTIC SYSTEMS IN NATO:
THE GOAL OF INTEGRATION. PART I. ECO-
NOMIC ASPECTS, by Geoffrey Ashcroft. London,
The Institute for Strategic Studies, 1969. 35 p.
(Adelphi Papers 62.)

The Approach Adopted; The Search for
Economy; The Nation Approacn; The Interna-
tional Approach to Logistic Economy in Europe;
Summary and Conclusions; and Appendices.

MILITARY LOGISTIC SYSTEMS IN NATO.
THE GOAL OF INTEGRATION. PART II: MILI-
TARY ASPECTS, by Geoffrey Ashcroft. London,
The Institute for Strategic Studies, 1970. 35 p.
(Adelphi Papers no. 68.)

SACEUR’S Current Logistic Responsibili-
ties and Activities (SACEUR'’S Interest in Logistic
Integration and in Standardization, SACEUR and
the Infrastructure Programme, the Coordination
of Logistic Plans, and the Level of War Reserves);
Analysis of Current Approach (Definition of an
Integrated System); What Can Be Done? (The
AMF, The Leopard, Possible Military Interest in




NAMSO, Joint Training Schemes, War Gaming,
and A New Role for Shape).

NATO GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND DEFI-
NITIONS FOR MILITARY USE (ENGLISH AND
FRENCH). Brussels, NATO, Military Agency for
Standardization, 1974. Various paging. (AAP-6
(L).)

Terms of Reference; Terms and Definitions;
Appendices of Terms by Functional Area.

STANDARDIZATION AND THE JOINT
DEFENCE, by Gardiner L. Tucker, in NATO Re-
view, v. 23, no. 1 (January 1975) 10-14.

“The evolution of NATO strategy in recent
years, particularly in light ot approaching nuclear
parity between the Soviet Union and the United
States, has led to a greater emphasis on the role of
the Alliance’s non-nuclear forces in deterrence or
defence. Both Warsaw Pact forces and NATO
forces continue to improve but defence budgets in
the West are coming under growing economic pres-
sure. In this situation, the allies must devote more
attention than ever to improving the effectiveness
of their forces through a better use of limited re-
sources. Standardization is an important means to
this end.”

6. Budgetary Aspects

EUROPEAN DEFENSE AND THE EURO-
GROUP, by Alv Jakob Fostervoll, in NATO Re-
view, v. 22, no. 3 (June 1974) 8-11.

“Some two and a half years ago a former
chairman of the Eurogroup Defence Ministers—
Lord Carrington—recalled how the Eurogroup
had developed from a dinner chat to become a
regular part of the NATO scene. He also recounted
how the Eurogroup came of age, with the an-
nouncement of the European Defence Improve-
ment Programme (EDIP) in December 1970. Many
things have happened since then in the defence
field not the least of these being the move towards
détente expressed by the opening of the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) and the Mutual Balanced Force Reduction
(MBFR) talks, the conclusion of the first phase of
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I) and
the opening of SALT II. Some things, however,
have not changed. The possibility of withdrawals
of U.S. troops from Europe remains, and has, to
some extent, been given concrete form in the
Jackson/Nunn Legislation; the strength of the
Warsaw Pact continues to increase yearly; defence
budgets in every NATO country are under pres-

sure; and the money available for increasingly
expensive equipment goes on being squeezed by
rising personnel costs. Indeed the combination of
the factors I have mentioned makes cooperation
essential if Europe is to maintain and improve its
contribution to Alliance defence.”

TREATING NATO'S SELF-INFLICTED
WOUND, by R. W. Komer. Santa Monica, Calif.,
Rand Corp., October 1973. 16 p. (P-5092.)

“The advent of nuclear parity makes con-
ventional deterrence and defense much more im-
portant than before. Yet inflated manpower and
weapon costs risk pricing them out of the market.
When America’s allies, and increasingly the U.S.
itself, shrink from fielding a credible conventional
defense, they are victims of a pervasive myth that
effective nonnuclear defense against a Warsaw
Pact attack is impossible, at least without mas-
sive military outlays. But the myth of inevitable
Pact superiority is largely a self-inflicted wound.
NATO’s inferiority springs from its own failure to
optimize its defense posture. The solution pre-
sented is to restructure NATO’s existing force
posture, freeing up needed resources by cutting
back on marginal activities. emphasizing trade-
offs rather than ad-ons, and reallocating existing
budgets rather than buying more forces.” (See also
under same title in Military Review, v. 54, no. 8
(August 1974) 53-63; and in Foreien Policy, no. 13
(Winter 1973-74) 38-48.)

