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This study is a sequel to Rand Report R-1231, Reatructuring N/70
Forses to Compemsate for MBFR, Noveaber 1973, and OASD/PASE’'e studv,
NATO: Ratiomalizarecn Potential, May 1974, to which we contributed.
The purpose of this latest study is to assess fuc-thier the poasibilities
for large-scale rationalization of NATO's defense posture and to suggest
practical vays of going about it. Given the fact that such rational-
ization is being pushed by our Department of Defense and is now under
active discussion in NATO, this study should ba of value to all DOD
agencies and other agencies of the U.S. Government concerned with NATO
policies and programs. Suitably modified, it should be useful as an
input to discussions in NATO as well.

A key preaise underlying this study is that the severe defenue
budget and manpover constraints confronting the NATO allius make more
rational use of NATO's defense resource inputs essential, if a credible
deterrent/defense posture is to be preserved at szceptable cost. A second
key preaise is that collective NATO prograas vill achieve mcre toward
this end than vholly separate national prograss.

We focus mostly on the Center Region, vhich is the core and most
cohesive part of NATO, because the possibilities for rastionalization
(especially multilateral) are greater in the Center than in the geo-
graphically separated flank countries, vhich nevertheless are not ignored
(see Chapter VIII).

We also focus primarily on NATO's conventional posture. This is
not to neglect either the continued need for nuclear deterrence; or the
possibilitics for rationalization of NATO's nuclear posture. But com-
ventional forces absord the great bulk of MATO defense budgets and
are the sres vhere NATO is relatively worse off than the Warsaw
Pact. Moreover, numerous studies are already in train cn rationslizing
theater nuclear postuzas.

Ve are quite conscious of the p.ucity of cost data in this prelin-
inary stvdy. Comparative costing is an essential element in any detailed
analysis of rationslization measures, especislly of trade-off options.
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But such data are hard to come by, especially on European ailied postures,
and to generate them would have driven up the cost of this study far
beyond the funding available. Hovever, we hope that the case we make for
rationalization will stimulate the development of a NATO cost base.

We received numerous informal ideas and critiques in the course of
vur study effort from a wide range of allied civil and military sources,
European as well as American. In many respects this study is a syn-
thesis of proposals that were advanced previously or are being currently
axamined. This is deliberate, since our intent is to pull together all
the options available under the rubric of rationalization to show the
full range of possihilities.

On the other hand, this study should be traoated as frankly explora-
tory. Its primary aim is to point out promising directions and to offer
specific options worth more detailed analysis. On furthar review, msny
of these may turn out to be infeasible or insufficiently productive to
be worth pursuing at this time. But the important thing, as ve see it,
1s to show hov a sufficiently broad program of rationalization could be
the seans ot enabling NATO to preserve a credible deterrent/defense
posture at acceptable cost in an environment of ssvere constraints.

This ve believe we heve done.

This study vas jointly sponsored by the Defense Advanced Research
Prolscts Agency, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of lefense
(International Security Affairs), and the Office o7 the Assistant
Secratary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evalustion).
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SUMMARY

1. Rationalization is a concept whose time has rome in NATO.

It is probably the only viable answer to the increasingly painful de-
fense resource bind created by the rising cost of modern forces at a
time vhen rampant inflation, the en:rgy crunch, détente, and other
pressures are severely constrainirg defense budgets. These prcuuures
make it much more difficult for NATO forces to keep abreast of the steady
isprovement in Warsav Pact capabilities. Nevertheless, NATO vwill almost
surely still have -~ if {t would only use them more visely -- enough
def~rse resources to field a credible deterrent/defense posture at
~.ceptable cost. Even if defense budgets declined in real terms, large-
scale rationaliszation could free sufficient resources to achieve such o
posture.

2. This is because the weaknesses in NATO's posture are attrid-
utable as such to the fact that it is simply not organized to use
avuilable resourcss efficiently as to any conctraints on the svailabil-
ity of such resources per se. The problem is one of outputs as much as
inputs. MATO forces remain wesker than they should, because NATO is
only a loose coalition of independent national forces, more or less
1linked together by a supranational command structure, but lacking common
doctrine and tactics, communications, logistics, and other capabilities
that would pernit thea to fight effectively together as a multinational
force. According to one estimate, NATO is already wasting over $11 billion
annuslly by failing tc consolidate RED, procurement, and support (see
P. 21). General Goodpaster has opined that "we are losing at least
30 percent and in some areas 359 percent of our capability due te lack of
scandardisation.” OSD has estimsted that roughly $5.6 billion could
readily be saved and shifted into force improvements in the Center Region
alone. )

3. This is not to say that NATO has ignored the possidbilities of
collective defense; many measures have been tried since NATO's found-
ing -~ some quite successfully. But the overall record is unimpressive.
For 25 years, tae advantages of collective defense have been unable to
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tvercome the strong centripetal pull of nationalisa, parochialism,
traditionalism, and institutional inertia. As a tesult the “hole
of NATO's defense posture ia less than the awm of its parts.

4. Despite the indusputable fact that all NATU nations == including
the U.S. == are already dependent on one another f'r the conventional
defense of Europe, parochial national interests, rather than common
NATO needs, doainate national defense programming and Landicap efforts
to develop common research, development, and procurement programs.
BSalanced national, rather than balanced collective, forces are still
the order of the day. Paradoxically, it is the U.S. that has been both
the strongest voice for collective defense in NATO and the worst ~ffender
in terms of "going it alone." But our Furopean allies have been slower
than we to recognize that the change in the strategic balance between
the U.S. and the USSR makes the conventional component of flexible
response an incressingly important pert of the NATO triad.

5. Nor has NATO faced up to the need for tough priorities to
distribute scarce resources optirally. Instead, its military asuthorities
include "sometlhing for everybody" in their force proposals to avoid
divisive arguments and to be sure each nation gets credit for some
improvement., even if it is »f marginal value to NATO's overall defensa.

6. But the groving defense resource bind may prove the catalyst
needed to overcome these obstacles to a more rational allocation of
collective rescurces. Another catalyst may be prospective MBFR or uni-~
lateral force cuts. In effect, as NATO becomes poorer it must become
more efficient. Above all, NATO must preven. the still rising costs
of manpover and maintenance from absorbing so high e proporiion of
available defense budgetr as to prevent adequate stcck leveis and scqui-
sition of sufficient modern equipment.

7. khat s rationalisation? Ve use it broadly as en umbrellia tera
that covers anything more rational than vhat NATO {s doing now. Such a
rubric permits including measures undertaken on a NATO-wide, multicountry,
bilateral, or even purely national basis. It comprehends specialization,
standardiszation, compatibility, interoperability, icGison pTocurement,
snd force restructuring. On the other hand, rationalization does not
necessarily mean integration. One of its great advantages is its flexi-
bility in application.
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8. Moreover, several recent Jdcvelopments indicate that rational-
fzatior. thus droadly construed is acquiring momentum in NATO. They
inciude the FRG force restructuring program, the Dutch specialization
initiative, creation of a Center Region air headquarters to employ air
pover more rationally, and the Nunn Amendment conversions of U.S. forces
in Rurope to more teeth and less tail.

9. But for rationalization to achieve its full potential, such sore
is necded: first and foremost, a basic change in attitude. All allies,
above all the U.S., must start thinking primarily in terms of partner-
ship rather than in terms of national prograss. Only this will brcathe
1ife into the following essential guidelines: (a) NATO must squarely
face the fact that the groving resource bind dictates emphasis on first
things first -- tough priorities must be established; (b) first priority
sust be given to initial ground/air defense against a WP blitzkrieg;

(c) marginal and low-priority national forces and overhead must be ruth-
lessly pruned to free up 1esources in trade-off; (d) NATO forces wmust

be restructursd and streamlined to reduce manpower costs and free funds
for greater reudiness and modern equipment; (e) given high manpover
coets, greater reliance sust be placed on well trained and quickly
mobilizable reserve !orcuz. (f) NATO's air assets must be pulled together
via improved ¢} to take full advantage of airpover's flexibility;

(g) interopersbility and compatibility of forces and doctrine must be
stressed and programs to consolidate training, procurement, and mainten-
ance undertaken; (1) the outmoded doctrine that logistics in a national
responsibility must be progressively supersedad dy common logistic pro-
grams; and (1) national civil and military communications systems need
to be integratad int> a NATO communication network.

10. To make rationslization work in practice on a sufficiently

. broad scale to reslise its full potential dictates an overall matriz
approach like that proposed by the U.S. This is indispensadble to showing
hov numerous specific costs and savings to each country can be balanced

.‘l'Mo is not to argue that active combat forces should be reduced;
indeed, we would increase their strength b improving their teeth-
to-tail ratio.
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out overall to produce a much improved posture at no gieater net cost.
Rationalization must also get consistent high-level focus as & fixed
item on the NATO ministerial agenda. We need to strengthen the role
of NATO's multinational organs vis-2-vis national bureaucracies to
develop tough-minded priorities that meet }ATO's aeeds, rather than
national traditions and parochial service views. Explicit trade-offs
must be developed, either within national budgets or on a multilateral
basis, and high-level attention is necessarr to prevent such trade-
offs frum beirg buried in the bureaucracy or rejected cn narrov grounds.
But trade-offs must be assessed against priority objectives and minis-
ters will have to insist via their ministerial guidance that force pro-
posals de listed in descending srders of pirority. Everything cannot
continue to be a number-one priority.

11. But to permit developing trade-offs, conatructing a matrix,
and assessing priorities, NATO needs to develop a viable data dase and
costing machinery; othervise, rationalization proyosals will bog down
in interainable bickering over comparative costs involv:d. Hence, steps
must be taken now to set up and staff a NATO costing capability. In the
long run, some kind of common funding mechanism is also highly desirable
to facilitate multinational ratiouaslization prograss.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S GROUND POSIURE

12, Since the deficienciee in NATO's Center Region grownd force
posture are probably its most important, rectifying them should receive
top priority -- something they have never had Lefore. Despite many
improvements, Center Region ground forces are still far from optimized
to meet the armor~-heavy WP blitzkrieg threat. But the severe fiscal
constraints we foresee vill impact mrst heavily on ground forces as
the most manpcver-extensive; only by impesing tough priorities, fi-
nancing modernization via trade-offe rather than add-ons, and melding
their resources on a partnership basis can the allies rectify present
deficiencies and modernize.

13. This will inevitably require considerable rcstructuring of
NATO ground forces. The FRG's impressive force restructuring program
to optimize its defensive posture vis=2-vis the blitzkrieg threat could
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serve as a model for the rest of the furopean allies. Needed are such
neasures as: (a) streamlining urvieldy TOLE structures that are in-
creasingly incompatible with high manpower costs to permit trading

off the savings for higher manning levels, more long-service persontel,
better equipment, and more WRM; (b) pruning large national overheads

snd training establishments; and (c) cutting marginal low-priority
forces to permit shifting resources into higher-priority categories.

For example, ve question vhether all the Center Kagion countries (France
included) should be allocating so many national forces, including reserves,
to local security missions at the expense of their contributions to the
forvard shield.

(U) 14, Faster reinfcrcement schemes are also important, especially
to compensate for any MBFR or unilateral force cuts. A possible trade-
of would be concrete U.S. steps to accelerats initial reinforcemant,
4f our allies would provide the needed reception and deployment facilities.

(U) 15. The resource bind and possible MBFR and unilateral cuts
make it more important than ever that all European natiomal forces be
earmarked to NATO and be properly configured and equipped to play on
optimal role.

(U) 16. Generating more quickly available reserve forces is
essential. NATO should rationalize its reserve structure by dividing
reserves into two categories: (a) small bdut highly trained ready
reserves to quickly flesh oct the active force structure to help
absord the initial shock of enemy attack; and (b) much larger re-
serves at lover resadiness.

(U) 17. NATO must also make its ground forces mcre specifically
antiarmor-oriented as their primary miseion. Each Center Region ally
should provide a corps-level mobile antiarmor reserve, as the U.S. and
FRG nov plan to do. Allied AT weapon holdings need more desfing up with
sodern ATCMs and quickly deliversble AT mines. We propose the U.S. deploy
an sntiavmor-configured airmodbile drigade to Europe as a highly flexible
theaters reserve. The FRC might specialize in preemplaced barrier con-
struction for its allies.

CONFIDENTIAL
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() 18, Cramlandiatdon, orpatcbility, and interreritility are
enscntfal to getting the wwost for NATO's money out of constrained re-
sources. Wit the U.S. must trest this as a tvo-way street, this means
in practice buying mcre Furopean ground force equipment Lf we wan' our
alliles co buvy those air and naval items {n whick ve lead. Standardiza-
:ion on the FRC acatterable mine and rockst-laurcher wysiva is a goou
example.

(U) 19. Consclilation of duplicatory training would not only
save money buiL promote common tactics and procedures and even common
equipment., We suggust combined dasic helicopter training in the U.S.
and tactical AT he'o training and forward eir controller training in
Europe.

(C) 20. Lastly, ve suggest considering diversion of the U.S,
Matine Corps' significant capabilities to enhance Center Region de-
fense, instead of earmarking them primarily for less relevant and per-
haps insufficiently timely reinforcement of the flanks.

RATIONALIZING NATO AIR FORL!.S

(C) 21. NATO's biggest air problem continues to be that it
cannot use the large air forces it nov has vith full effectiveness.
Wide differences exist in doctrine and tactics and effective means
are lacking to interface defensive and offensive air operations, to
sllocate resources between ATAFs and to coordinate the air and ground
battle. There is a great imbalance in capabi'ities detween the 24 and
4th ATAFs fu the cruclal Center Region. Hence rationalizing its air
forces must be another high NA10 priority. Moreover, the high cost of
air technology dictates rationalization to free up resources for needed
sodernization. It is also needed to realize their potential as a gap-
filier force sgainst WP blitskrieg attack.

(C) 22. Portunately, the Center Region air forces as vell ahead
of the ground forces in moving tovard vationalization. Creation of
MFICE is an isportant breskthrough,”’but hard work remains before it will

have the authority and vherewithal to fight NATO's air forces effectively.
The Yiggest obstacle to making AAFCE a viable command {s probably national

{nterpretations of NATO's MC 14/3 strategy and the doctrine and tactics
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adopted to support thnse interpretations by national forces assigned
ot esrsarked to NATO. British opposition will be parcicularly dif-
ficult to overcome.

(C) 23. AAFCE must be made 1 strong operationsl headquarters
in peacetime, But this requires fsr better command, control, and
comsunications (C?) than #:e nov available. The techaological dreak-
through that AWACS offers may be a joverful lever to weld the Center
Region air forces into an operstionslly unified force, with common
doctrine and tactics.

(S) 24. NATO also lacks the :ommunications system to veceive
real-time {ntelligence and direct s coordinated response. It is
unrealistic to expect that NICS or any other NATO-vide system can be
developed in tise t. support AAFCE's needs in this decade. Mence
AAIFCE ghould duild on what is currently available: the FRG's national
network, fixed and modbile U.S. resources, and the YRG's CIP-67 net-
vork of fized and mobile microwave stations nov under construction.

(C) 23. Ve have to convinze our allies that it mekes little
sense to maintain air forces on continucus alert unless the head-
quarters directirg their operatioas is ac that same level of readiness.
USAFE forces shoild gear their operationa to fit AAFCE's expanding role
to prove that NATO's air forces do have the flaxtbility to meet a wide
range of threats on a timely basis. Por example, ve should seek YRG
sgreement for occasional peacetime use of German bases 1 nurthern
Germany to begin eroding the fance detween the 2d and 4th ATATs and
desonatrate that USAFE forces can support NORTHAC as well as CENTAG.

(C) 26. A ooncerted push is needed to complete colocated
operating base arrangements, becsuse (s) COBs can help break down the
2/4 ATAP fence by providing better geographic distribution; (b) they
provide survivability by dispersal, enhanced operational capebility
becsuse of reduced density, snd increased confidence on the part of
‘our allies once squadrons ace esrmarked to a given base and fire
ueipttou plans are mado; (c) until COB arrangements are completed,
ve cannot build shelters alregcdy authorized for our Rapid Reactor
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squadrons; (d) COBs also can help link TAC with NATO by giving TAC
squadrons earmarked to a particular COB firsthand familiarization
visits; (e) COBs will reduce vulnerability of USAFE's conventional
sunitions.

(C) 27. NATO needs to expand the aircraft shelter program to
include 100 percent of aircruft available by M+30. W: supgest a
joint U.S./U.K. approach requesting a SACEUR waiver to his require-
ment for aciive all-weather ground-to-air defenses in the U.K. in
return for an increased air-to-air capability and the formation of
U.K. territorial units for AAA and SAM defenses,

(C) 28. Rapid reinforcement is second only to survivability of
in-position forces. To speed emergency deployment, we suggest aug-
senting each European-based squadron with four to six like afrcraft
from CONUS squadrons. The receiving squadron would have an increased
capability almost as large as the percentage increase In UE afrcraft.
When remaining CONUS aircraft and supperting personnel arrived later,
chey would be joined by thair advance unit. Tanker support for TAC
and USAFE also needs careful review,

(C) 29. Since more airlift i{s needed for U.S. units deploying
to Europe == particularly vide-bodied aircraft to carry outsized
cargo == a European CRAF (empecially of ajrcraft modified for outsize
loads) could speed U.S. deplovments. Such a European CRAF with wide-
budied aircraft could he a valuable EUROGROUP initiative. Also needed
are more reception facilities for CONUS-based reinforcements. Current
peacetime APODs are too few and would be too congested under wartime
conditions, Civi! airfields are available, but a U.S. irnitiative is
needed to end the debate generated by SACEUR's requirement that active
air defenses must be provided before infrastructure funds can be used
to build storage facilities for necessary prepositioned equipment.

(C) 30. The NATO EW programs can be a model for other rationaliza-
tion programs. There is more N\TO-s:ide agreement on the nced for inter-
operability and compatibility in EW than any other facet of NATO's

SECRET



< R . A - . o e e

CONFIDENTIAL

xiif

defense. Success here would promote confidence in other rationaliza-
tion programs as well as build confidence that NATO's air forces can
succeed against Pact surface-to-air defenses.

(C) 31. Improved air munitions can also increase NATO's confi-
dence. We suggest a USAF/RAF program of cooperation to break dova
RAF resistance, such as a Jrd Air Force/Strike Command agreement to
exchange RAF tanker support for USAF laser designatcrs. Since remotely
piloted vehicles (RPVs) are increasing in {mportance, 0SD should con-
sider a NATO RPV program organized along lines that parallel the NATO
EV program.

(U) 32. Rationalizing NATO's air forces requires more srecialiaa-
tion. Smaller allies siaply cannot afford balanced air forces with the
full range of capabilities required to meet the WP air threat. The
larger and riore capable U.K., FRG, and U.S. air forces will have to
f111 the gaps. Finding the right bdalance for the USAF contribution
will be difficult, but the criterion should be to develop a balanced
NATO posture, not a balanced USAFE posture. Trade-offs are essential.

(C) 33. For example, 1f ve want an AWACS in Europe before 1985,
it may have to be a U.S. program. Our allies know that the U.S. {s
buying AWACS and has a0 more logical place to deploy them than Europe.
A cooperative production program vsuid take years of dcbate, first on
a cost-sharing formuls and then on a coproduction formula. And we
aight end up vith a system less capable than planned becsuse of the
compromises required to develop the cooperative program. On the other
hand, AWACS {s splendid trade-off material; to promote rationalization,
the U.S. could proposed that in return for AWACS the allies take over
the air defense role, including NADGE, fixed SAM sites, and peacet'me
interception and identification of intruding aircraft.