7. Weapons and Equipment

AIRCRAFT, SHIPS, AND WEAPONS IN
NATO'S NORTHERN COMMAND, by Charles
Latour, in NATO’s Fifteen Nations, v. 18, no.1
(February-March 1973) 62-65 plus.

“There are of course many different types
of aircraft, ships and weapons in use in the North-
ern Command. All that has been done here is to
pick out some of the more interesting and give a
brief description of each.”

CONTROLLING QUALITY OF ALLIES
DEFENCE EQUIPMENT, by H. Schurkens, in
NATO Review, v. 20, nos. 3-4 (March/April 1972)
23-25.

“Canada took the initiative and proposed
the establishment of a group of experts, which was
created in 1965, and forms now, under the name
‘Group of Experts on Quality and its Assurance’,
one of the cadre groups under the Conference of
National Armaments Directors ... The basic
framework for its activities are to be found in two
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detailed Standardization Agreements (STANAGs)
produced by the Group itself.”

CO-OPERATION ON ARMS PRODUCTION:
THE TASK AHEAD, by A. Tyler Port, in NATO
Review, v. 21, no. 3(1973) 13-17.

“Taken as a whole, the. . .suggestions en-
compass a fairly broad range of actions. What pre-
cise ingredients are required for a ‘new deal’ for
NATO co-operation in research, development and
production of military equipment, is by no means
certain. Each element plays a part, and each im-
pacts upon the other. The fact remains, however,
that we have not been as successful in encouraging
co-operation in the past as we should have been,
considering all the work that has been done. We
have paid a great deal of lip service to co-operation
while going full steam ahead in developing our own
unco-ordinated and non-integrated programmes.
What is needed is a plan whereby there are only
winners—no losers. We need such activities as the
CNAD has recently taken. We need such inputs
from the NATO Military Authorities as I have
mentioned. We need the active participation of
Ministers. We need discussion at the top and at the
bottom. However, all these actions could produce
but another round of frustration and inaction un-
less there is a real determination to put together
what I would call, for lack of a better term, a Com-
mon Defence Market incorporating both sides of
the Atlantic.”

MILITARY APPLICATIONS OF NUCLEAR
TECHN( LOGY. HEARINGS BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE. ON MILITARY APPLICA-
TIONS OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
ATOMIC ENERGY, CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED STATES, NINETY-THIRD CONGRESS,
FIRST SESSION, MAY 22 AND JUNE 29, 1973,
PART 2. Washington, Government Printing Of-
fice, 1973. 135 p.

Of special interest in this hearing are those
portions dealing with military applications of nu-
clear technology as they affect NATO and NATO
forces.

WEST EUROPEAN COLLABORATION IN
WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, by John Simpson
and Frank Gregory, in Orbis, v. 16, no. 2 (Summer
1972) 435-461,

“The present study will discuss the pro-
cedures that have been devised to initiate and
manage transnational projects, as well as those
international institutions which have been asso-
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ciated with them; will outline the national motiva-
tions for collaboration, and attempt to evaluate
the nature and potentialities of the current posi-
tion in the light of an ideal type of West European
procurement system. Finally, it will examine the
political impact of these developments upon
United States/West European relations and ana-
lyze their future implications.”
8. Communications
THE FUTURE OF NATO COMMUNICA-
TIONS, by Comdr. Francesco Amaduzzi, in NATO
Review, v. 22, no. 1 (1974) 14-18,
“Modern and efficient communications are
a vital element in NATO’s defensive strength. Not
only is it essential for the political authorities of
the Alliance to be able to ensure that their deci-
sions reach the military forces in the field, but it
is even more important that consultation between
the governments of our Alliance and collective
decision-making can be carried out effectively.
Only thus, in a period of tension between East and
West, can Crisis Management, or ... more accu-
rately described . . .—Crisis Prevention, be exer-
cised by the North Atlantic Council in the interest
of peace. It is because NATO must have available
to it the most modern communications, combining
flexibility, reliability and survivability, that it
decided to move into the field of satellite communi-
cations.”

NATO'S COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE
SYSTEM, by Col. D. R. Valentine, in NATO’s Fif-
teen Nations, v. 15, no. 5 (October-November 1970)
61-68.