(C) 34. Electronic Warfare Support (EWS) is another role in
vhich the U.S. might logically specialize. We are the only ally vith
the vealth and technological base to do s0o Since worldwide U.S. con-
cerns vill drive us to develop an EWS capability anyway, why not use {t
to {111 tha NATO requirement as well? We'd trade off U.S. EF-111A
aircraft in return for our allies' developing RPVs to aid in the EWS

afission,
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(C) 35. While politics and prestige may prove insuperable
obstacles, the logic of rationalization applies to the MRCA and the
lightweight fighter programs as well. Otherwise the escalating cost
of the MRCA will critically limit the number of PF-104Cs thot are
replaced. Six nations (the U.S., FRG, Netherlands, Belgium, Nu-way,
and Denmark) seek a lightweight fighter aircraft and three (U.S.,
Britain, and Germany) need an air superiority aircra.t — which tie
U.S. has in the P=15. At a time of economic stringency, our European
allies ovght at least to consider such a mix in lieu of the MRCA, and
be compensated in other procurement.

(C) 36. Rationalizing NATO's air forces would not require major
changes to national air force structures. The RAF aix would not be
altered axcept to aake more rational use of available assets: the
Luftvaffe would also maintain a balanced force. But the Dutch aud
Belgian air forces would relinquish their recce role and replace
these afrcraft with lightweight fighters as an add-on at the tail end
of their F-104G replacement program. The singla squadron of transports
the Dutch and Belgians each maintain add 1ittle to NATO deterrence or
defense, unless combined with the transport capabilities of their allies
and assigned to SACEUR. Ve propose hey also be replaced by LW fighters
on a one=for-one basis as an aad-on to their F-104C replacement pcograa.

(U) 37. (Cowaolidating air training would not only increase ability
to operate together, but save monsy to dboot. The U.S. ought to support
B'ROTRAIN efforts along these lines, but 0SD has no single agency charged
vith this responsibility. Since European westher makes a European-based
UPT facility impractical, the U.S. should offer a CONUS=based progras.
MATO also needs an air combat tactics school. We should share our excel-
lent flight simulators for air-to-air and air-to-surface combat. A
Rurope-dbased school would permit joint procurement of simulators and
a facility for live-weapons training.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

(U) 38. While NATO {s hardly oversupplied with modern naval
forces, it appears even l2ss vell of vith respect to its ground/air
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shield forces =—— a situation that suggests certain resource trade-offs.
Moreover, NATO's naval posture. designed largely to keep open the sea
lanes, seems out of kilter with its top priority need to deter or out-
last a short Warsav Pact blitzkrieg. Keeping open the ses lanes {s an
essential hedge against a NATO/Pact conventional war lasting more than
8 fev veeks. But our philosophy 1s that NATO cannot afford to divert
80 many scarce resources to such a hedge if it enhunces the likelthood
that we wvould lose the var on the continent itn the first carpaign. This
is oimply a matter of putting first things first.

(U) 39. Aside from the 1bove, most European NATO navies are inade-
quate to meet present naval missfons. So they are in need of rational-
fizing even to cope with present missions in the face of the squeeze
created by rising costs and budget constraints. Vor example, most
of thea maintain too many lac-ge, obsolescent units of marginal effec-
tiveness, theredy impeding sesential modernization. Moreover, several
European navies siphon off resources that could be better spent on
mseting even sore serious allied ground and air .Jefictencies.

(U) 40. On the other hand, the U.S. Navy, given its global role
and the fact that only the United States can foot the bill for such a
global navy, 10 & special case. Since the U.S. vill maintain powerful
nava® forces in any event, it is only retional that we should assume
the dominant dlue-vater role for NATO too. Hence ve propose essentially
an sdaptation ci the U.S. Navy'e “t. -4 " scheme, vhereby the United States
(helped by the U.K. and Canuds) wwid be responsible for npen-ocean opera-
tions and the continental European allies vould optimize regionally to
cope vith the local Soviet naval threat. This would also pe:mit some
shifting of European defense resources to meeting higher-priority
ground and air deficiencies.

(S) 41. Since SACLANT has indicated that his present forces are
fasufficient to hoth provide {nitia! convoy protection and perform his
other priority missions, it is rational to look at vays of reducing
requiremente for sea-lans-protection forces. Possible options include
sea-based prepositioning of U.S. equipment and stocks in Europe, in-
creasing airlift capability, "time-phased” allocation of USAT assets
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to maritime wvarfare, modification of certain sealift ships to carry
ASW helicoptern, and stress on fast sealift to Europe, {f time is
avcilable detwe.:n M-Day and D-Day.

(U) 42, Erpensive awprort and logist.ce finctions need rational-
{zing through regional pooling of naval supply, maintenance and training
facilities, and consolidation of NATO and national shore-based communi-
cations stations and ASW/suiveillance air facilities.

(U) 43, The smller navies need to concentrate on aingle-purrosa,
less-expensive, lesc-vulrervble naval weapons systems, instead of ex-
pensive multipurpose systems that represent an allocation of defense
resources inconsistent with NATO's priority need for improved ability
to cope vith fast-peaking Soviet capabilities in a NATO/Pact war.
Special attention should be paid to the enhancement of NATO “choke-
puint® naval capabilities, especially straits closure. We suggest
8 large number of specific options.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S LOGISTIC POSTURE

(S) &4. The case for greater NATO logistic cooperation rests
largely on a simple proposition == 2t present NATO may actually lack
the logietic backing .0 fight effectively -- even for the first
80 daye: (a) Serious dcficlencies exist in key stocks; (b) it {s
questionable vhether av>n 1if available they could be moved forward
in time to planned defense positions; (c) prolireration of different

veapons, ammunition, and other equipment creates a logistic nightaare

in the crucial Center Region; and (d) separate national logistic sys-
tems tehind nalional corpe sectors deprive APCENT of the ability to
esploy its forces flezibly, and would add to the logistic mightmare

vhen LOCs became inextricably intermingled in a fast-moving NATO/WP
conflict. The U.S. has not yet developed a new LOC to replace that

lost vhen Prance withdrew from ihe NATO military structure. In short,
NATO has no real logistic posture, only a collection of national postures;
this makes it well-nigh impossibla for the NATO allies to fight as a
multinational force.
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(U) 45. While rationalizing is thus indispensable on grounds of
effcctiveness alone, the growing resource bind dictates finding cont=-
saving efficiencies as well. Fortunately, logistic rationalization is
less subject to doctrinal or patochisl objections than force structure
and combat force deployments. But the pernicious "doctrine” that losis-
tics is a national responsibility 18 a crucial obstacle. National
political and militcry authorities have been as reluctant to give up
control of support forces or supplies as they have been to give up
control of combat forces. There also has been a Jack of NATO initia-
tive to solve its logistic problems. NATO's military authorities have
concentrated on atandardization as the key to greater effectiveness
within available resources, but have not pushed other worthwhile pro-
Jects as hard.

(U) 46. The go-it-alone syndrome is still reflected in national
logistic planning. In part this has been perpetuated by major allies,
such as the U.S. and the U.K., which are reluctant to see their forces
tied dovn in vays that limit their flexibility for use in .othor contingen-
cies. But the U.S. should not let EUCOM's limited vesponsibilitiee for
contingency operations prevent our participsting in logistic programs
that vill generate significant economies or {mprove NATO's overall capa-
bilitdes.

(C) 47. In realicy, natiomal logistic reespomsibility is an outmoded
myth. All allies are so interdependent on each other that no nation can
go it alone in Furope == not even the U.S. For exawple, NATO nations
are users cf 1.3 million U.S. items and are the sole managers of 445,000.
itoms used by the U.S. Nor could wve operate long without POL supplies
provided via allied cooperation, their PIT and utility systems, or the
local ational employees respnonsible for much of our noncombat support.

(C) 48. Realism dictates that NATO wili probadbly take an {ncre-
mental approach to logistic rationaliszation. While such “salami tactics”
may be suboptimization, they are probably the most feasible approach in
a loose 15-nation coalition., Perhaps the zost desirable short-term option
18 & common Center Region LOC Command, which would be initially conf{md
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Furopean Cefcnee Supply Agency, Af it is to field a credible convun-
sional posture at acceptable cost.

COMPATIBILITY, INTEROPERABILITY, AND STANDARDIZATION
(U) 57. While standardization nas always enjoyed devoted 1ip

service in NATO, in practice it has usuaily becn stymied by natinnalisa
and parochialism. It has been the exception rather than the rule. In-
deed, NATO has been moving over th: last several years tovard destan-
dardization instead. Again, the U.S. has been the worit offender. But
to cope vith the growing defense resource bind, the allies must adopt
more reaiistic policies, eliminate duplication in RéD and production,
achieve ecoromies of ecale, and increase the abiliry of national forces
to operate effectively tcgether.

(U) $8. Above all, the U.S. must buy Furcean, if ve vant the
Europeans to buy Amerisan. The wost logical aras for doing so is in
ground force equipment, where we are hardly the league leaders. Ve
suggest a number of army items the U.S. migh’ well buy in Europe.

(U) $9. Where standardization proves too difficult to achieve,
NATO should focus more on such halfway houses as compatibility and
interoperability. Foc example, even if small arms and artillery cannot
be standardized, it 1s nonetheless cruc’ally important that their high-
consumption asmunition be compatible and interchangeable. The gain fros
ainor differences in caliber seems insignificant compared to the opera-
tional and logistic advantages of esch ally's being able to use the
other's amsunition.

(U) 60. A realistic incremental approach to standardization is
also essential. Sincs coproduction and licensing schemes usually «nd
up costing more ruther than saving money, we favor single source
specialization in RED and procurement. But the key to success here
is trade-offs, so that esch participating nation gets 3 fair share of
the pie. This is vhy the brosd matrix approach proposed by the 1.S.
1s so useful to making standardization more than a one-way street.

(U) 61. Expensive air-delivered PGMs offer a good opportunity
for standardization vis tcade-offs. We suggest that if NATO standardized

CONFIDENTIAL



SRS AR V..

CONFIDENTIAL

(This Page ts UNCLASSIFIED)
xx{

on raverick the U.,S, should share its present stocks, contribute to
& SACEUR reserve of such weapons, help in maintenance and training,
and share any savings from i.creased production runs.

(U) 62. Consistent miniscerial-level pressure is nexded to
achieve progrese; sad experience shows that it cannot be achieved
by leaving standardization, interoperability, etc. to the NATO and
national bureaucracies. We suggest a procedure wherely key miniatere
would agree among themselves not ‘o procure a naw weapon wntil their
services agree on a standard model, or at least a ccrron ~aliber
or round. This might have a catliartic effect. As a test case we
suggest that the FRG, U.K., and U.S. do this on the next generation
tank gun and round.

(U) 63. If the resource bind is as tight as ve believe, a bolder
approach than incrementalism is needed to realize the full potential of
standardizaticn and common production. We think the Callaghan pruposal
for a North Atlartic Defense Commn Market, with specific goals for com-
acn procurement, is an appealing grand design.

MODERSIZING NATO'S MULTILATERAL STRUCTURE

(U) 64, NATO's own elaborate machinery and cumbersome procedures,
shaped as much by political as by militery factors, are themselves major
obstacles to rationalization. Their size and cost are not the resl issues.
Indeed, the very elaborateness of NATO's machinery tends to mask its
central weakness -- its lack of sufficient clout to influence national

programs more effectively. Hence wve urge strengthening NATO's common
institutions, rather than further ve:kening them, as essential to get-
ting any large-scale rationalization program off the ground.

(U) 65. While modest savings would be possible from further stream-
lining of NATO's unvieldy military ccmmand structure, the chief source of
wvaste and redundancy is the overlap betwveen NATO and national command
structures. The cost in duplicatory C? slone is horrendous. This is
vhere. U.S. remedinl action in particular should focus, and we suggest
several steps to merge and colocats U.S. with NATO Headquarters.
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(U) 66, We suggest several measures for strengthening the role of
the Secretary General and IS, Aa for the Military Comajttec, it is 2t
present only a pale reflection of the national aflitary chiefa of staff
whom {t represents, rather than a scurce of {ndependent military advice.
It should either be strengthened by enhancing the role of the chairman
and requiring the MC to be more responsive to ministerial guidance, or
be eliminated as rcdundant in favor of a Chiefs of Staff Committee that
would meet periodically. The chairman, with a small staff, could tien
become senicr military adviser to the SG and NAC. In either case,
the International Military Staff should be pruned.

(U) 67. SHAPE seems overloaded, and its response times to
requests unduly slow. SHAPE should delegate more planning and opera-
tional functions to its major commands, so that it can concentrate more
on strategic and policy issues, and in any case, it is the major commands
that will have to fight any war.

(C) 68. The complex, politically inspired command arrangements
in NATO's Southern Region desperately need sorting auyt., We question
the nead for AIRSOUTH and LANDSOUTHEAST/6th ATAF. aval command and
control in the Mediterranean is even more in need of streamlining;
ve suggest several options to this end.

(U) 69. Iudecd, the need for rationalization of NATO's fragmented
maritime capabilities to get the most for the money is so compelling as
to varrant another look at the old proposal for a Supreme Allied Commardar
Maritime (SACMAR). We suggest possible ways of meeting past objections.

OTHER KEY ASPECTS OF RATIONALIZATION

(U) 70. Theater Nuclear Rationalization. While we offer nv
detailed recommendations with respect to rationalizing NATO's theater
nuclear posture, we are convinced this is required and that it must
g0 hand in hand with the rationalization of conventional forces.
However, a radical and highly viaible varhead reduction, as some have
suggested, would probably be disastrous to allied confidence and, for
.that matter, to the Soviet perception of our resolve. In our opinion,
the NATO triad of linked strategic, theater nuclear, and conventional
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capatiliticos remains the cornerstone of effective deterrence fn Europe.
Moreover, the ratfonalization zteds for conventional forces that we aave
recoumended will place NATO {n o tetter posftion to meet any nuclear
cont ingency as well., Rationalization shculd aim for less vulnerability,
some reasoned reduction in obsclescent weapons, and improved wart {ghting
~apability {n NATO's theater nuclcar posture,

(U) 71. PRationrliaing lefvnae of the Flanks, We also offer some
thoughts on how to rationalize defense of the NATO flanks. This means
in eusence cutting the coat to fit the cloth; since few flank countries
will be ahle to devote added resources to thetr own d>fense, their NATO
sissions shculd be reduced to what they can afford.

(U) 72, Fatiomalining NATO Commmicaticra. The elaborate and
cumplex NATO and nationsl communications systems are another fertile
area for vationalization. Although our look was summary, it is nbvious
that JATO {s not getting an adequate capability in return for {ts
continuing enormcus investment in comsunications. At the tactical
level the variour national forces have the wrenching prodblem of not
being able to communicate readily, if at all, with one another. This
hamstrings tactical flexibility in employment of the varivus national
forcas available. In the iarger, nontactical systems, vhere the bulk
of the resources guv, there is & maze of duplication, lack of compati-
bility, and even a failure to interconnect compatible systems that
would provide all users more effective communications.

(S) 73. Hence we applaud the main thri st of the DOD-sponsored
Corcoran Report that we must all think NATO and rationalize toward
a fully integrated NATO communications system. In its ultimate form,
such a system would serve national as well as NATO needs in the Euro-
pean area.

(S) 74, Mcbilization and Alert Froseduree. No aspect of NATO's
command machinery needs rationalising more than its complex and cumber-
some mobilization and alert system., This is yet another area in which
some experts doubt that NATO could effectively go to war. Moreover,
the trend toward greater reliance on quickly mobilizable reserves {s
deepening the seriousness of the problem. The political pitfalls
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impeding tiuely mobilization arec more worrisome than the risk of
delayed strategic warning. The problem is really whether NATO can
rcact to timelv warning. NATO alert and mobilization procedures
badly need overhaui.

(U) 75. To help overcome the problem of slow parliamentary pro-
cedures, while continuing to reserve to parliaments the right to approve
full mobilization, we suggest a syrtem vhereby certain predetermined
forces could be called up and deployed without reccurse to parliaments.
One model could be the 30,000-man FRG Standty Reserve, subject to call
by the FRG Defense Minister.

(U) 76. Strengthening NATO's French Comnection. Lastly, the
groving resource bind means that NATO needs a stronger French connec-
tion. French geography *nd forces are so important to NATO's conven-
tional defense that every esffort chould_ be made to find ingenious
vays to include France in rationalization programs. For example, we
need to connect NATO and French communication systems. The NADGE
conncetion can be expanded. A similar standdby connection could link
Trench military headquarters with AFCENT and AAFCE wvar headauarters
to Boerfink. We also need contingency plans to use Yrench facilities,
" particularly COBs and APODs for follow-on forces and resupply of forces
that ansy de already engaged in combat.

|
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ONE HUNDRED FORTY-FIVE ACTIONS
THAT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO RATIONALIZATION

1. RATIONALIZATION IN GENERAL

1. Adopt a broad NATO concept of rationalization to permit explora-
tion of the wvidest possidle range of sensible defense measures (op. 16-18).,

2. Use a matrix approach to permit focus on overall net costs and |
savings, rather than requiring each measure to stand on its own feet

(p. 30).

3. Keep high-level focus on rationalization to prevent options
from being buried in the bureaucracy or rejected on narrow grounds. In-
clude it on every ministerial agenda and charge the DRC Executive Working
Group with monitoring the program (p. 31).

4. Reverse NATO procedures to compel tough focus on priorities;
trade-offs must be assessed against priority objectives, if NATO must do
more with less (p. 32).

S. Urgently set up and staff adequate machinery to develop explicit
trade-offs and to provide the cost data essential for sensible ratiozali-

sation decisions (p. 33).

6. Develop pragmatic approaches to cozt sharing an' common funding
of rationalization proposals, such as a clearinghouse fund (pp. 33-34).

Ia. RATIONALIZING NATO GROUND FORCES

7. Give highest NATO priority to rectifying deficiencies in the
Center Region ground shield == priority these deficiencies rever nhave had

..for. (P. 35) .

8. Tollow the FRG force restructuring model and reduce the large,
expensive, and unwieldy size of NATO unita, plus the large division
slices that support them (pp. 43-47).

9. Relieve U.S. Aruy forces in Europe of contingency missions nut-
side the Center Region (p. 48).

10. Examine possible trade-offs between reducing mortars and/or tube
artt:};ry to permit adding AT weapons and scatterable mine launchers
(». ]

11. Reorganize Benelux and U.K. vartime personnel now assigned to
guarding rear areas into infantry brigades well equipped with AT weapons

(p. 49).
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12, Thicken NATO's defensive shield by sccelerating the deployment
of augmentation forces from the U.K., Canada, and the U.S. (pp. 5i-54).
Free up 1ift for high priority U.S. movements oy careful pruning of all
nonessentia. items and equipment that can be shipped later or obtained
fror our allies (p. 52).

1), Trade a firm U.S. DPQ commitment to Lave sever divisions in
Europe by M#10 or so in exchange for specified facilities and services
to be supplied by our NATO allies (pp. 51-54).

14. Cenerate more quickly availatle reserve cosbat forces by giving
reserve units sizable act{ve duty cadres, placing greater eaphasis on
reserve training and affiliating reserve with active units (pp. 54-60),

13. Arm European allied territorial forces with light AT weapons to
supplement regular forces and thicken up antiarmor defensa in depth
(pp. 57 and 69).

16, Revamp U.S. Army reserve structure to fit Army's missicn of
providing the bulk of Center Region sugmentation forces by the "three-
tier" approach cited in 17-19 below.

17. GEarmark a uhuuly' small, highly ready segment of our rescrve
to fill M-Day skortages in active units (pp. 57-58).

18. CGive next priority’'to reserves affiliated with active units as
round-out elements (p. 58).

19. Correlate the remsinder of the U.S. ground force reserve
strulture vith the active structure to ensure ddequate support of cow~
bat forces to be deployed (p. 59).

20. Shift resources to make NATO's forces more specifically anti-
armor-oriented (pp. 60-62).

21. Ask each nation providing corps-sized contribution to the
shield to include a corps—level antiarmor reserve comparable to that
planned for the FRG corps (p. 62).

22, Por example, convert the Belgian paracommando brigade to an
airwobile antiarsor brigade, and ask the Dutch both to increass their
buy of heavy antitank weapons and to field a corps—~level antisrmor
vegiment (p. 62).

23. Yhe U.K. could either convert the tvo corps=-level reconnais-
sance regiments in the BACR (and the one in the U.K.) into one corps
AT brigede, or reconfigure the remaining U.K. parachute and airportable
brigades for the antiarvor mission (pp. 62-63).

24. Strengthen further the antitank capabilities of the two U.S.
arsored cavalry regiments in USAREUR (p. 63).
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25. PReview the USAREUR scheme for piecemeal deployment of Cobra/TOW
companies and concentrace available assets at echelons higher than
division (pp. 61-64).

26, Create a highly mobile AFCENT-level antiarmor reserve capable
of rapidly deploying to any point vhere a breakthrougl threatens by d
providing a 11.S. untitank helicopter brigade in the new TRADOC configu~ 1
vation (pp. 64-66).

27. Trade this antitank helicopter brigade for logistic support !
fros our European allies (p. 66).

28. Arm the standard Cobra (AA-IC) with 2.75-iuch rockets as & cheap
addition to NATO AT capabilities (v. 66).

29. Consider replacing s'me U.S. artillery, especially in the mecra-
nized division, with the FRG light-rocket-launcher sys.ea and scattarable
aines (p. 67).

30, Trade allied purchase of °RG mires and mine dispenesra. for FRS !
provision of common storags sites for these and other barrier muterials

(p. 67).

31. Standardize barrier doctrine and tactics detween corps sectors
to preclude end runs by Pact armor forces (pp. 67-69).

32. Rave the FRG specialize in barrier construction un behalt of
the other Center Region allies (p. 68).

33. Promote standardization by standsrdizing on the FRC scatterable
aine for U.S., U.K., and Benelux forces (pp. 73=74).

34. The U.K., FRG, and U.S. defense ainisters should agree that
none would procure a new tank until their three cervices agreed on a
common gun caliber and ammo (p. 74).

35. Consolidate NATO training to reduce duplicate training estab-
lishments anc promote cowmon tactics and procedures (pp. 76-78).

36. Consolidate bdasic helicopter training in the CONUS and AT heli-
copter tactical training in Europe (p. 77).

37. Broaden U.S. Marine Corps contingency rolec by modifying their
contiguration, especially in ground and air armaments, to make their
employment in the Center Reglion more practicable (pp. 78-79).

38. Dedicate a Marina air transportable brigade for immediate M-Day
deployment to Iceland (p. 80).
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111, RATIONALIZING NATO AIR_FORCES

)9, Make AAFCE a strong operational headquarters in peacetine, with
the missfon of organtzing J4\TO's national atr forces as a balanced, col-
lective force under unified command and contrel (pp. 84-84).

40. Provide AAFCE an tnfifal 3 capability with what {4 curvent).
available from NATO sources and what can be generated by hilater sl arr ige-
ments with i{nterested allies (USAFE, USAREUR, ELCOM, DCA fixed and mobi.«
assets, NALGE and the FRG's C1P-67 network) (pp. 2¢-3.),

4V, Promote joint peacetime air operations to J.omonstrite hiw NATO's
alr forces have the flexibility to meet a troad range of theater-wide
threats on a4 timely basis (pp. 96-98).

42, Make a concerted push to complete COB arrange=ents to enlance
survivability by dispersal, permit progress on the shelter program, and
enhance operational capability (pp. 100-102).

43, Use COBy as a foot in the door to help break down the fence
betveen the 2d and &th ATAFs by routine USAFZ deploymsnts tc (0Bs for
joint operations (p. 102).

4. Use ooi- to help 1link TAC with NATO by haviag elem:nts of TAC
earmarked rquadrons viasit their COB location as part of Crested Cap
("n 102-'103).

45. Use the deterrent value that COBs provide by plaaning now for
lov=key deployaments of flights, rather than rquadrons, in periods of
incredsing tension, wvhen full-scale augmentation is not yet desirable
('Pn 103°1N).

46. Reduce current vulncrability of USAFE conventional aunitions
by prefinancing infrastructure funding of a aunitions storage facility
at each COB cbtained (pp. 105-106).

47. Use NATO air forces to form a gap~filler force against a WP
armor attack, by peacetime planning and exercising to interdict avenues
of attack upen to WP armor (pp. 106-108).

43. Develop specialty teams using USAT laser designators and allied
aircraft with bombs wmodified for laser delivery to spark NATO interest
and promote confidence (pp. 106-107).

49. Expand the aircraft shelter program to include those NATO
combat aircraft (30 percent) that will not have shelters as of M+3. We
also propose a joint U,.S.-U.K. approsch to overcomt the SACEUR require-
asnts for active air defense -- a requirement that precludes U.S. recoup~-
sent of shelter funds expended in the U.K. from the NATO infrastructure
program (pp. 108-110).
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%0. drview cheliter design to protect atr-raft and personnel ander-
1w munttions loading, refueling, and matntenanie during the *urnaround
tom between soebat miesfons, and expedite turnatcund time In general
top. 110-111).

S1. Provide more raptd U.S. reinforcement by augmenting existing
squadrens betore adding earmarked aquadrens,  In an emergency, !ncre:se
the numbher ¢t atreratt and crews of exfsting USAFE squadroens by CONLS
undts eonding up to six atreraft each to join comparable cverseas units
within a matter of hours (pp. 113=114),

$2. Revicw tanker support for TaC and USAFE to {mprove reffurce-
ment and coehat operatione, ‘nzluding possitle dedication of tunaers,
atreamlining the political deciaston process leading to augmentation, and
developing LSAF/RAF contingency plans for U.K. tanker support of U.S.
afrerafe during deployment to Curope and combat operations (pp. 114-115),

). Provide more atrlift for army augpmentation units by adding
muitfied wide-body atrcraft to the U.S. CRAF fleet and creating a Furopean
CRAF -- with or without modified wide-hody atfrcraft. However, a Furopean
CRAF with modified wide-body afrcraft might be an {nitiative the EUROGROUP
could agree to (pp. '15-117),

54, Provide reception facilities for CONUS-based reinforcements by
ending the debat~ with SHAPE over which comes first: acilve air defense
for APODs or firz arrangements to earmark existing facilities and to pro-
vide storage facilities to b. financed from i{nfrastructure funds for
prepositioned equipment (pp. 118-119).

355. Use technology to promote rationalization; hegin by giving re-
newved support to the NATO Electronic Warfare Progras (pp. 119-120).

$6. Introduce PCMs into NATO's {nventory; we suggest a USAF-RAT
program of cooperatfon (pp. 121-122),

$57. Create a NATO Remotely Piloted Vehicle Program (RPV) organized
along the lines of OSN's NATO Electronic Warfare Program (p. 123).

5SS, Acrept AWACS as a U.S. responsibility, because to get AWACS
before 1985 requires accepting the fact that it #ill have to be predom-
t{nantly a U.S. program (p. 125).

$9. Make ai* defense a European rvsponsibility in return for the
U.S. AWACS (p. 126).

60. Accept Electronic karfare Support (EWS) as a U.S. responsibility
(p. 127-128). ‘

61. Reduce USAFE's peacetime reconnaissance capability as partial
compensation for accepting the EWS mission (p. 128).
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62. Consider a higi*=leve! UI.S, Initlative o bring sense to the
Futupean MRCA and lightweight fighter programs (pp. 129-111).

6). Replace Dutch and Belgian recce squuirons with LWP afrcraft as
an add-on to their projected LWF buy. The U,S., U.K., and FRC would
pro-ide AAFLE's crecce needs (pp. 131-112).

64. Replace the Dutch and Belgian alr transport squadrons (one each)
vith LWF aircraft, unless transports are to be merged into a NATO air
transport command (pp. 131-132).

65. To promute joint training in NATO, offer U.S. cooperation for
& MATO undergraduate pilot training program t1 ti¢ U.J0. (pp. 133-134),

66. Consider establishment of a NATO air combat tactics school in
Euvpe and otfer U.S. computer technology for combat simulators (p. 135).

IV. RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

#7. Restructure NATO naval forces, especially those of the smaller
allies, on a regional basis to cope with the Soviet naval threat (p).
101-15”.

38, Optimise European ravies asgainst Soviet naval capabilitiee
vithin regional command areas and phase out forces inconsistent with this
policy (pp. 155-156).

69. lasprove the timeliness and effectiveness of strait-closing
cspabilities of "strait-guarder” nations, as vell as their capabilities
to prevent subsequent clearing and forcing of guarded straits (p. 153).

70. Phase out those allied attack sudbmarincs not optisum for etrait
closure, barrier operations, or regional ares coast defense (p. 156).

71, Iniciate time-phased allocation of appropriate USAT assets to
assist in maritime varfare (p. 168).

72. Reduce the requirements for sea-lane-protection forces by seg-
based prepositioning of U.S. equipment and stocks in Europe (pp. 169-171).

13. Arrange for military forces to have assured access to European
:ouut; POL reserves in emergency to reduce early shipping requirements
p. 171).

74, Modify container ships and tenkers to carry ASW helicopters to
help in the sea-lane protection mission (p. 172).

13. lacrease the frequency with vhich U.S. Coast Guard ships with
an ocean-going ASW capability exercise vith U.S. Navy (p. 173).
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6. Exploft opportunities for reglunal pooling of naval supply,
mmintenance, and other logistic operations (pp. 174-175),

17. Survey NATO and national shore-laaed facilities and missions
and consulidate where practicable (pp. 175-176).

78. Belgium: Divert resources projected for construction of & DEs
1n 1977-1979 to irproving Belgiua's ground force cuntribution (p. 178).

79. Canada: Shift six escorts from the Pacific io the Atlantic and
commit all Atlantic destroyers to SACLAINT; elininate the three Canadian
submarines used largely for ASW training and exercise ASW units with U.S.
forces (pp. 178-179).

80 Denmark: Shift resources from escorts and submarines to im-
proving strait-closure capab’'lities (pp. 179-180).

81. Germany: Equip all nev patrol boats with SSM, rather than
procuring §SM for four Hamburj-class destroyers (or shift the destroyers
to ocean eacort misafons under SACLANT); i{n the future, concentrate on
sanller, less vulnerable craft for BALTAP defense (pp. 180-182).

82. Creecs: Coucentrate future procurement on fast patrol boats,
nissile and torpedo, and mine-wvarfare craft (pp. 182-183).

8). Italy: Shift cesources to small craft optimized against the
Soviet Navy, such as PiMs or FPBCs (pp. 183-185).

84, Netherlands: Eliminate submarinis; shift emphaais from naval
forces to improving 1 Netherlands Corps antitank and air attack capabili-
ties (pp. 1835-186).

85. Norway: Equip destroyer escorts with SSM and improve capabili-
tiee m)ssn-amd small craft and land-based air ASW capabilities (pp.
186-187).

86. Portugal: Shift emphasis to mine warfare craft and ASW patrol
aircraft to assist in control of the Striite of Cibraltar ard approaches
("o 1.7°1°°)l

87. ITurkey: Shift resources to improve strait-closure capabilities,
especially in mine warfare craft and fast patrol boats armed with SSM
(”o 1."1’0).

88. United Kingdom: Place emphasis on mainteining and modernizing
British ASW capabilities as the eastern anchor of the sea-lane-protection
forces (pp. 190-193).
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V. RATIOMALIZING NATO LOGISTICS

89. Crganize a common Center Region 1NC to meet the needs of the
U.S.y UK., Canada, FRG, and Benelux countries (pp. 21)=216).

90. Establish an AFCENT LOC Command to marage all AFCFNT movement
of mrn and supplies from ports and airhieads to army group or corps rear
boundaries (pp. 216-217). '

91. Increase the exchange of logistic Jdats within NATO to perait
NATO military commanders to make realistic plans for vartime support of
NATO forces (pp. 217-219).

92. Use NAMSA more as a clearinghouse for excess equipment, WM,
and supplies (pp. 219-221).

93. Increase U.S. use of NAMSA for theater support to achieve
economnies of scale and military manpower (pp. 221-222).

94. Launch a sustaired drive tn have nations move more forces from
national command Lo carmarked or assigned to NATO (pp. 222-223).

95. Create a SACEUR stock of WRM and munitions by a multipronged
cooperative approach that avoids the pitfalls of previously proposed
common funding proposals (pp. 223-229).

96. Civilianize the Central Europecn Pipeline System to save costs
vhile relieving the military of an unnecessary burden (p. 229).

97. Appoint a full-time NATO Assistant Secrecary General to provide
added focus on crucial consumer logisti~s problems (p. 230).

98. Over the longer run, move toward a full-tise centralized agency
to inteprate NATO logistic requirements in peace and war (pp. 233-24).

99. Develop a logistic matrix covering production and procurement,
supply an) uaintenance to overcome some of political and economic
obstacleu to standardization (p. 234).

100. Use the "visemen" approach to study vhat institutional forms
common NATO logistics should take (p. 2236).

101. Initiate a SRAPE study on the requirement for a multinationsl
logistic command (pp. 237-239).

102, Begin planning for a Eurcpean Defense Supply Agency to achieve

savings in costs of consumables and to promote rutual support, increased
standardization, and common logistic procedures (pp. 239-240).
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VI.  COMPATIBILLIY, ‘TiROFSRARTLITY, AND STANDARDIZATION

103, Uhile preswing standardization as much as feastble, focus
chiefly on surh ialfwvay Youscs as tnsuring operadbility of equipment,
harmonizing doctrine and procedures, and joint use of facflities and
equipment (pp. 236-259).

104, Push for coreon calibers and interchangeable rounds for small
arme, artillery, and tank guns (p. 257).

105. OJecide on common frequencies and procedures for tactical com=
sunications (p. 237).

106. Ertend aircraft cross-servicing ~t national air bases to
develop common bomb racks, missile pylons, and interciangeable avionics
(p. 258).

107. Agree at ministerlal level that no new NATO STANAC will de
rejected below chief of staff level in NATO's capitals (p. 259).

108.. Make truade-offs the name of the gams and use the logistic-
matrix approach to balance out the potential costs and savings associated
with standardization (pp. 261-263).

109. Push for the single-manager approach as first choice and
single-source development and joint production as second choice only
(”o 26‘-2“)0

110. Procure vheesled vehicles for USAREUR and USAFE from European
commercial sources (p. 267).

111. Make s three-way trade-off, vith the U.K. producing through-
deck carriers, the FRG the Leopard II tank, and the U.S. lightwight
fighter aircraft. lise a matrix to offset unbalanced payments (pp. 267-268).

112. Request NATO nations to accept the fmproved Maverick ae the
standard sirtorne antitank wveapon and create an initial SACEUR reserve
stock from U.S, resources (pp. 268-269).

113, Create better management to control standardization, repeal
the Buy Amssrican Act, and require executive certification that new major
veapon systems do uot duplicate alresdy existing NATO systems (pp. 270
and 272).

114. Launch a D05 drive to force the services to consider allied
equipment, as vell as to educate the Congress on the potential gains <nd
to get restrictive legislation waived (pp. 262-264 and 272-273).

115. Adequately staff OSD agenries rcsponsidble for international
R&D and cocperative logistics (p. 273).

116. Alter NATO defense planning procedures to include a ten-year
development progiam for major items of equipment (pp. 270-271).
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117. Insctitute a procedure of "ministerial veto in advance" whereby
ainisters would agree not to procure anything in a given category until
their advisers had agreed on a commen standard (p. 271).

118, Start by having the U.S., U.K., and FRGC ministers agree that
none of them will approve production of a new tank gun until their ser-
vices have reached agreement on a commcn tank gun caliber and round
(PP. 2?1-272)0

119. Pursue a broader solution == the Callaghan approach == which
calls for a three-pronged initfative: (1) a North Atlantic Defense Common
Market; (2) cooperation in civil as well as military technology; and (3)
open goverument procurement by all sllies (pp. 273-275).

VII. MODERNIZING NATO'S MULTILATERAL STRUCTURE

120. Give more peacetime planning and operational authority to NATO
commands, to force national commanders to think NATO (pp. 280-281).

121. Determine now vhat the ACE command structure should be in the
late 19708 to insure compatibility with NICS (p. 281).

122. PRevamp NATO's civil structure and reallocate effort and man-
pover to key NATO functions; strengthen NATO's central orgens vis-2d-vis
national staffs (pp. 202-285).

123. Double the size of the IS Defense Planning and Policy Division
and provide it vith a strong cost analysis shop (p. 285).

124, Strengthen the Military Committee by i{ncreasing the powers of
the chairman, putting the IMS directly under the chairman, and requiring
the MC to respond to ministerial guidance regardless of national posi-
tions (’o 288).

125. Or abolish the MC in favor of a Chief of Staff Committee and
sake SACEUR and SACLANT the senior military advisers to the ministers.

" In either case reduce the IMS (p. 2088).

'126. Reduce the overlap between U.S. and NATO headquarters and sim
tovards colocation of U.S. and NATO staffs (pp. 293-294).

127. QRelieve U.S. military headquarters ia Europs of non-European
contingency responsidilities, or at lesst detter delineate vhat these
responsibilities are (p. 293).

128. Revise SRAPE's role and give the MSCs increased respousibility
for the detailed planning and execution of NATO conventional defense;
free SHAPL's staff to devote more attention to policy and strategic
fesues (pp. 295-296).

129. Strengthen CINCCENT's asuthority and give him the capabilities
needed to use assigned forces flexibly (p. 297).
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130. Disestablish AIRSOUTH and make AIRSOUTH an afr deputy to CINC-
SOUTH, or reduce the U.S, contribution to AIRSOUTH (p. 302).

131, Conbine LANDSOUTHEAST and 6th ATAF at lzmir, or eliminate them
because the Greek-Turkish problem makes them uneble in reality to perform
their misston (p. 305).

132. Disestablish NAVSOUTH's subordinate commands and adopt a "task
force concept” (pp. 307-310).

133. Merge NAVSOUTH and STRIKFORSOUTH into a NAVFORMED (pp. 309-309).
134. Combine NAVSOUTH and IBERLANT headquarters (p. 309).
135. Reexanine the old proposal for putting all NATO maritime forces

under a Supreme Allied Command Maritime (SACMAR), who would replace SACLANT
and remain located at Norfolk (pp. 310-311).