“Why Satellite communications for NATO?
In an area as vast a3 that protected by the Atlan-
tic Alliance, the transmission of messages over
great distances can be subject to a variety of diffi-
culties. Sometimes difficulty is caused by the very
number of relay stations which are required to
span the great distances. The many commercial
communications companies involved, with their
differences in engineering standards and practices,
further complicate matters. Satellites, on the other
hand, can span the entire area of NATO with only
one relay —the satellite itself. This then, reduces
the possibility of error due to technical reasons
and, also, enhances the speed and clarity of all
types of communications. With the evergrowing
requirement for rapid, reliable, flexible and secure
means of communication it became apparent that
another means of communication was required by




NATO. This decision, however, did not come easily.
The planning for the NATO Satellite Communica-
tions System began in 1961 when NATO formed a
Working Group. Its task was to study the possible
application of satellites to provide another com-
munication link between NATO headquarters, the
NATO countries, and the military commanders.”

9. Implications of United States Force Reduc-
tions in NATO

CAN NATO FASHION A NEW STRATEGY?,
by R. C. Richardson, in Orbis, v. 17, no. 2 (Summer
1973) 415-438.

“Some U.S. force reductions in the NATO
area seem likely within the next few years. This is
not to argue that they are desirable, only to recog-
nize that the signs point in this direction. The shift
in priorities from defense to domestic programs,
the unfavorable U.S. trade balance, the détente en-
vironment and related force reduction conferences,
and a growing public feeling that by now Europe
should be able to defend itself will continue to

build up pressures for a U.S. withdrawal. The
question is less ‘if’ than ‘when.’ The present NATO
strategy is one of conventional, flexible response.
The force levels required to carry it out are at, or
below, the level of credibility for this particular
strategy. Some claim that so long as these levels
are maintained, our NATO commands could do a
credible job of defending against most plausible
threats. No one claims this to be possible with even
less force than is now available. To do so would be
to admit that NATO had too many troops for its
present strategy —and all responsible NATO lead-
ers argue the contrary. If a force reduction is in-
evitable, for whatever reason, what happens to the
security of Europe? No one proposes to dismantle
NATO or abandon any pretense at maintaining as
effective defenses as practical, at whatever force
levels the member nations agree to support. This
being the case, the problem is to devise and ‘sell’
a new NATO strategy that can be credible and ef-
fective at a lower level of force and cost. Is this
feasible?”
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CHAPTER YV

DEFENSE AND SECURITY OF WESTERN EUROPE, NATO, AND
NATIONAL STRATEGIES WITHIN THE ALLIANCE
(See also Chapter IV and Appendixes)

A. Miscellaneous Aspects

BRITANNICA ATLAS. Chicago, Encyclopea-
dia Britannica, Inc., 1974. Various paging.

A DICTIONARY OF POLITICS, ed, by Walter
Lacqueur and others. rev. ed. New York, The Free
Press, 1973. 565 p.

“This dictionary, arranged alphabetically,
has assembled over 3,000 entries and covers all the
major nations and areas and alliances of the world,
leading statesmen and politicians, important poli-
tical ideas and concepts, and crucial events in
world history.”

THE EUROPA YEAR BOOK, 1973; A
WORLD SURVEY. VOLUME I—PART I—IN-
TERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS; PART 11—
EUROPE. London, Europa Publications Limited,
1973. 1546 p.

The introduction includes a chart providing
the following information: area, population. popu-
lation density, population annual increase, average
life expectancy, gross national product, etc. Part I
provides detailed information about the following
international organizations of which at least some
of the Scandinavian countries are members: The
United Nations, NATO, Nordic Council. Part II
provides the following type of information for all
the Europzan countries: Land and the people,
recent history, government, defense, economic af-
fairs, transport and communications, social wel-
fare, education, tourism, and statis:ical surveys of
area and population, agriculture, forestry, fishing,
mining, industry, finance, external trade, tourism,
transport, education, etc. Also provides informa-
tion on the constitution, government and politics,
religion, the press and publishers, ete.

EUROPE AND AMERICA IN THE 1970s: I —
BETWEEN DETENTE AND CONFRONTATION.
London, The Institute for Strategic Studies, 1970.
31 p. (Adelphi Papers 70.)

America and Europe, by Senator Charles
McC. Mathias, Jr.; Détente and Security-—The Op-
tions, by Theodor Sommer; The East—Détente
and Confrontation, by Michel Tatu; and Wc.tern
Europe in the 1970s—Possible Roles, by Anthony
Hartley.
EUROPE'S SECURITY IN THE CHANGED
WORLD, by Kurt Birrenbach, in Aussen Politik
(Fall 1973) 285-297.

“From West Germany's viewpoint, the
growing détente between the US and the USSR is
weakening the Atlantic Alliance and calls for some
major readjustments in Europe. The foremost
problem . ..is the matter of ‘revitalizing’ Euro-
pean-American relations, since détente cannot go
much further unless West Europe’s security is
guaranteed, and the US role is essential to that
security. Since the Soviet Union is so far superior
militarily to West Europe, NATO needs the US as
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