VIII. OTHER ASPECTS OF RATIUNALIZATION

136. Rationalize NATO's theater nuclear posture to: (a) reduce its
vulnerabilicy; (b) eliminate obsolete weapons; (c) improve c3; (d) improve
target acquisition; and (e¢) facilitate more flexible theat2r nuclear op-
tions (pp. 312-314),

137. To enhance defense of NATO's flanks, tailor their missions
better to their limited capabilities. Reassess the forvard defense con-
cept for Greesce, Turkey, and Norway. Shift limited local resources and
outside aid to meet highest-priority nec’s, rather than flank allies .
attespting to maintain balanced national forces (pp. 316-318).

138. Rationulize tactical communications by developing common doc-
trine, ensuring cospatibility of equipment, and agreeing on common pro=-
cedures (pp. 321-322). Offer NATO access to the U.S. AUTODIN and AUTOVON
nystems (p. 325).

139. Plug the U.S. into the new CIP-67 network in lieu of upgrading
the European sogment of the DCS (p. 325).

140. Over the longer run, move toward interconnection and commcn
use of hoth NATO aud national nontactical communications systems, elimi-
nsting unnacessary duplication and using civil facilities vhere feasible
(pp. 326-327).

141, Overhaul NATO's cumbersome and complex alert procedures;
design a simplified, understandable, and politically acceptable system,
using ADP methods (pp. 329-330).

142. To enhance readiness, move toward two-stage or even three-
stage allied mobilization procedures, under vhich relatively small dut
urgently needed reserve contingents could be called up ty defense
ninisters (pp. 330-331).
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343, Discretely develop better contingency plans for early utilization
of France's five active divisions (p. 33)).

144, Work toward better interconnection of French and NATC cormuni-
cation systems (pp. 333-33).

145, Develop agreed contingency plans for use of such French factili-
ties as COBs, APODs, and a back-up U.S. LCC through France (pp. 334-335).
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I. THE RATIONALE FOR RATIONALIZATION

(U) NATO faces growing difficulties in maintaining a credible
detervent/deferse posture over the next several years. The basic
reason is obvinus == the increausingly painful resource bind created
by the rising costs of modern forces at a time of severe budget con-
straints. Inflation, the energy crumk ., lessened internationsl ten-
sions, and competing priorities are all impacting on defense outlays.
This study will not go into detail on these factors, because they are
plain for all to see. Rather it will seek to develop a practical so-
lution to this dilenma -~ rationalizing NATO's collective defsise
posture to permit optimizing it within such severe resource con-
straints. We vwill argue that NATO can modernise out ot its own hide
== without substantial defense bDudget increases -~ 1f only it will
spend its existing tesources more visely.

A: THE DILEMMA CREATED BY NATG'S GROWING RESOURCE BIND

(U) While Ruropean NA1O defense budgets incressed an estimated
10 percent during 1970-1973, in terms of what tley buy they have
reslly been going down instead of up. This 1s because other factors
such as the increased sophistication of defense equipment have been
driving up the costs of equipment snd manpower even more than the
general inflation rate. And defenss budgets are incressingly driven
by the rapid growth in manpower coets, especially for countries like
the U.8., U.K., and Canada, vhich men their forces wholly with volun-
teers. An all-volumteer force, for example, costs the U.S. at least
$3 billiom per annum and probably more if indirect costs are added in.
Such problems are getting worse, not detter: Ianflationary pressures
have iancreased in sll NATO countries, in some at a frightening rate,
partly because of the staggering increase in o4l prices, to vhich the
Buropean allies sre particularly vulnerable.

(8) WNence, defense budgets will almost certainly be held down
further and required to absord the costs of inflation. Thie seems to
be happening already in ths U.S., U.K., and Italy, vhere defense
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spending is down in real terms in 1974, and will doubtless become a
NATO-wide phenomenon. As ASYC Humphreys recently tuld the defense
sinfisters:

Instead of plaraing 20 allot a stabla or larder proportion
of their groving national weslth to defence wmost countries
sppear to de planning to reduce it substantially over the
yeais. This {mplies a deliberate decision to alter the na-
tional pattern of resourre allocation to the disadvancage
of defence. It also means abandoning any attempt to keep
pace vith inflation in defence costs.

The 1974 defenss planning reviev shoved that acst nations hoped to
maintain defense spending in real terms, and a fev to increase it mar-
ginally, but economic stringency vill maks this hard to do, Moreover,
continurd cost grovth will mean less output, even if resource inputs
remain steady.

(U) Another facet of the resource bind vill be growins pressures
for manpower cuts, eithec wunilateral or via an MBFR agreement — or
both. Congresaional calls for vithdraval of U.S. troops from Europe
sve far from stilled, and If no early MBFR agreement is reacted, may
becoms overvhelming. Or the opp:;:cite may occur, Cuts in allied forces,
because inflation and the ene:igy crunch are even greater ia Europe,
may trigger U.S. vithiravals. Under these circumetances, sutual NATO/
Varsav Pact cuts, under any reasonably symmetrical MIFR compromise,
would seem distinctly preferable to unilaters! cuis == and could de
ugsed to wvithstand pressures for such cuts by putting an agreed floor
under NATO force lonh.“ Thus soms softening of the present NATO
bargaining position is probably i{a the cards. But one way or another,
some NATO force cuts ssem quite liksly in the period ahead.

.(C) DPC/D(74)14, NATO Force Goals 1975-1980, 13 June 1974
(Confidential).

“(U) While this report is not the place to argus the pros and
conn of MBFR, {t could be in effect yet another means of rationalising
NATO's defense posture. If even symmetrical mutual cuts are almost
a8 priori preferable to unilateral NATO cuts, then the present NATO ne-
gotiating position (vhich {s almost certainly not acceptadle to the
USSR) needs to be modified sccordingly. Moreover, NATO's MBFR position
must be s0 framed as not to hasper ratiomalisation nf its residual
force posture (a risk at present) lest ve end up with the worst of both
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(U) At the same time t..2% r=~al rcsource inputs are declining and
force cuts are {n prospect, NATO far~g a continuing need to upgrade
and mnrdernize its -ollective defense posture. One obvious reason for
doing 0 i Lo exploit tine new techno.ogy that is now becoming avail-
able. New generations of weaponry (both coaventiural and nuclear), ad-
vanced command and control technology, and modern mesns of strategic
mobility offer major opportunities as well as risks, Somc even argue
that precision-guided wecpons, vher married ro nev reans of target
acquisition, will revolutionize werfare, and may even over time abol-
ish the distinctions between strategic and tactical weaponry. However,
by and large such new technology is inordinately ezpensive. Options
1ike AWACS, th%» next geaeration of SAMs or AT missiles, advanced com-
bat aircraft, even new combat vehicles are proving costly indeed.
Thus, how can NATO afford enough of it at a time of severe resource
constraints?

(U) Another obvious requirement is to offsaet the parallel mod-
ernizstion of the WP forces, vhich has been procaeding at a healthy
clip frr the last fev ysars. While strengthening its tacticsl ruclear
capabilities, the WP organizaiion has been devoting even m0re substan~
tial resources to sndernizing its conventional blitzkrieg pun-h with
more artillery, more and better armor Jmproved tactical eir, and
greater attent‘ca to logistic support.

{U) Moreover, daspite some real progress over the last few years,
NATO's forces are still far from optimized to meet the existing WP
threat. A reviev of such NATO studies ss AD-70 and {ts follow-on re-
ports, or the annual combat-«fiectiveness 1eports of the major NATO
commsnders (MiCs), revesls a pattern of such serfous deficiencies an
to raise 1 errious question as to vhether MATO could effectively atop
a WP blitzkrieg in the center or on the f:uh.‘ This is far orra
than a matter of the WP having the advaotage of the init.ative and
therefcze being able to concentrate its etteck a” times and places of

its own choosing.

'(U) We discuss thase deficienciss vhers relevant in the gubse-
quent chapters of this study. See also our previrus F:'nd Rep-re,
Hestrustiaring NATO Porces to Compenaate ‘o= MBFR (U), R=1231-ARPA/
ISA/DDPAE, Novesmber 1973 (Secret).
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(U) Nor has thia been primarily a resource pr.l/om, 1t is im-
portant to recognize that, up to recently at least, NATO'u weaknessun
have not resulted primarily from lack of gross resource inputs. Ac-
cording to the best availahle estimates, NATO defence budgets ¢xceed
those of the WP, NATO FLas more manpower under arms, its trained man-
pover pool is larger, and {its ejuipment mcstly comparable {f not
qualitatively superior. Thus, it is not so much lack of resources but
fatlure to use them wisely that is at the heart of NATO's weaknesses.
Similarly, it is not insufficient active maapower but rather the wvaste-
ful vays in vhich this manpowver is used. In short, NATO has, and is
likely to continue to have, enough defenie resources tc field a stal-
wvart deterrent and det‘enn..

(U) The problem is one of outputs rather than inputs. While
NATO's ~ollective defense rosources are cumulatively impressive, {t
sisply has not used these resource ainputs to best advantage. Among
other things, NATO is not collectively organized to use them effi-
ciently. In strong contrast to the Soviet-dominated WP scructure,
NATO 1s a ccalition of independent national forces, only loosely
linked by a supranational command siructure. While we cite their de-
ficiencies in wmore detail in subsequent chapters, suffice it to say
here that NATC's forces lack the common logictic base (see Chapter V),
commmicstions (see Chapter VI1), and compatibilicy and interoper-
ability (see chapters Il1-1V) to enable them to fight effectively to-
gether as multinational forcu.“ Hence NATO lacks the operaticnal '
flexibilicy rapidly to reinforce areas outside assigned national de-
fense sectors. Por example, the Dutch cannot put their finger in the
dike and expect rapid reinforcesent, because forces coming to support
them vill have to drag their logistic tails behind them. Instead, the
NATO allics world have to fight largely reparate vars, vulneradble to
defeat in detail.

.(U) The sams argusent is wmc”e in a provocative study by T. A.
Calleghan, Jr., U.S./European Ecomomic Tooperation in Military and
Civil Technology, Ex-la Tech, Inc., Arlingten, Virginia, August 1974.
pPp. 16-20.

“(U) See also Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 32-34,
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(U) And some sectors of the conventlonal shield -~ especially
t! » Dutch and Belgian, are much weaker than uthers (see Chapter I1).
We are continually astonished to note how little attention NATO pays
to the truism that a chain {s no stronger <han its weakest links. In
Center Region terms, it might make !ittle difference how strong the
U.S. and FRC forces were, 1if a WP blitzkrieg could pun:* through a
weaker sector and then exploit.

(S) Nor is there any common agreement on how to implement KaTO's
defense concept. While flexible response and so-called forward strat-
egy are broadly accepted at the political level, there has never been
full agreement on vhat they mean in practice, hence not encugh of a com=
m0n progrtam to carry them out. Differing views as to how long a con=
ventional phase should be contemplated before NATO goes nuclear, and
even differences in ductrine and tactics, have led to divisive debates
over hov much and what kind of WRM should be stocked. For example,
the U.S. is planning on at lsast 90 days' conventional WRM in Europe,
while its sllies have only agreed to )0 days, and don't expect to reach
that level until 1978. Thus NATO's posture doesn't seem to fit NATO's
strategy very nu..

(S) Moreover, NATO wastes enormous money and manpower on dupli-
cative R&D, production lines, depots, repair facilities, and LOCs that
overlap. As the last SACEUR, General Goodpaster, rec:ntly told the
CNA™, "we are not getting a satiefactory return on out investment for
our vast expenditures; wve are losing at least 30 percent and in some
areis 50 percent of our capability due to lack of .nudardtutton."“
1t results in a heterogeneous collection of weaponry and munitions
that almost defy description, and require a far broader logistic aup-
port base than ~thervise mcuury..“ Even 1f adequate WRM stocks

.(U) For mor» details see Chapter I of Rand R-1231, op. cit.

“(s) Statement by SACEUR to CNAD Meeting at SHAPE, 25 April 1974
(USNATO 2346, 30 Apeil 1974) (Secret).

“.(U) See A. W. !larsnall, "NATO Defense Plananing: 1he Political
and Bureaucratic Constraints,” in Defense¢ Manize=«nt, S. Enke, ed.,
Prentice-Hall, 1967, pp. 354-367, for an early provocative discussion
of "why the Western European allies oltain so little capability to de-
fend themselvue for the money they spend.”
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wvare available, the proliferation of weapon systems is so great that
mnitions and spare parts are not interchangeable. In consequence,
according to General Steinhoff, outgoing Chairman of the Military Com-
mittes, NATO looks "partly like an Army museum."

(C) 1In stort, the whole of NATO's defense posture is less than
tle sum of its parts. One connot simply adé up all of its forces and
assume that they could fight as a unified vhole. Moreover, thig otitu-
atica eeems to be getting worse rather then better, as the NATO allies
dray farther apart rather tham closer together. For example, twelve
NATO allies are developing 13 different types of antitank missiles and
studying yet eight more. And different weapons systems spawn differ-
ent doctrinos, perpetuate the requirement for purely national LOCs,
raise WRM and storage costs, and unnecessarily raise the price of mod-
ernisatfon. ASYC Cardiner Tucker has complained about the progressive
"de-standardizat fon" of NATO vuponry..

| 1S NATO'S EXPERIENCE WITH COLLECTIVE DEFENSE MFASURES
(U) We do not mean to imply that the NATO allies have ignored

the possibilities of cocllsctive defense. On the contrary, this has
been an oft-repeated theme since NATO's founding, snd many measures
have been tried == goms of them quite successfully. But the oversll
experience has beun a frustrating and evea bitter one, a8 brief raview
of which aight be instructive. Indeed, NATO ic not gning to get very
far tovard rationalizing its collective defense posture unless it
realistically faces up to the obstacles that have frustrated previous
efforts along these lines.

(U) The coacept of collective MATO defense is by no means nev.
Indesd it vas a dominant theme vhen NATO was founded in 1949-1950,
since ft appesred that only via collective msasures could the elowly
recovering Western Europesn natious mest the Soviet threat at accept-
able cost. In 1950, the North Atlantic Council called for "balanced
collected forces in the progressive buildup of the defence of the
North Atlantic Area,” and decided that an integrated force should be

*(U) USEATO 1731, 29 March 1974 (Confidential).
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constituted under the supreme command of an American ofﬂcer.. General
Eisenhover was appointed the first Supreme Allied Ccmmarder Europe
(GACEUR), with the understanding that he would have authority to train
the national units assigned to Lhis command and to organize them into an
integrated force. The first Secretary General. Lord Ismay, saw this as
marking a major new development in NATO's thinking:

The idea was to conceive the military huildup so that all
effort be directed in the beut possib’e vay and to the best
possible place. Duplication and overlapping were to be
avoided; a government should not be wasting its money on
building, nav, ships 4f it could do more important work,
oquaux.uufu.l to North Atlantic Defence, in some other
fleld.

(U) The first major step was to set up a combined Supreme Head-
quarters Allied Powers !ﬁtopc (SHAPE) in 1951.‘“ The combined NATO
command structure wvhich subsequently emerged is the chief expression
of the collective defense concept (sse Chapter VII). But this struc-
ture has turned out to have far less peacetime suthority over national
forcas than originally envisaged, and vhut it had has gradually eroded.
Moreove:, aside from it, little that is truly integrated has emerged
in NATO,

(U) Perhaps the high water mark of attempted integration was
reached in 1954 with the abortive proposals for a European Defense Com=
smnity (EDC). Advau:ed as the best way to permit Cerman rearmament
vhile protecting the rest of Europe against Cerman revancnism, they
called for a common ?tonchlccr-n(ltttlnh/lmlux European Army, inte-
grated down to corps or division level. But the French, who invented
the concept, were in the end the ones vho buried {t.

*(U) Sizth Meeting of North Atlantic Cowncil, 18 Decesber 1950.
*4(U) NATO, The First Five Years, Lord Ismay, p. 29.

“.(U) Zisenhover told the national ailitary representatives work-
:ag in Paris to form SHAPE that "our purpose is to form here at SHAPE a
neadquarters to enable us to do together what none of us can do alone"
(Se~vretary of the Air Porce Publication #10-973, p. 20).
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(U) At any rate, despite numerous proposals of one kind or an-
other advanced over the years, tle actual examples of successful joint
NATO programs are relatively few. The most striking is ths longstand-
ing NATO Imfrastructure Prcgram, to which since 1951 the allies hsve
contributed over $5 billion as a common fund for joint projects. But
even this is shrinking now under the impact of inflation (see p. 210).
Tha NATO Maintenance 4 Supply Agency (NAMSA) has had a modest common
procurement role. There is a NATO Pipeline System controlling about
6300 miles of pipeline. NATO's Air Defense Ground Emviromment Frogrum
(NADGE) is another example of common production logistics, as is the
NATO Integratod Communications Syetem (NICS) a high-level netwerk pro-
gram. There have also been several cooperative procurement or produc-
tion consortia -~ Hawk, the G-91, the F-104G Sidewinder, Bullpup,
Atlantic, Jaguar, and MRCA, ctc... not to mention a series of coopera-
tive RED efforts on & bilateral or wider hasis.

(U) A major effort :as also made by the NATO military authori-
ties to promote standardiaation, as vital to enabling multinational
forces to operate effectively together. SHAPE actually promulgated
some 49 NATO Basic Military Requirements (NBMRs) before giving up in
1965 because "not one NBMR had resulted in the common production ¢f an
item specifically designed to mest u."" True, NATO did agtee on &
commwn 7,.62mm round (which the U.S. then abandoned), and some other
awmo and weaponry (e.g., 105am tank azmo) is interchangeable. But
standardization is more the exception than the rule, usually occurring
only vhen other allies bought or licensed f-om one producer; in fact,
destandardizition seems to be occurring (see pp. 244-250).

(U) Beg!nning in 1969, the EUROGROUP made aaother effort to de~-
velop collective defense msasures. Its rost notable accomplishaent
has been a European Defense Improvement Progras, really a collection
of increases in national programs. It also created a number of

*(U) See Chapters V, p. 209, and VI, pp. 244 and 246-249.

“(U) Ceoffrey Ashcroft, Military Logiatio Systems im NATO:
Part II: Militiry Aspects, London, 11SS, Adelphi Paper Ko. 68, June
1970, p. 3.
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subgroups (FURUMED, EUROTRATM, EURONAD, EUROCOM, EUROLONGTYRM,, to pro-
mote joint efforts ou a European basis. But nome years later thene can
point as yet to 1little concrete resvit (see Chapter V).

(U) Nor has the Couference ot National Armaments Directors created
by NAJU {n 1966 to breathe new life into joint production and ~quipment
standardizat fon ‘ccomplished much to dite (see Chapter Vi). “orvover,
looked at in the round, the above cooperative e!forts are very small
potatoes compared to purely national programs. Indeed, it {s nctable
how 14ttle in the way of commonality or joint {nstitutiouns NATO has
managed to generate over the years. Somehow the early concept of col-
lactive defenie want badly off the track, and has never gotten bacxk on
track again,

C. NATIONALISM AND PAROCHIALISM AS OBSTACLES T0 COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

(U) Why s this the case, after some 23 years of NATO's existcnce?
The reasons are many and varied, but underlying thea all {s that, even
fn times of crisis, the tieoretical advantages of collective defense
have been insufficient to overcome the strong centripetal pull of na-
tionalism, traditionalism, and straight institutional inertia. Ve
assess some of these factors below.

1. The Dominance of Nat{ional over Alliance Considerations

(U) The sheer fact that NATO is an alliance of sovereign national
states, each with its own perceived disparate interests, has been at
bottom the chief resszon why the vhole of HATO's defense posture is less
than the sum of its parts. The concept of collective defense does not
really dominate the planning and programming of NATO's members. Instead,
parochisl national considerations do. Balanced national, rather than
balanced collective, forces have been the order of the day. In every
cass, vhile paying 1ip service to NRATO, its mesbers tend to size and
configure their forces as much on the basis of national considerations
as on that of optimasing their contributions to the common dcfenu..

.(U) Only the FnG force posture seems fully configured for NATO
defense missions, dut this is understandable since the FRG forces have
no other defense mission, and the FRG 1s in the forefzont .. the pre-
sumed key battlcground in any major NATO/WP clash.
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(U} The came helds true of national equiyment procurement and
other investmsnt programs. Here too, national political and economic
particularisa have tended to dominate. Almost invariably, individual
allies (the U.S. ircluded) have been more concerned to protect their
own armaments i{ndustries and balance of payments than to maximize
NATO-vwide military benefits or save oa collective costs. Even on com-
mOn procurement programs, the desire for all psrticipants to get their
share of the pie has led to coproduction and licensing schemes that
eat away much of the potential cost savings (see pp. 265-2€6),

(U) Thoss are sheer facts of life to & great extent, and our d:-
sire {s less to criticize them than to point out some of their conse-
vusnces. However, we do find some of them anachronistic in the context
of the seventiea. TPor example, the vithdrawval of Britain, Prance,
Belgium, Hollani, and now Portugsl from the vast bulk of their former
colonial empires has not yet been fully reflected in their defense
postures. Granted that some of thea still have non-NATO commitmsnts,
the {ssue is wvhether in a period of severe resource constraints they
sh u.d still posture 50 many forces fcr overseas intervention at the
expense of their NATO coutrtbuttono..

(V) EFaradcxically, hoimwcr, it {8 the United States that has
been both the strongest voice for collective defense in NATO and the
woret offendsr in terms of "going it alome.” The U.S. is cast in the
role of dominating NATO, yet insisting on its owm freedom of accion.
One natural conssquence has been that the U.S. force posture displays
far more of 2 “go it alone" syndrome than that of any other NATU ally.
Even its forces in Europe (not to mention its other NATO-earmarked
forces) are acres self-contained, ths argument being that the U.S. must
structure on an expeditionary force basis to project its militsry
pover overseas and must be able to use its Europe-based forces for
noa=NATO conttngonctu.“ And in the case of defense production, the

“(U) Ve suggest some tradeoffs in Chapter II.

“(S) The proviso im DOD's FY 1976 Defense Programming and
Planniag Cuidance (DPPG) to plan on the basis that U.S. forces in
Rurope are there to meet European contingenciea (and will not be
vedeployed to meet othsr contingencies) is a major step forward.
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U.S. vante to have ite cake and eat it too. It follows a policy of
military self-sufficiency, while vanting NATO to standardize, mostly
on U.,S, equipment.

(U) Admittedly, the U.S. faces far more of a genuine iilamma
than any other NATO ally in teras of posturing for NATO aissions ver-
sus other contingencies. As a superpowver it must play a global role.
And non=NATO coatingencies seem far more likely :0 occur than a major
KATO/WP clash. Por these reasons, the U.S. must maintain general
purpose forces, not just configure them for NATO-first scenarios.

But the latter scenarios are surely the most important, if not the
wet likely, and are indeed the sizing casa that primarily determines
the scale and configuration of our nonauclear forces. Besides which,
ve ssriously questicn vhether such grest emphasis on general purpose
forces is really as cost-effective as often thought. Isplicit in
such of the snalysis that follows is the concept that tailoring s
lerge friction of our force posturs more for the NATO mission would
(a) free substantial resources for tradeoff; (b) materislly improve
the effectiveness of our NKATO contridution: and last but not lesst (c)
sctuslly improve our capabilities for responding to other contingen-
cies as nu..

2. _The Nuclear Syndrome

(U) Another factor temding to obscure the need for collective
defense measures has besn the pervasive influence of the American
nuclear deterrent. 8o loug as U.S5. nuclear superiority provided a sol-
14 deterrent usbrells. neither the U.S. nor ite allies felt compelled
to pay uadue attention to the needs of combining for conventional de-
fenss. While the U.$. has long since recognized the need for flexible
responss, many Luropean allies still cling to the belief that only a

.(U) We have in aind such measures as faster reinforcement capa-
bdbL.ities (chspters II, III, and IV), a better reserve structure (Chap- |
tez 1I), and the economies inherent in greater dependence on allied !
support (chapters II, 111, and V), standardizstion and co-production !
(Clapter V1), and reallocation of naval forces from sea-lanes protec-
tion to force projection (Chapter 1V). l
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brief conventionsal pause before going nuclear is really needed to de-
ter, or at any rate they use this as sn excuse to neglect conventional
options. Howsver, they too are gradually coming to acknowledge that
the advent of strategic ruclear parity, plus the growth in Soviet
theater nuclear capabilities, cannot help but erode che credibility
of 200 exclusive a reliance on nuclear deterrence. This is already
evident in the FRC stance, though the British and French (vith large
sunk-costs nuclear forces) are the most reluctant to modify their
views. This is by no means to argue that they, or we, should prema-
turely abandon nuclear deterrence (see pp. 312-314), only that the con-
vent fonal cosponent of flexible response is becoaing more important
than at any previous time in the history of the aslliance.

3. Lack of Initiative on the Part of the NATO Authorities

(U) Nor do NATO's political and silitary authorities appear to
have bdeen sggressive enough in pressing the advantages of collective
defense. This 1is all too understandable, since the way NATO is set
up, their primary inetitutional loyalties have been to their natioms.
NATC has never crested the stroung multinational bureauccacy increas-
ingly characteristic of ths EEC, partly because (at the wish of the
Europeans) Americans have tended to dominate it. At any rate the
national defense ministries and services have always been dominant.

~ (8) Also seriously lacking has been adequate MATO mschinery for
developing tough priorities and pointing up any differences between
thess priorities and national programs. Thus, despite the NATO force
planning cycle, NATO force improvement has been a diffuce increrental
process without clear priority guidance that woul’ put the necessary
ewphasis on first things first. Even the AD-70 exercisr lacked clear
operative priorities in this sense. Of course, thls partly reéflects
the divergent allied vievs on vhat the MC 14/3 ecrategy really means.
But vhatever the reasons, the lack of en authoritative NATO-developed
toed mep has inhidited NATO from making optimum use of its money and
manpowver imputs and has made it easier for natioms to foliow divergent
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paths influenced more by natfonal doctrine rnd parochialism than by
the needs of the common defense.

(S) 1In fact, ve would argue that the present system under vhich
the NATO military author‘ties genserate biennial force proposals, all
stated as having first or second priority, is actually counterpro-
ductive, since to correct all ths detailed list of deficiencies cited
juvariadly costs far more than the allies are willing to spend. For
exanple, of over {00 force proposals subaitted by the MNCe for
1975-197% atd H11ssed by the MC with little change, over half were
1isted as first priority =~ a situation that leads to loss of focus
on the critical deliciencies, rather than the reverse. This is one
msjor reason why NATO has never optimized its defense posture to meet
wvhat it claime to regard ss the most serious threat -- an afir and
armored WP blitxzkrieg in ths Center Region.

{U) The lack of clout and initiative of the NATO authorities has
aleo prolonged the 1life of such pernicious douctirines as that of logis-
tics being "a nationsl responsibility," the facal flaws in whicu they
have been all coo slov to spell out.. While chey have been much more
aggreseive in prossing for standardization across the board, the known
difficulties of achisving this nirvans make one suspect that, as in the
caee of past "blus sky" force requirements, they are using the nsed for
standardization as an excuse not to press harde~ on such lesser and
nure realizable goals as compatibility and interopsrability (sse

Chepter VI).

4. These Problems Have Long Been Recognized
(U) Of enuree, all these problems have long since been recognized

== and regularly deplored. NATO's literature is full of such hortatory
fajunctions as that of the assembled ministers in their June 1970 NAC
Sessinal

In spite of the excellent progress that had been made in the
exchange of information on defence equipment, it has proved

*(U) see Chapter V, pp. 208-209.
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possidle to establish relatively few firm NATO projects for
cooperative davelopaent and production of equipment. They
recognized that more political support would be necessary
to overcome the obstacles to greater cooperation. They
agreed to the need for a more positive approach in order to
achieve the financial and operational benefits of more vide-
spread adoption of jointly developed snd produced equipment.*

When Zeneral Steinhoff, the last chairman of the MC, warned the DPC
that it wvas by nr means certain that the slliance wou'd meet the chal-
lenge of the AD=70 program, he too poin:ed ovt thai!

The problem is compounded by the fact that, in some vays, we
are not making the best use of our availakle resources. This
raises tvo main 1{ssues of interdepenience; the first is, I
would be the first to adnit, probably not capable of early
realization in other than specialized areas; and this is the
idea of rationalization of {orces between nations. By that I
msan thac the day is fast appruaching vhen there must be scme
more rational allocation of defence tasks as between the vari-
ous nations.

The other, of course, is the whole area of standardiza-
tion == and this brings me to my second main point. I use the
word standardization to esbrace the whole gamut of aquipmunt
collaboration, from Research and Development to production:
and covering a number of different options from complete identi-
ty to mere compatibility. Creat efforts have besn made in the
past: dbut I think you would agree vith me thst much more could
have bee.: achieved in terms of collaiorated hardware.**

(U) Or, as Senator Nunn noted in a recent report on the conven-
tional balance: "Overall, we have a strong deterrent in Europe, but &
poor defense posture if detarrence fails. Our goal should be te

streagthen our defense capabilities without weakening our dctornnt."“

He listed several reasons vhy, despite roughly equal resources, NATO's
defense posture is somsvi.at inferior, e.g., "the diversity and differ-
ences of equipment and operations smong NATO forces weakens their

~(U) Excerpt from "NATO Final Communiqués, 1949-1970," p. 233,
para. 19.
"(U) Verbatim Record of May 1972 DPC Ministerial Meeting, p. 3
(Sacret).
“.(U) Report of Senator Sam Nuwn to Senate Committee on Armed
Services, 23rd Congress, 2d Session, 2 April 1774 on "Policy, Trocps,
and the NATO Alldance,” p. 6.
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overall power and abili’y to work togecther,” and "tae failuce of the
alliance to rocrdinate support and logistics leads to a waating of
NATO resourc.s aud a wenkening of conventional capahlllty.".

(U) Bur give.. NATO's spotty past record, what hope can there be
that the alliance can now surmount the deep-seated obstacles to more
efficient collective defense that it has failed to overcome over the
last 25 years? There is no easy answer. There is, however, both a
threat ard an opportunity which may prove the needed catalyst. It is
the ycowing defernse resource bind. This means in simplest terms that
either NATO must find a mors cost-effective d2fense posture or the
viability of the alliance may be compromised.

D._ RATIONALIZATION AS THE ANSWER TO_NATO'S RESOURCE DILEMMA

(U) Thus rationalization is an approach vhose time has come.
The advent of nuclear parity, the stauilizing of the strategic nuclear
balancc, and prospective multilateral (and/or unilateral) force cuts
all dictate s costly revamping of NATO's posture. Moreover, if NATO,
despite its enormous rcsource invest-sat, probably cannot even defend
itself effectively as a rolleztion of separate national forces without
the joint logistics, joint communications and compatibility to deploy
flextbly, then something must be dome. But correcting NATO's deficien-
cies and modurnizing its forces in ths traditional manner would surely
involys enormous def:use budget increases, which ‘are simply not in
sight. So how do we resolve tle looming dilemma created by these
pressing NATO needs versus the increasingly dinding constrainte un de-
fense resource availabilities discussed at the outset of this paper?

(U) We are convinced that large-scale rationalization could pro-
vide the means to achieve the necessary defense/detcrrent posture vhile
still living within severe resource constraints. Indeed, vationaliza-
tion of NATO's posture to put first things first and exploit the cost-
saving potential of a more collective defense may be the only viable

snswer. 1t may be the only way to free sufficient recources for essen-
tial modernizstion to maintain deterrent credibility vis-d-vis the
modernization of the WP. Its poteatial is the subject of our study.

‘) 1., p. 8.
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(U) Ratfonalization would a'iso serve two other {mportant pu.-
poses. First, it may be indispensable to allowing NATO to absord
mutugl or unilateral force reductions with mininum damage to its
residual posture. This was the themm of our last uport.. Second,
the balance-of-payments problems crrated by the riie in rav miterials
prices, especially oil, may again raise the painful ..nd divisive issue
of compensating the U.S. and U.K. for any balance-of-paymnents d=ficite
on military account. 1If wo, rationalization offers ways of reducing
U.8./U.K. dbalance-of-payments coits vithout necescarily raising allied {
costs, especlally {f mobilizable allied civil assets could be substi-
tuted for existing support for:es.

1. Rationslization Should Ba Broadly and Flexibly Defined
(U) BMut what {s rationalization anyvay? As developed in this

report, it is & concept, and a technique, and a program. Conceptually,

it {s worth defining as broadly as possible to permit including under

its rubric any sensible (or ratiomal) approach to achieving greater over-

all effectivensss at no greater (or less) overall cost. In ite pioneer-

ing study OSD/PAGE defined it as: e

Any acticn that makes a more efficient use of the defense

resources of the NATO na%ions, including greater coopera-

tion, consolidation, specislization and reassignment o?f

national defense resources to higher priority NATO needs,
vtt:wut.gtmln; the tota’ defense funding »f the membar

states. .

Secretary Schlesinger aptly defined it as "siwply producing more defense
capability vich given ruoureu.".“ In effect rationalization is seek-
ing the best means of cutting the coat to fit tha cloth.

.(u) lll'ﬂ l‘lzn. 0’. c‘t-

**(U) NATO Rationalizat:om Potential, OSD/PASE, 31 May 1974 (Secret).
The authors particijated in the prepa~ation of th.s study.

“.(U) SecDef Sta‘eumeut to Juns 1974 DPC, para. 15 (Secret).
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(V) Viewed in this vay, rationalizatjon f.exibly encompasses --
but ¢ nct oomfined to -= such subsidiary concegls as atandardization,
spacialization, harmonization, compatibility, and !nteroperability.

It avoids the pitfalls of too narrov a definition, whirh can ve seen in
the many allied reservations about the Dutcn concept of wpecialization.
The Dut.:h proposals for specialization (see pp. 23-24) have been inter-
preted Ly other allies as a mmans of evading defense commitments, or
even as a Dutch atteapc to get out of the nuclear businese. These res-
etvations, thaugh vigorously denied by the Dutch, have cast a pall on
the Dutel. {nitiative. We think NATO got nff on the wrcng foot by tend-
ing to regard rationalization as mesaing primarily rnpecialization by
one country or one service in providing certain functions *o other
allies. Similarly we feel that by becoming hooked too early on stan-
dardization == probably the hardest of all to achiieve =- NATO has
tended to neglect 2ssiar ruads such as harmonizetion. campatability,
and i{nteroperability, which would in themselves have led Inexoradly

to greater standard'sation in the end (see Chapter VIV,

(U) The rationalization coacept also can ercompass weasures under-
takea on a NATO-wide, multicountry, bilateral, or even pureiy national
bLasis, such as gettiig more for the money from existing national forces.
The FRG force restructuring prograa (see pp. 22-23) is « major case {ia
point. Indeed, one s~jor virtue of rationalization is that == unlike
standardization or otiwer multinacional meagsures -- much of i: can be
undertaken by individusl allies, thus avoiding the painful obstacles
NATO has confronted in multinational programs.

(U) Nor need raticnalization be confined to ~;uipping and con-
figuring forces, or consiruction and logistic programs. It can also
cover plamning, doctrine, tactice, and above all setting vational pricri-
ties. And it encompasses institutional changes in NATO's structure to
organise collective defense more sensibly (eee Chapter VII).

(U) In sum, one of the great alvantages of the rationalization
concept is its flexibility. It can encompass the wvhole range of mea-
sures NATO might taks to generste ah optimum defense posture at accept-
able cost. Thus, we strongly urge that NATO adopt a broad conccption
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of rationalisation to perrit axploring the widest poessille ranje of
sensible defenge measures. The dangers in defining it too narrowly
are amply evident and would lead to neglecting productive avenues of
approach.

2. _The NATO Allies Are Already Interdependent Anyway, So Why Not Take
the Next Step?

(U) Ve are constantly surprised that the NATU allies seem to take
80 little cognizanca of the obvious fact that, for the most part, they
are already highly dependent on each other for any effective defenss
against the threat against vhich most of them posture. Indeed, this s
wvhy NATO was created inm the first place, though it has never carried
the logic of collective defense very far. True, the Suropean allies
have long since recognized their dependence or U.S. nuclear power, and
prlanned accordingly.

(S) But the fact of the matter is that all alliee (the U.S. in-
cluded) are also dependent on each other for comventional defense as
vell. It goss without saying that no single Europesn ally could defend
itself against WP attack without massive help from its allies. DNor
could the U.S. defend Western Europe unilaterally, and its loss would be
a crippling blow. This is why Secretary Schlesinger says that: "Ration-
alisation vill acknowledge, more than create, mtcrdcpcndonco.". The
latter is & fact of 1ife. But failure to acknowledge it more fully may
wvell condem: NATO to increasing iapotence at a time of severe resourcs
coastraints.

3. _On the Other Hend, Rationalization Does Not Necessarily Mean

Integration
(U) while the logic of interdependence clearly suggests s truly

integrated common defense posture as ‘he ultimste solution, the politi-
cal obstacles make this academic in the main. The strength of Zuropean

.(U) S2¢cDef Statement to June 1974 DPC, para. 19 (Secrat).
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nationalise makes revival of achemes like the EDC politically unreslis-
tic at this time. It 1is equally hard to envisage the U.S. and Canads
subserging their independent defenssa establishments in & NATO entfity,

A virtue of raticnalization is that {t does not call for the politically
unachievable but {s more a halfway houss. While some greater integra-
tion . De not only militarily desirable but politically feasible
(e.g., 8 common air defense warning and control system =- see Chapter
111, or a common AMCENT LOC == gee Chapter V), rationalization in gen-
eral would envisage mostly mors sodest stupe, often on a purely national
basis. Experience suggests that NATO must learn to crawl defore it
learns to walk.

4. Nor Does Rationulization Have to Be NATO-Wide

(U) Our view of rationalization as a flexible instrument also
avoids such issues as Atlantic-versus-Europesn approaches, the center
versus the flanks, or the olne mich attitudes of allies like France or
currently GCresce. Yor example, vhere a EUROGROUP apprvach seems more
11ksly to be productive than operating through the NATO mschinery, the
former should be pursued. As we understand it, this is U.S. policy
(though v sometimes wonder). Sisilerly, we think that sany rational-
izing measures can be more profitadbly confined initislly to the Center
Region (om which our study concentrates), rather than expanded to en-
compasse the often quite differant problems of the flanks. In yet other
cases, two or three countries or services might profitably get together
(as in various production consortis).

(U) To take another exsmple, the rstionaliszation concept might
usefully be employed to béing France closer to the alliance again in
those informal ways that probably represent the liaits of the possitle.
We understand the srguments for making France pay s price for its #ith-
dravel, lest others follov her example. But it 1is equslly plain that
France's contribution is highly relevant to uinimizing the cnets of
effective common defense. Somshovw this dilesma must be resolved, and
ve suggest various measures in cf:»u: V11I.
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3. Last but Not Least, the Nucessary Resources Are Avaflable If NATO

Only Uses Them Wisely

(U) 1f defense budgets in real terms remain no grecater than at
present, or even decrease, could NATO nonetheless free enough rescurces
out of its own hide hoth to remedy present deficiencies and permi’ ade-
quate msodernization? This is a crucisl question, to which there are no
easy snsvers, (dviously, such would depend on the extent of any cuts
and on the degree uvf rutionalization that proved feasi' ‘e tn practice.

(S) Wt as ve stressed earlier, NATO's defense outlaye are cimsula-
tively impressive, and likely to remain so even after cuts. After all,
GPF budgets totalled over $5) billion in 1974 (including only that jor-
tion of the U.S. budget == $18 billion -~ for NATO=committed forces).
In a preliainary study that looked only at a modest nusber of specific
rationaliszation options, OSD/PALE estimated that some $5.6 bi.lion
could be saved and shifted into priority isprovements in the Center
Region dono..

(U) Though objections are raised that many tradeofis would entsil
saiving up assets that already repregent sunk costs, e.j., naval vessesls,
the point is that these are sunk costs. So vhy keep throwing good money
after bad? Moreover, the great bulk of all allied defense budgets goes
not for investment or equipment, but for manpower (some 56 percent of
our DOD budget and 67 percent of the Army's) plus O4M. These outlays
are largely fungible, and are vhere the greatest resource shifts are
possitle.

(U) Another way of ascessing the resources availalle for ration-
alization is to compare NATO-committed versus national forces. Every
ally (even the FRG with its border police) maintains sizable national
forces often of marginal ucility. Revemping many of tlese to assist in
NATO defense could do much to overcoms NATO's deficiencies at low cost.

(U) MNATO's 14 ssparate national overheads, in most cases for three
or even four ssparate national services, are another source of cost
savings. So too are all the separate training bases. Outdated force

N
(U) NATO Raticnallsation Potential, op. cit. (Secret).
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structures that u~e scar:e active aanpower wvastefully offer yet other
opportunities for savings. Cven the cusulative existing costs of all
these national outlays have never yet been calculated. llence a useful
first step for NATO would be simply to assemble these figures., We
think they would be revealing.

(U) Lastly, the probablc costs to NATU of fallure to rationalize
are suggestive of what might be accomplished. Callaghan estimates,
aduit*edly crudely, that NATO {s vasting over 311 billion per annua
by failing to reap the fuil benefits of common R&D, joint procurement,
and common ouppott.. We cited on p. 3, General Goodpaster's estimate
to the CNAD that "we are losing at least )0 percent and in some areas
30 perceat of our capability due to lack of standardization.”

(U) All in all, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that enormous
possibilities are opensed up by rationalization == {f NATO has the will
to bite the bullat -- without subatantial added budget costs. The
choices involved in resource transiers would de painful and certain
calculated risks would be involved. LCut the real issue is wvhether NATO
can sfford not to bite these bullets. 1Is there any other visble alter-
native if NATO wants to preserve a credible defense?

E. NATO RATIONALIZATION ALREADY HAS ITS SECOND WIND

(U) As mentioned earlier, we are not suggesting anything particu-
larly nev. One form or another of what might be termed rationalizing
seasures have been a recurrent feature of the NATO scene. But several
recent developmsnts embolden us to think that it is decoming a major
concern: (1) the 1975-1980 FRG force-restructuring program; (2) the
Dutch specialization initiative; (3) U.S. urging of rationalizstion as
vell, and such U.S. msasures as the Nunn Amendmant conversions to testh
from tail; (4) the creatiom of Allied Air Force Central Europc (AAFCE)
a8 & mjor step towvard rationalizing the Center Region air posture; (3)
the rationalisation studies being undertaken under the aegis of the
Executive Working Group (EWG) of the DRC ia Brutsels; and (6) ths recent

.(U) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 22-36. He regards hia estimate as
conservative and probably grossly understated.
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British detense review, wvhich largely resulted {n cutting forces de-
voted to other missfons in order to maintain an effective U.K., contri-
bution to the NATO Center Region.

1.__The FRC Force-Restructuring Exercise

(U) In our viev this is pe~haps the most striking nev development
in NATO over the last several years. It is a remarkable exampie of far-
sighted rationalization on a purely nationsl basis. The genesis of this
program lay in the FRG's realization of precisely the dilemma wve have
cited as confronting all of NATO -- that rising manpower and operaticg
costs were progressively eating up its defense budget, leaving less «nd
less for essential investment and modernization. The FRG's solution
vas to convens a high-level blue-ribbon panel, vhich concluded in 1972
that, given rising equipmen: and sanpowsr costs, only by restructuring
the Bundeswvehr could the felt nesd to allocate at least 30 percent of
the defense budget for modernization be reconciled with maintenance of
the FRG's comitments to NATO. The solution proposed was to save 30,000
active manpowver spaces by putting 12 of the Bundeswehr's 36 proposed
brigades on cadre status, to be fleshed out rapidly when needed from a
nev J0,000-man special ready reserve of recent conocrtnn..

(3) Howaver, ths FRG Ministry of Defense (MOD), having decided
that keeping all 16 brigades active vas vital, came up with an even
better alternative. It did so by pruning the active army (and to a
lesser extent the air force and navy) of all personnel not deemed sosen-
tial on M-Day, a solution that still peraits converting 30,000 active
personnel into the nev reserve. Going & big step further, the MOD is
also rvestructuring the Bundeswehr between nov and 1980 to optimize {t
for halting an srmor-heavy WP blitzkrieg. Most unit strengths are being
stresalined, more units are being created, and armor and AT weapons will
be sharply incressed {see Chapter II). This FRC program is such a
notable example of vhat can be dons while holding down costs as to be in
general a valid model for other NATO allies. Ve use it as such in gub-

sequent chapters.

.(U) The Force Structure in the FRG, Anglysis and Optioms,
19721973, Report of the Foice Structure Commission of the EWG, Bonn,
1,72. ”' 26'32.
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e+  The Dutch Specinlization Inftiative
(S) 1In June 1973 the aev Dutch government made an imaginative pro-

posal that NATO systematically study hov to achieve greater defense
efficiency via greater specilalization among Center Region allies. In
their view, the smaller allies in particular could not be expected to
msintain balanced forces, especially at rising costa, though they have
dnggedly insisted that their goal is not to redure contrihutions to
MTO.' The tesulting preliminary etudy of the possibilitien of speciul-
{zation 1aid on by the DPC was not very productive, but the Dutch have
continued to press the need for more rational use of NATO's collective
defense outlays via specialization, ecc., along lines similar to those
we asrgue in this repnrt, For example, at the June 1974 DPC, Defense
Minfeter Vrudeling argued that “specislization of tasks and standardiza-
tion of equipment" are essential to "more effeccive use of limited avail-
able resourcos.” Unfortunately, the restructuring program proposed by
the Duteh for their own national forces {s fa. less acceptable to NATO
than that of the MRG, It contains serious flave. In particular, it
would reducs the ready contridution of the I Necherlands Corps to the
NATO shield delov acceptabdle limits. Other ailies have aleo seen in the
Dutch propossls an effort to shift soms defense burdens to other allies.
But however unsstisfactory the specifics, in principle the Dutch {nitia-
tive points in precisely the direction NATO as a vhole will have to taks.

3. U.S. Rationalization Initiativee

(S) Third among encouraging recent developments, the U.S. not only
enthusiastically endorsed the Dutch i{nitiative dut urged expanding it to
cover brosd-scale rationalisation of NATD's force posture as \nll.“
Secretary Schlesinger vigorously advocated rationalizing seasures in his
June 1974 DPC statement, as having potentially "a major payoff M 1he
U.S. has 1ed in proposing actual rationalisation end specialization (R/S)
options, and in suggesting a matrir spproach to show the cumulative costs

(U Ses, for example, USNATO 3028, 23 June 1973 (Confidentisl),
vhich gives the Dutch proposal, and USNATO 3416, 13 July 1973 (Secret).

“(U) The Dutch had included "rationalization" in their original
proposals, but their operative focus seemed to be mostly on speclslization.

***W) DPC-WR(74)U, Addendua, p. 13 (Secret).
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and savings to each ally from all measures proposed (see p. 30).. The
unique merit of this matrix is that it provides a basis for balancing
burdens on an overall rather than option-by-option basis, thus facili-
tating equitable sharing of any burdens. We think it vill prove {anvalu-
able to this end.

(U) The Nunn Asendmsent mandate to DOD to either withdraw 18,000
U.S. troops from Europe by end-FY 1976 or convert up to 18,000 snaces
from support to combat also ranks as a major rationalization measure,
4gain on a national basis. The U.S. plans chiefly to add two brigades
to USAREITR, to increase the peacetime strungth of other army combat
units, and to add further combut aircraft. This conversion to teeth
tnstead cf c..il will visibly increase the Center Region deterrent and
initial combat sirength.

4. __The NATO EVG Studles on Rationalization
(U) Prisarily as a result of the Dutch and U.S. initiatives,

rationslization and wpecialization have at least been foraally launched
a8 a joint NATO endeavor. In December 1973 the DPC laid on & series of
studies under the aegis of its Executive Working Group. Other allies
have also made suggestions and studies are under vay by a series of
EWG-sponsored working groups, though to date no concrete decisions have
been taken. After rationalizaction wvas again blessed by the DPC in
December 1974, the ZWC has sensibly decided to focus firat on such less
controversial areas as training, communications, and logistice.

3. _Ratfonalization of the Center Region Air Posture
(S) A fifth mjor encoursging development {s the NATIO program,

spurred Ly the U.S., to revamp ths Centar Region's tactical air posture
00 that it cen fully exploit the inharent flexibility of air power
against a WP biitzkrieg. It entails welding the six Center Region na-
tional air forces into a single air instrument responsive to s new

*
(U) The ficet matrixz and set of preliminary illustrative options

vas presented to the EWGC in March 1974. A revised and expanded version
entitled NATO Ratiorglization Potential was submitted in July 1974.
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centralized headquarters Allied Air Forces Central kegion (AAFCS),
capable of deploying national air contributions wvherever most needed
along the entire central front. We discuss this further in Chapter 'I1I,
and merely point to it here as a msjor step towvard sore rational utili-
gation of Center Region sir power. In fact, NATO's air forces have far
outstripped its ground and naval forces in moving toward rationalizatior.,

F. SUBSTANTIVE GUIDFLINES FOR RATICNALZATION

(U) 1In this section we attempt to deavelop some general principles
for exploiting the full potential of rationalization. They are naturally
quite tentative and by no means complete. We discuss them here only in

general terms and deal with more specific applications in subsequent
chapters. We are under 10 illusions that the 14 NATO allies could reach
e .rly political agreymsnt on c-y such far-reaching set of guidelines.
Nonetheless ve are convinced that, implicitly or explicitly, NATO will
have to move in these directions if it is to do more with less.

(U) 1. NATO must frankly acknovledge that it confrontes a growing
resource bind amnl concentrate on first things first. while it is aslvays
tempting to exhort laggard allies to increase defense spending, and
vhile formulas proposing that a fixed level of GNP be devoted to defense
help serve this purpose, realistic NATO planning must be at lecast tacitly
based on the assumption that real resource inputs will probably decline
while manpower and modernization costs will continue to rise (see pp. 1-)).
Only 4f NATO faces up squacte!y to this prospect will priorities be
tightened and the best use be made of the impressive resources that would
still te available,

(U) 2. NATO must reach better ugreement om what posture ite strit-
egy implice. 1t has the basis for a common strategy -- and a& good ont. ==
in MC 14/3. But agreement was unly raached by fuzzing over several kay
aspects of vhat it really means. VFor example, everyone agrees that flex-
ible responoe neans an initisl conventional defense, but the allies iiffer
videly on how long or hov stulvart it should be. Similarly, forvard de-
fense obviously means a different thing to the FRG than to some other
allfies vho are clearly not posturing to defend well forvard. Ambijuity
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has {ts uses in deterrence, but it is the enemy of sensible planning
and prograsmming. If the FRG is really serious about forward defense,
it would seem rational for it to make a greater effort to help other
allies (Benelux, U.K., U.S., and obviously France) strengthen their
M=Day forces in Cermary. Similarly, it is irrationsl for the U.S5. to
posture WRM for at least a 90-day effort wvhen most allies are not even
up to a J0-day level yet. It would be wiser to spread munitivns stocks
more videly to maks a comparable level available to all.

(U) 3. Om the principle cf first things first, top priority must
be given to tnitial ground/air defense against a WP blitakrieg. 1f
budget add-ons cannot be counted upon, then the NATO sllies can no
luager afford to disperse resourres over too wide a ange »f capabili-
ties. Instead they must be redirected into meeting highert priority
needs. To us, this is eimple cormon sense. The best detarreant is obvi-
ously one that convinces the chief potential enemy that lie cannot achieve
a8 quick decisive victory in the crucial thutor.. Morecver it is not
necessary to debate posturing for short versus longeor war. Unless NATO
can hold in the short run, posturing in Europe for sustained conflict
becomes acadeaic. Thus s high-confidence initial defense pusture is
not only the best deterreat but indispensable to buy :he time to posture
against & longer war. This means in practice highest. NATO priority to
halting well forward the armor-heavy dlitskriag for vhich the WP 1s so
obviously postured. Given the NATO deficiencies pruviously discussed,
this entails sufficient armored and antiarmored forces and a strong
tactical air posture. As ve guggest later in this report, it may be
necessary to shist resources from other purposes such as protecting the
SLOC or rear areas (see Chapters 1I-1V),

.(U) What is not so videly grasped is that this alvo helps detar
lesee actions, e.g., sgainst the flanks. We are at a loss to under-
stand the fatal fascination of many analysts with limited WP initistives
on the flanks or in Berlin (or the motorious Hamburg land grad). Ad-
mittedly, these might be milicarily feasible, dut their political impact
would be an unaistakabdle varning to NATO. Unless quickly followed up
they wuld oaly lead NATO to rearm and mobilize, making ultimate WP suc-
cess even more problemstical. Thus a sinor land grab could forestall a
|aj-t one.
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(U) &. On the same principle of first thinga firat, mrgina! c»
low pricrity mational forevo or cverheal muat be ruthleosly prued to
free rasourcee to meet higher pricrity needs. 1f NATO must both meet
existing deficiencies and modernize out of its own hide, then reso.rce
shifte are essential. Lcwer priority outlays must be pruned to free
vesources for tradeoff into meeting higher priority needs. We suggest
in various following chapters numerous exsmples of hov this might be
done,

(U) S. Restructuring and streamlining of NATO fowces is essential
to reduce wvherever possible the use of increasingly co8tly active man-
poser. To free sufficient regources for modernization, manpover and O&M
coets mist de held down. The solution is rigorcusly to strednline
active forces and their support and overhead -~ the solution adopted by
the FRG. The allies ~- the U.S. included == cannot afford to regard
exjsting T/0Os or support ratios as sacrosanct unless they want to end up
spending all their money on maintaining existing forces at the expense
of modernization. Thus wve see force restructuring as a vitally needed
rationalization measurs, and suggest numsrous applications in chapters
1-v."

(U) 6. A "hi-lo” miz of ready forces and quickly mobilizable
trained reserve formations is ¢ssential to meet NATO needs. Given high
manpover costs, NATO cannot mwet its needs entirely with expensive active
forces. Creater relisuce on reserves is the only rational vay to meet
MATO force requirements at acceptable cost. But to be optimslly effective
such reserves must be well trained and quickly mobilizable -- vhich im-
plies (a) active duty cadres; (b) more extensive training; (c) adequate
equipment f£111; and (d) affiliation with active wnits in sowe cases (see
chapters 11 and III).

(U) 7. Tha NATO allies must shift from balanced national forces
twiard a ooncept of balanced colleotive foross. "Going it alone” must be
iacreasingly replaced by a pertnership approach if optisum use of con-
strained defense resources is to be achieved, While this will only

(U) See also our previous report, R-1231, an Restructuring NATO
Porces to Compensate for MBFR, op. cit.
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acknovledge existing interdependence, it is indispensable to a credible
deterrent /defense posture at acceptable cost -- and to the flexible em~
ployment of e¢xisting forces vital to this end. The next five guidelin:s
spell out more precisely wha: 1s needed.

(U) 8. N:10's air asscte, especially in the Cionter Region, muat
be pulied together via centralisdd command, ocontrs?, and corrunications
(&) to take Juii advantage of the inherent flexibility of airpower. As
previously mentioned, several steps to this cnd are under way, but s lot
more needs to be done (see Chapter 1I1).

(V) 9. Imtercpersdility and corpatibility of foreee and coctrine,
plus standerdization to the extemt feasible, muast Le stressed. Past er-
perience shows that the ultimate goal of standardization == however de-
sirable -- will be very difficult to achieve in many cases. Where this
is so, it should de approached !ncrementally via stress on such lesser
seasures as interoperability uad compatibility between national forces
and equipment {sse chapters 11, IV, and V1).

(S) 10. Consolidation of training, procurement, maintmance, and
other programs should be stresved. This coula produce significant
savings and, equally important, enhance compatibility and even standardi-
sation over time. For example, 0SD/PALL estimstes that coasolidating
basic jet and “elicopter pilot training in the U.S. could save roughly
$500 million over five ycnu.. We suggest options in just about every
subsequant chapter.

(V) 11. The pernicious dov'rine that logistice ie a national
responetdility must be progressively superseded by common logistice
approach:s. Again, this would produce sizable savings over time, but
even more important would be its contridbution to the flexible employment
of NATO forces. Above all a common Center Region LOC is indispensable
to permit flexible employment of available forces, especially optimus use
of U.S. reinforcement (see Chapter V).

(U) 12. Commmiocations too could profitably be rationaliaed. This
ests up a surprisingly large fraction of NMATO resourcea, probably wvell
over $4 billion {n the next five years. Significant savings could result
fron comhining features of nstional systems into an integrated nontactical

.(U) NATO Rationalisation Potent<al, op. c¢'t., p. 6, and Annex B=2.
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NATO communicatiors |ysten.. Tactical communications must be made com-
patible to permit national forces to function effectively together (see
Chapter VIIL).

(U) 13. Llastly, NATO =ict rationalice tto institutinial structure
to redwe preliferation ad jtve NATO organa more clout. While some
savires might be possidble, the primary goal here would be to et.engthen
the msultinational MATO organs viz-i1-vis national authoriti{es in order to
facilitate rationalization. Above all, better machinery to develop and
follov through on tough-minded priorities is hz2d1lv needed (s2e Chapter
vil).

G. MARING RATIONALIZATION WORK IN PRACTICE

(U) Defining cationalization and suggesting geueralized guidelines
is relatively vasy. What 1s more difficult is to make it work ia prac-
tice, via a cumbersome lé-nation dureaucricy like the NATO structure,
which suffers from having all too little clout with the 14 nations in-
volval., In effect, NATO is eimply not {nstitutionally gcared to deal
vith bdioad-scale rationalization. Its own past frustration in attempt-
ing to sgree on collective defense neasures amply indicstus the diffi-
culties involved.

(U) The big risk is that, hovever desirable rationalization may
saen, it will not achieve the necessary sustained momernum over time
needed to achieve its full poteatial. For one thing, rationalization {e
aot s short-tern approach that can te laid on once and for all and then
forgotten. 1t is rather a continuing process of interaction. Little
would be accomplished 1if 1t turned out to be esscntislly s one-shot
operation, yielding a few concrets initiatives but then running out cf
stean, as has happened often in NATO. A related risk is that of
suboptiaization -~ g series of halfvay measurss that convey the {a-
preseion of progress but don't in fact add up to enough to make the
effort wvorthwhile.

(U) xb‘dc. P ‘. and Annex B-1.
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(U) But past NATO erperience is aloo suggestive of ways to mini-
mize these risks that rationalization won't be given a fair try: (a)
sustained high~level lesdership to prevent {t from degenerating into a
routine bureaucratic exercise; (b) viable machinery for the purpose;
(c) procedures that help keep focus on priorities and show both the
cost /benefit tradioffs and how coets can be equitably shared; and (d)
tecimiques for forcing FATO to think parincrship, such as common funding
nechanisns., We discuss some of these below.

1. Focus Must Be Kept on Rationalization as a Whole via a Matrix Approach

(U) The Atcnputlou must be resisted to let various rationalizacion
ssagiures be treated only on their individual merits in relevant expert
bodies. Their expertise is important, but to have real impact, ration-
alization must be spproached on a broad scale that will permit offsetting
incressed costs and benefits in some cases against decreased costs in
others. '

(U) The U.S. proposal for comstruction of a matrir or scoveboard
on vhich each natlon's gains or losses can be balanced out on the bottom
1ine 1s indispensadble to this end. Painful as it is to construct such a
matrix, vith the interminable controversy over cost and other dats {t
will entail, the effort is emphatically vorth *he candle. To construct
and keep current a valid matrix, howvever, will require more and better
data than presently available to NATO, especially on costs (see p. 33
below).

(U) The other great advautage nf the matrix {s that it permits
doing vhat has never been done before in NATO -- matching auvinge
againat offsetting force improvements to show how much could be achieved
at equal overall cost." Thus it 1s not a device fo. cutting costr, but
rather one for showing how to finance modernization via trvadeoffs (see
below).

'(U) In its partial preliminary study of NATO Rationaliaatior
Potential, op. cit., OSD/PALE identified potential resource transfers
totalling over $5.6 billionm.
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2. Consistent High-lLevel Focus Is Needed

(U) It s almost axiomatic in NATO that nothing ge¢ts done on an
alliance basis unless it is pushed and blessed from the top. NATO's
coalition nature {s such that ite civil and military buieaucracy nas

power only to plan, study, and exhort, not to decide. Collective de-
cisions at ministerial level are almust invariably required un any
matter or substance, even if quite minor. Hence rationalizatioan must
become more or less a fixed itea on every ministerial agenda, if its
potential {» to be realized.

(U) Suitable high-level machinery for this purpose is also essen-
tisl. Experience suggests that if rationalization gets bogged down in
the interainable procedures of the cumbersome NATO and national bureau-
cracies, and is thus inevitubly Iragmented, lictle will be dore. Hence
having the Executive Working Croup of the DRC as the overall monitor
(as alen on hasic issues) was s sound beginning, and must be continued.
The worst outcome would be if issues were dealt with exclusively {n ex-
pert panels and subgroups, and aever pulled together at a higher level
wisre tradeoffs betwe.a thewm could be considered in an overall satrix.

3. Trade-offs Must Be Mads Explicit
(U) Given the cevere resource constraints thet dictate rationali-

sation, essential force improvements sust be paid for out of NATL's
owva hide. This means that trade-offs, either within natioual bidgets or
on & multinational bzseis, is the name of the game. We follow our own
prescription by offering some explicit trade-off options in the succeed-
ing chapters. Bu: such trade-offs, which are hard enough to achieve
vithin one count.y's defense budget, vill be do-.i'y difficult between
sovereign alliance msmbers. Here is ar added powerful reason for high-
levsl focus and machinery to preveut trade-o‘  .ptions from being buried
1 the bureaucracy, or rejected on narrow ,rounds. But some machinery
must be crasted to maks FATO commenders and national authorities con-
sider and face up to explicit trade-cif choices.

(U) The matrix approach will be indispensable here. Annsther de-
vice to compel trading off the cost of maintainiag existing forces versus
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needed finvestment would be the adoption as a NATO-wide guideline of the
FRC plan to reserve 10 percent of its defense budget for investment.
Our point {s not that 30 percent is necessarily the right figure, but
rather that if the NATO Ministers agreed on some percentage goal of
this sort (averaged over a five-vear perivd), it would help to induce
countries to rarionalize their existing force posture in order to free
resources to meet in-e:tment goals. It had precisely this effect tn
the FRC case.

4. Means Must Be Devised to Compsl Fncus Strictly on Priorities

(U) But tradeoffs must be assessed against some set of priority
objectives 1f NATO must do more with less. Failure to exert sufficient
pressure for doing first things firet has been one of the NATO bureau-

cracy's greatest wveaknesses. In Chapter VIII we urge strengthening the
clout of NATO's central organs vis-d-vis nationai staffs. Prioricty
issues too can only be sattled at the higheut level, another reason why
rationalization needs top-level sponsorship. Thus we see great merit in
the current U.S. proposal for institutionalizing the priority process

by making ministerial guidance for biennial force plananing contain
specific priority guidelines.

(S) NATO's military authoritiss also must bite the bullet in ad-
vising on priorities, even vhere these conflict with naticnal prefer-
ences. As mantioned earlier, they have been quite reluctant to do so.
We suggest that the MC and MNCs be required to modify their present
system vhereby so many force proposals are accorded high priority that
it rob. the process of much meaning. First priority items sust aset
two criteria -~ they must both have a high payoff and be feasible in
budget and other terms. Too oftea the latter criterion is ignored.
Another device, though rather arbi.rary, might be for the Ministers to
insist thet no wore thaa 25 percent (in terms of cost) bde labelled first
priority. And if an ally liks the Netherlands is determined to cut its
forces, SACEUR must be prepared to advise it wvhat should be cur first
and vhat last (a notable omission from SHAPE's comments on the recent
dutch proposals).
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S. NATO Machinery Is Needed to Providc Adequate Costing Data

(U) It will swimply not be possible to develop tradeoffs, construct
a valid matrix, assess rosponsiveness to priorities, and take sensible
ra*ionalizstion decisfons without better cost data than are now avail-
able to NATO. As wve acknowledge in the Preface, thir is a serious defi-
cfuncy in our own study. its lack has been a far more serious impedi-
ment to NATO planning of more cost-effective postures for many years.

At U.S. urging, NATO vegan during ths 1960s to gather a data dase and
construct cost models, particularly at the SHAPE Technical Center (STC).
In 1967 a requirement vas laid down for annual cost reports (PESRs).

But the U.S. among cthers soon found this a nuisance, and about the only
sultilateral costing capability now extant {n NATO is a handful of
harassed bureaucrats on the Internationsl Staff (IS) and a few costess
at STC, wvho were able, for example, only to cost crudely some 60 percent
of SHAPE's 600 1973-1978 force proposals and vhose capabilities since
then have reportedly diminished as a result of budget cuts.

(U) Ve sust face the fact that rationalization simply cannot be
carried out unless an agreed data base and costing machinery 1s developed.
Othervise proposed measures and tradeoftc will bog down in interminable
bickering over comparative costs involved. Thus 1if NATO is serious «bout
rationalization, urgent steps are needed to set up and staff properly a
NATO costing facilizy. Since proposals to increase the NATO staff budget
aivays have tough political sledding, we suggest that the STC ftself be
placed directly under the IS (though it would also remain available for
SHAPE wvork), and that its costing component de incraased.

6. Cosmon Funding 1s s Highly Useful Device to Promote Joint Programs
(U) Almost iavariably s critical issue in joint NATO programs is

how they should be funded and what share each participant should bear.
In the case of purely national R/S messures, this is no problem, while
in soms other cases separate bilateral or trilateral deals will suffice.
But 4f sultinational rationalization programs are to work in practice,
soms common funding and/or cost-sharing mschanisas are essential. Ve
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suggest a quite pragmatic approach to this problem. Some R/S projects
aight qualify for {nclusion under the NATO Infrastructure Program, in
which case a funding and cost-sharing arrangement already exists. More-
over, the definitlon of eligible infrastructure projects might be
broadeisad to permit including more R/S projects. Since many of the
measures we propose apply only to the Center Region, it might be desir-
able to set up a separate Center Region fund for certain categories of
common-user programs, perhaps shared proportionally to each ally's pres-
ent percentage infrastructure contributiun. Tim Stanley's concept of a
NATO Common Fund could be adapted to support u/s.' In the defense R&D
and procurement field, another provocative study has suggested a North
Atlantic Common Defense Market and agreed goals for common defense pro-
curement (see Chapter VII).“ .

La but by No Means Least, the U.S. Must Put Its Money Where It
Mouth Is

(U) We pointed out earlier hov the U.S. 1is at one and the same time
the strongest advocate of collective defense in NATO and the worst offend-
er in terms of "go it alonc.” This has led to persistent allied susni-
cions that U.S. advocacy of rationalization and standardization is really
a technique for selling U.S. equipment and getting more burdensharing
from our allies. Thus, given the still dominant U.S. role in NATO, ration-
alization will work only if the U.S. puts its money where irs mouth is,
and validates its leadership inm concrete ways by engaging in multilateral
tradeoffs and buying European equipment if our allies buy American. We
suggest numerous uptions to this end in the chapters that follow. But
for chis to happen the U.S. services must get in the habit of thinking NATO,
and not unilaterally. The growing realisation that the U.S. can no longer
80 it alons in its contribution to defending Western Europe has not yet
permsated through all levels of command. It 4s still far from dominating
U'.S. planmaing for Europe. To bolster allied confidence in interdependence
and overcoms allied feelings of inadequacy vis-A-vis the WP, the U.S. has
& special responsibility to be a better partner to its allies.

2.

“(0) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 36-49.
**(U) Callaghan, op. cit.
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II. RATIONALIZING NATO GROUND FORCES

(U) The deficiencies in NATO's conventlonal ground force posture
== gspecially in the Center Region — are prodbably the most seciuus in
NATO's ovv-all defense capabilities. This is not to imply that NATO's
air and naval posture is sctisfactory, merely t.at NATO seems even worse
off on the ground. Though NATO has Jelibaerately avoid.d over the years
assigning relative rankings to its veakn.sses, its own analyses, such as
AD=70G, amply suggest this conclusion.

(U) Such ground deficiencies were more %olerable when the alliance
could rely upon a predominantly nuclear strategy. But as we stressed
in Chapter I, NATO's 1967 adoption of the MC 14/) flexible response
strategy, and Soviet achievement of nuclear parity, have made strength-
ening NATO's conventional shield far mnre essentiil than before. Logi-
cally, these developments should have led to s corollary shift in pro-
gras priorities. However, it is hard to escape the conclueion that no
such major shift in real priorities took placs.

(S) Thus, rectifying the deficiencies in the Center Region ground
shield should receive highest priority in NATO == something they never
had beiors. This 1s not to deny that there have been many worthwhile
improvements in NATO's conventional ground posture. The point is rather
that these have heen incremsntal and relatively unstructured, without
a8 clear sense of overall NATO priorities. AD-70 was a partial step in
the right direction, but as the Chairman of the Military Committee
pointed out to the June 1974 DPC mesting, MATO is still far short of
vhere it should be in mesting the AD-70 palo.. Morsover, AD-70 vas a
“wish 11st" thet did wot impose tough choices among competing priority
demands or even address some of NATO's most serious ground/air defi-
etmuo." As a resull, ths allies have found it easier to fnllor
videly divergent paths, influeaced ae much by national/service doctrine
and parochialism as by NATO-spproveu guidelines (see Chapter I).

(U) DPC-VR(74)13, Part II, p. 33 (Secret).

**C) See R-1231, op. cit., pp. 27-29.
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(U) Anotas: factor dictating greater focus on remedying NATO's
sround force deficiencies {s that yrownd forces are the ones likely to
be hit hardecst ly my MBFR or unilateral cuta. This is implicit in
both the NATO and WP negotiating positions and in the sheer fact that
ground forces are the largest component of the forces in the geographic
avea Junder discussion. Since ground forces comprise two-thirds of
forward deployed U.S. manpover, they aleo are under the heaviest
Congressional pressure for reduction. Thus, 1f NATO's ground force
deficien=ies ure already its most serious, cospensatory meajures are
needed to ensure that MBFR does not degrade thes further to an unac-
ceptable degres.

(U) Nor s rectifying existing deficiencies the only problenm.
NATO's ground forces urgently neel modemization to keep up with im=
proving WP capabiiities. To name just a fuv items, second and third
generation AT sissiles and nev short-range sir-defense systems (SHORADS)
vill be very expensive, as vill improved comventional munitions. But
the high manpowver costs of NATO's ground forces, by nature manpower-
extansive, threaten to eat up resources needed for modernization. One
estimste is that simply maintaining the curreat U.S. Army force at
current budget levels would, in a few years, consuae the Army's entire
budget, leaving anthing for modernization. So something will have to
give.

A. CHIEP DEFICIENCIES IN NATO'S CURRENT GROUNT' POSTURE
(S) Before examining how raticnaliszation could help resolve the

_above prodlems, it is essential to define more specifically what NATO's
chief growd deficiencies are. What follows is our own synthesis of
AD=70, SACEUR's cosbat-effectiveness reports, and other NATO and U.S.
studies. JYar more extensive and detailed shopping lists of deficiencies
ate produced for the diennisl MATO force goal exercises, but as we
stressed {n Chapter I, their lack of clesr priority rankiung - and their
sheer nusber =-- act as a disincentive, rather than the reverse. Besides,
to correct them all would cost more than the NATO allies could reasonably
be expected to fund.
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1.__The Core of the Problem: NATO's Ground Forces Are Not Properly
Organized, Deployed, Equipped, and Trained for Defense Against
the Prize Threat =- An Armor-Heavy WP Blitzkrieg
(U) CGiven the risk of surprise attack, NATO muat find better ways

to delay arnd attrit Soviet armored spearheads until NATO can fully
mobilize. Tvo other keys to a successful defense are (a) a bhalancel
capability tc deferd {n depth on all key avenues of attack, and (b)
powerful, highly maneuverable counterattack forces to prevent successful
breakthroughs. Yet instead of being configured for this primarily de-
fenee miseion, wost NATO ground forces are still structured essentially

for offensive maneuver.

2. NATO Lacks Sufficteut Ground Combat Forces
for Forvard Defense in Depth

(U) Although overall NATO active manpower cospares quite favorably
with that of the WP (even in the Center Region, including France), it
fields far fewer ﬁjor combat wnits of 'he sort needed to cope with the
WP threat. Since NATO must grant the WP the {i.itiative as to time, place,
and wvaight of attack, this condemns NATO to & thin linear defense without
sufficient depth to contain penatrations without permitting breakthroughs.
Moreover, NATO's politically mandatory forward strategy militates against
trading too mucl. space for time -~ and there is not much space to trade
in any case without losing most of the FRG.

(S) The Belgian and Netherlands corps sectors are generally regarded
as the weakest, and NATO military authorities often cite their weaknesses
48 an invitation to the WP to mount its main weight of attack sgainst
these sectors of the NORTHAC front. Forward-based Dutch forces of less
than two brigades nusber only 4490; wvhile the I Balgian Corps in the
FRG 1s somsvhat larger, two brigades are soon to be withdrawn. Both are
notably veak in heavy AT weapons. In all, no less than 1) allied bri-
gades in NORTHAG are stationed a considerable distance behind their GDP
positions, and NATO military authorities question vhether many of them
could deploy forvard in time to meet a quick WP thrust.
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3. NATO Lacks Flexibility to Shift Forcea to Meet
the Main Weight of WP Attack
(U) Besides, Center iegion ground forces are deployed in a "layer

cake" of national corps sectors, with only limited possibilities for
mutual reinforcement. This is because the forces in each national rorpe
sector have their own LOCs, their own weaponry, their own largely in-
cospatible comunications, and their own tactics und procedures, which
tend to confine thea rather rigidly to operating in their own wocmrl..
In many respacts, their wveaponry and ammo are not interchangeable. In
effect, despite the superstructure of higher NATO headquarters, it would
seem that the various Center Region allies would have to fight their
own largely separate wars in their own sectors. This is why the current
CINCCENT vorrics lest he have no wartime mission. He can't easily rede-
ploy national forces outside their own sectors, and he has few reserves
to allot.

(U) We frankly doubt that NATO could actually fight effectively in
this menner. At present, it would be very difficult flexibly to redeploy
forces from one sector to another, or from CENTAG te NORTHAG, to meet a
developing threat. Thess are just the types of problems that NATO is
trying to meet on the air side by nev command arrangements and improved
C3. But relatively little has been done as yst to overcome the equally
ssrious ground force problem. Moreover, as pointed nut in Chapter I,
NATO's forcos are growing farther apart, not closer together. PFor ex-
asple, twelve NATO allies are developing 13 different types of antitank
missiles and studving yet eight mors.

4. NATO Lacks Sufficient Antiarmor Capsbility to Deal with WP Attack
(S) There is wide consensus within the alliance that this is a

critical deficiency. It has been highlighted in AD-70 and numerous

'(3) From north to south tieir frontages in NORTHAG are I Nether-
1.“. cot’. bl 55 ho. I FRCG Cotpl - ‘0 ho. I U.K. cor"’ - 33 ho.
I Belgien Corps == 35 ka. Then, in CENTAG are III FRG Corps =- 55 ka.,
v U.S8. Cot’l -= 60 ho. vIl U.S. Cotpl - 185 ho. and 11 FRG Cotp. -
190 km., on a total front of 695 km. AFNORTH must also defend about
100 ka. of frontage in the FRG.
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ather repurn.. Connideralle progresy has been made, espec ially over
the last fev years, In strengthening NATO tank and AT capasilities to
cope with this problem; for cxample, the FRG's force restructuring
(see pp. 61-62) in primarily addressed to ft. But serinu; gass remain,
particularly in the U.K., Dutch, and Belgtan sectors. NATO {s also
veak in {ts ability to slov down an armored advance with flexible
tactical barvier systems that would grcatly complicate the enemy's
problea.

3. There Are Too Fev Augmentation Forces and C.rrentlv Most Would

Arrive Too Late to Help Contain an Inftial WP Blitzkrieg Thruat

(U) This problem compounds those already cited. The Iaspector
General of the Bundeswehr recently called reserves "the weakest point
of NATO's silitary poltuu."“ However, tccause of concern over a quick
WP surprise attack before NATO could mobilize, the NATO military author-
ities have long laid primiry stress on ready M-Day forces, to the com-
parative nsglect of wll-trained, quickly mobilizable uurvn.". Such
reserves as do exist receive for the most part wholly {nadequate peace-
tims tntnial.* But given the escalating costs of active manpower, re-
serves may be the only solution NATO can afford to the need for more
troops for defense in depth, plus more flexibility to overcome the mal-
deployment and layer-cake problems.

(S) Most NATO fis)d commanders =-- even in NORTHAGC -- seem reason-
ably confident of their ability to contain the first vave of a Pact
sttack, given even s fev days' wvarning. However, they express grave con-
cern over their ability to kecp holding for more than a fiv days as WP

(U) Many NATO forces still have first generation ATGMs, ‘which
sust be "flown to ths target with a joystick."” These are s> muc: less
effective than second generation ATGMs as to raise tha question as to
vhether expensive active manpower should be wasted on thea.

*%(U) American Esbassy Bona Dispatch, A-93, 2/19/74, p. 2 (Sceret).

*4%U) see Rand R-1231, pp. 29, 32, 75, 237, and 271 for discussion

of this prodles.

’(8) Por an excellent analysis of Center Region army reserve estab-
1ishments, see Colonel Neil Creighton, "Mobilization of NATO Ground Re-
serve Forces in Central Europe,” State Department Senior Seainsr Case
s‘\". 1973.
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pressure builds up: They simply lack sufficient additional ground
forces for this purpose. While the U.S. and France could provide nu-
merous augmentation divisions, French availability is uncertain, wvhile
currently, tany U.S. forces would be slow to arrive. Moreoser, given
the layer-caks problesm, it might be difficult to employ U.S. or French
forces in other naticnal sectnrs.

6, Most NATO Ground Forces Are Weak {n Field Force Air llefenue

(S) Most NATO allies appear Lo lack sufficient air defense gun
and missile units to cope adequately with an all-out WP a:r effort to
support an armored blitzkrieg. The 197) Arabelsrseli war shoved the
difficulty of providing close air support when confronted with an eneay
force having powerful air defenses. Again, it is dangerous to analyze
from FRC and U.S. Arsy holdings, because the other allies appear con-
sideradly weaskar in this area. This deficiency, too, vas highlighted
in the NATU's spring 1974 reviev of basic issues.

1. durficisut War Reserves Are Lacking

(S) Heve, aleo, the picture is extremely spotty. The U.S. pro-
grams for a 90-day stock level, while some allies have only a few days'
supply of certain critical items. While present plans would permit all
Center Rogion sllies to reach a 30-day level by 1978, we quertion wvhether
this {s likely under foresseeabla coustraints. Moreover, such stockage is
poorly located vay behind GDP positions; there is a serious shortage of
forvard storage sites and lack of a logistic systes that can move stocks
forwerd {n timely fashion.

(S) Cumulatively, all these deficiencies led SHAPE itself to ques-
tion vhether prasent NATO Center Region ground forces could "outlast” a
wr muum.' Consequeatly, rectifying them clearly demands high, if
nct highest, NATO priority. While sfforts are under vay, especially by
the FRG and U.S., to cops with these deficiencies, they will take con-
siderglle iime and monsy to rectify fully. It 4s our i-pression rlso

(U) SACEUR's 197) Combat Zffe:tiveness Report.
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that many such efforts to date are too small and {ncremental to be conm-
mensurate with the nced, and lack the priority emphasis vis-d-vis other
NATO programs that they deserve,

(U) It is not good enough for the Americans and Cermans to mud-
ernize just their own forces. No matter how well their sectors are de-
fended, a WP breakthrough i{n the weaker U.K. or Benelux sectors could
undo all their efforts. The analogy to the battle of France in 1940 is
all too clear, and surely not juet to us. As stressed in Chapter I, we
are continually astcnished that the U.S. and FRG seem to show so little
concern sbout the weak linke in the NATO chain.

(U) 1In addition to tha obvious conssquence that U.S. forces, by
programmiag for a 90-day war raserve level, might be fighting alone by
D430 or so, there are other implications. WUar reserves are ccstly.
EZvary day of war reserve the U.S. provides beyond the zapability of its
allies to continue the struggle absorbe resources that could be better
applisd to aseting the D-Day to D+30 prodlem. Purtherwore, if you plan
war reserves for a 90-day period, it stands to reason that you develop
simultaneously a force structure appropriate for the same period. A
force developed for a )0-day conflict could and probably would look far
different from a force destined for a 90-day, or longer, conflict.

B. THE CASE FOR RATIONALIZATION AS A SOLUTION
(U) Thess ground deficiencies will have to be dealt vith {n &

context of severe political, economic, and manpower constraints. Above
sll, tle manpower costs that lncreasingly drive defense budgets neces-
sarily i{spact wmost heavily on the budgets of the most manpower-extensive
forces =~ the armies. High manpower costs within constrained budgats
will eat into necessary investment in modemisation far more in their
oaee than {n. that of other services. This was precisely the point made
by the FRC Porce Structure Commission in calling for restructuring of
the TG growd forcu.. The decline in conscription periods in conti-
nental armies at a time of increasing need for loug-service personnel to

.(U) The Force Structure tn the FRG, op. cit.
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man sophie-.icated equipment will compel incrcanirg reliance on expensive
volunteers and further drive up manpower costs.

(U) Hence, NATO must face up to the fact that it cannot rely pri-
marily on the preferred military solution of adding on yet more forces
to tlose presently on hand. Instead, it mus- accept as a planning asnump-
tion probable cuts in real resource allocations, in active manpover
strengths, and/or in length of service. And these cuts will necessarily
{mpact most heavily on ground forces, as the 208t manpower-extensive.
Thus, the essential modernization of NATO's ground capability must be
financed largely by trude-offs, not add-ons. It must increasingly find
the resources needed out of its own hwc.'

(U) Moreover, it is equally plain that in a severely constrained
economic and manpower environment NATO's needs can no longer be met
almost solely on the basis of individual national efforts. These would
be sinply too expensive. Since NATO's national forces are in fact
already interdependent anyway (see Chapter 1), only by melding their
resources on a partnership basis can NAT) achieve the sufficiently cost-
effecti-e uss of its collective resources to meet NATO deficiencies
vithin likely constraints. Rationaliszing NATO's existing posture is
also the only viable way to free enough resources for coatinuing modern-
ization to keep up with or sahsad of that of the Warsaw Pact. If trade-
offs rather than add-ons must be the order of ths day, then such mea-
sures to cope vith Ceater Region ground deficiencies deserve very high
priority.

(U) Above all, rationalization asans lmposing stringent priorities
on the disposition of limited resources -- doing first things first in
NATO. For example, one crying uneed 1is to get the Dutch and Belgians to
shift resources, if necessary, into stre.gthening the I Netherlands aud
I Belgtan corps, which according to SACEUR and other NATO ailitary author-
ities are the prims candidates for enemy breakthrough i event of a WP
clash. It {s ironic that in tias face of such repeated criticise of their

.(Il) See the similar conclusion of Brigadier Kenneth Hunt, a
former senior NATO staff officer, in The Allizwce and Burcps: Part II:
Defence with Fever Nen, 1188, Adelphi Paper No. 98, 1973, pp. 1-2. He,
too, focuses particuiarly on ground forces.
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deficiencies, the Netherlanda and bBeltyfum still der.te such stzable re-
Jources to meeting other, less pressing newds.,  Indeced, the Jutch re-
structuring plan skimpa grouud torce in faver of aaval and afr force
modernization. Since tlwse are precisely the kind of pcfority fssues
NATO muat tackle, we stress in thts chapter options to beef up the Dutch
and Belgian ground force contribut fon to the NATO shield.

(U) 1In broader terers, we see the following general types of ratio-

nalizaticn as essentfal to meeting NATO's critica) ground force needs:

1. Restructuring and streamlining combat forces to optimize them
for the NATO defenuive (primarily antiarmor} mission, and to
make optimum use of increasingly expenaive manpuwer.

2. Reducing less essential giound force missions and capabilities
in favor of meeting higher priority necds (e.g., deemphasize
home defense).

3. Freeing active manpower for combat roles bty altering tail-to-
teeth ratios, and finding alternative means of providing neces-
saty support,

4. Relying on cheaper reserve msupower or civilianization wherever
possible, especially for rear area and support aiss.ons.

3. Consolidating noncombat sunport, training, aud jrverhead vhe ‘e
it would free needed resources anc/or provile the requiced
flexibility in deployment and emloyment of ground forces (this
is treated in Chapter V).

6. Stressing harmonization of forces and tactics. and interopera-
bility of equipaent, as we.l as standardizaticn wherewer feasi-
ble (see Chapter VI).

7. Soms specialization of defeasc tasks, pechaps bty the larger
povers assuming certain highly sophisticated and costly func-
tions on henalf of the smaller powers (e.g., intelligence, ECM).

8. To the extent that the above measures do nct free sufficien:
resources to meet high priority ground force needs, shifting
resources from lower priority uses in other services (e.g.,
continental navies -~ see Chapter 1V), ’
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(S) me key NATO country is slready doing a remarkable job along
nany of the above lines, thuugh on a purely national basis. This is
the FRC in its 1975-1980 force restructuring program. The genesis of
this program lay in ile FRG's realizstion that rising manpower and
operating costu vere tending tn eat up Lhe Bundeswehr budget, leaving
less and less for modernization. Concluding that only through scae re-
duction in active manpower could sesential fundo be freed for moderniza-
tion, a blue-ribbon panel proposed that 12 of the Bundeswehr's 36 pro-
posed drigades be put on partial cadre status, to be flushed out rapidly
in wvartime by a uev 30,000-man epecial read: uurn..

(U) The FRG Miniutry of Defensa decided, however, that keeping all
36 brigades fully active was essential, and cawe up vith an even detter
alternative., It pruned the entire active force structure (inmcluding
navy sad air force) of all sctive personnel not considered essential on
M-Day, & move that etill permits shifting the 30,000 men into the ready
resezve. The MOD plan also called for reorienting FRG ground forces to
optimise thes for halting an armor-heavy WP blitskrieg by sharply ecaling
up their armor and AT holdings. It is extensively restructuring its
ground forces to reduce manpower needs by stresmlining TOLEs and to give
tham optimm tactical flexibility for the assigned defensive atssion.'’
Eaphaeis is being placed on mobile airborne and helilorme corpe-lsvel
reserves to stem breakthroughe and on a family of nav weapons, auch as
scatterable mines, to form hasty tacticsl barriers. In our view, this
TRG program is such s notable example of what rationalization can achieve
vithia severe constraints that it should be used as & model for the other
Center Region allies.

C. R/$ OPT Gl Yy 3 HIGH PRIORITY COMBAT FORCES
WITMIN EXISTING RESOURCES
(V) 1f our amalysic of NATO's key ground force deficiencies is
broadly valid, thea there is a crucisl need for sore well-equipped ground
*
(U) The Poroe Structure in the FRG, op. cit.

“(U) Tor example, the T/0 of the FRGC armored brigade is beirg re-
duced from 3400 men in pescetiazs snd 4500 at war strength to 3200 ia both
peacetise and wartims. The mechanized brigsde goes from 3700 or 5200 to

3900.
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combat forces to permit carrying out the forward strategy by defense in
depth beginning well forward, and tc provide more adcquate wmbile re-
sezvas for coping with potential breakthroughs. As ‘lescribed by Briga-
dier Hunt in his perceptive study on Defence with Fewer Men, there atre
roughly four vays to generate more such forces, {f savere budget and
manpowver constraints dictate that NATO sust find tha necessary resources
out of ites own hide. These are (a) forue restructuring; /b) more rapid
veinforcement in & crisis; (c) more ve..ance on reservists; and (d)
more reliance on territorial-type torcu.. We think NATO will have to
adopt all four techniques to achieve ' needed results. Indeed, our
previous Rand study suggested numerous wuys in which to use all four to
optimize Centar Region initial defense capabilities (both U.S. and
allied), vhile ctill saving costly active nnpo\nr.“

1. Regtructuring NATO Ground Forzes
(U) To overcoms the deficiencies cited earlier, vhile still living

within sharp fiscal and maajower constrainte, will inevitably require
zestructuriag of NATO ground forces. Indesd, this i{s to some extent an
ongoing process, especially as nsv weaponry i{s introduced. What we are
suggesting is & broidening and acceleration of the process. s suggest
in later ssctions of this chapter certain cestructuring optiocas to ia-
creass antiarmor strength (see pp. 60-67) and to maks detter use of ve-
ssrves (eee pp. 54-60). Hece we focus on more general means of restruc~
tuzing gromd forces.

(U) 1Ia perticular, we think it highly desirable to follow the FRG
nodel and reduce the large, expensive, and unwisldy size of XATO units,
plus ths large division slices that support them. These World War II-
style ground force structures are incompatidbls with high asnpower costs
and the need for greater modility and mansuverability. The sisze and
uwiel ‘v nature of theee forces, particularly the support focces, stems
from ths apparent requirsasat for sustainsbility. Considering other
factors (e.g., MATO-wide level of WRM and nature of conflict anticipated)

m) “t. 0op. cit.
*w »-1231, op. ctt.
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the degree of sustainability provided may be a luxury that the U.5, ran
no longer afford. Smaller, more flexible divisfons or brigades wonld
perait s-npower suvings to be traded off for higher manning levels,
more long-service pave~unel, tetter equipment, and more URH.. We are
convinced that such trade-offs would result in a more rational NATO
ground-force structure. We also see merit in the other allies' moving
toward the FRG practice of making the brigade, rather than the division,
the basic combined arms tactical and administrative unt..

(U) One thing urgently necded fu to “de-fat" the TOLEs (as Ceneral
Lesley J. McNair ured to say == and as he did s0 successfully with our
Army ground forces in World War II).“ Noting huw "invariably command-
ers seek more and tend always to make their untt ulf—contntned."."
he sought vigorously to prune TOSEs by a combination of pooling and
streamlining. We doubt that there is a single N..TO mfilitary establish~
ment that could not profit from the same treatment today. Ground forces,
vhich are the heaviest users of scarce manpower, are especially in necd
of trimming (with the possible excepticn of the Bundeswehr, whicn is
slready pruning from the active establishment all soldiers not essential
on M=Day).

(S) To show how modellinyg on Lhe new FRG force structure might
save other nllies substantial manpower, let's compare it with similar
Dutch and Belgian units. At war strength, the nev FRC armored brigade
will be pared from 4500 war strength tc 3200 in both peace and var, yet
have four maneuver battalions with 109 tanks. In contrast, the Dutch
armored brigade at war strength has 3870 men in three maneuver battalions
with 102 tanks. The Belgian armored trigade is even larger, with 4476
men in four maneuver battaiions with 96 tanks. Turning to mechanized
infantry brigades, the new Bundeswehr structure is pared froa a 5200-man

"
(U) For specifics, see 1-1231, op. cit., chapters IV, V, and VIII.

“(U) For a provocative risuaf of General McNair's valtant efforts,
sne the study on "Reorganization of Ground Troops for Combat" in the
volume of tha U.S. Army official history of World War II en. cled, The
Crganiaation of Ground Combrt Troopa, Historical Division, Department of

the Aray, Waghington, D.C., 1947, pp. 283-434,

*4* W) 1bid., p. 315.
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var strength to 3900 men in peacetime or wartime 'n four maineuver bat-
tallons with 66 tanke. The comparable hutch brigade has almost 5000
men tn four battalfons with 52 tanks; the Belgian mechanized brigade
numbcrs about 3900, but has only three mancuver battalions and 48 tanks.
The new FRG structure is also much heavier n AT weapons. Clearly,
adopt ing the FRG structure would enable the Beuelux countries to sharply
pare 1nit streagth while increasing combat pover..

(U) Also required at a time of sharp manpowver and fiscal constraints
is particular atress on maxiaizing early cosbat strengia by wherever pos-
sible, converting active support spaces te combat teeth. Reducing tail-
to-tceti ratios muy well be one of the most significant R/S cptions for
tncreasing badly needed initZal combat strength. This is not to deni-
grate the {mpurtance of adequate support, especially for extended ccmbat,
but rather to argue that there are allernative means avnilable == whereas
such substitutes ere not availsble for high-priority combat troops.

(U) Among such alternative mmans, vhich generally also entail lower
costs, are: (a) substituting reserve for active support forces, for non-
M-Day functions; (b) multinational consolidation of suppnrt functions;
(c) use of civilians rather than military personnel; and (d) reliance on
sobilized civil assets. In our prevrious report, we noted how all these
techniques might be used to reduce the "expeditiunary-force tail” of the
U.S. Army in Europc.“ The U.S. is finding, as it seeks to conform to
the Nunn Amendment, that many trade-offs are possible for strengthening
our commitment of corbat forces to NATO in return for our allies' assun-
ing certain support functions. To the extent that this could be done

.(U) Similar cosparisons of these countrins' tanks that have bat-
talion or higher headquarters and recon elements would further favor the
FRC. The U.S. mechanized or armored brigade is not comparabic hecause
it 1s task-orgunized and dces not have assigned the organic suppcit pro=
vided in the FRC or Benelux TOSEs.

“(U) R-1231, op. cit., chapters IV and VII. As Callaghan dramati-
cally puts it, "Deployed in the midst of an advanced industrial economy
second only to our ovn ... V@ may a8 well be deployed -- for industrial
support purposes == in the midst of a trackless desert. After a quarter
century, ours is still an expeditionary force, depending on our own 3000-
to 6000-mile pipeline to our cwn industrial heartland for almost every
significant item of industrial support” (op. cit., p. 30).

SECRET

st sttt dfistunsoiiio. s uitihiting = e ad




(This Page i¢ UNCLASSIFIED)
48

with civil assete quickly mobilized, the costs should be minimal.
OSD/PAL estimates that around 14,800 active U.S. and 500 U.K. personnel
could be trimed by such means, for an snanual saving of $145 -uuon..
But if they are to rely more on local European suprort, U.S. Army
forces in Europe must be relieved of contingency missions outside the
Center Region -- a step long overdus. It no longer mskes sense, if 1ic
ever did, to assign such out-of-theater missions to USAREUR forces, since
1t is hard to conceive of such a contingency that sould not also involve
s Soviet threat = in whacn case USAREUR would have tu be reinforced,
not stripped. Out-of-theater missione for USAREUR forces have the same
“beefing up" effect om the force structure as does the perceived need
for sdded sustainability (eee abovs, p. 41).

(U) Many Eucopean NATO countries also have rather large national
overheads and training establishments from vhich additional combat
spaces could be equeesed. Our impression is that most of our allies
are as vulnerable as the U.S. to accusations that higher headquarters
are too large and too proliferated st “he expense of cosbat lorcn.“
Perhaps the vay to get at this would be for the DPC to mandate a study
of hov 10 percent of each ally's totsl overhesd manpower (both in NATO
headquarte=s and in national commands) could be cut.

(U) 1f NATO ground forces must be primarily antiarmor criented,
the trade-off possibilities in reducing oider weaponry such as mortars
and tube artillery in favor of AT wespons and scatterable mine launchers
(see pp. 67-73) should be exam’ned. This {s 20t to deny the importance
of adequate artillery, as proven agsia in the 1973 Arab-lsrasli conflict,
or the valus of improved conventionsl sunitions. It is simoly to argue
that in a period of severe constraints sll prisrities must be reassessed,
and painful trade-cffs contemplated. Both ths U.S. and other Center
Region alliss are compsratively richer in artillery than in meny other
%y items. It 1is notabla that the FRG force restructuring progras

(U) NATO Jdationalisation Potential, op. cit., Annex A-2.

“(U) For example, the Royal Netherlands Army of abour 71,000 has
sbout 23,800 men manning schools and training cemters, almoet as many as
the FRG, vhich han almost five times the active army streangth.
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includes no increases in tube artillery, but rather in cheaper rocket
launchers especially foz scatteradle atnu.. Moreover, as the allied
air forces increase their capabilities for close air support, espe-
cially with PGMs, this may reduce the need for so much artillery.

{8) Since the Belgtan, Duich, ard British sectors are the weakust
in the Center Region ground shield, there is a specisl case for finding
ways to strengthen them. PFor example, OSD/PAE has suggested that over
20,000 active persornel in various small Benelux and U.K. combat units
wvith low-priority rear-area sscurity missions and only light wesponry
could be converted into more useful units, some on a cadre basis to be
fleshed out vith reservists in wartime. They suggest that Belgium and
the U.K. sach forms various light units into twvo AT-heavy corps recon=-
naissance groups at an estimated cost of $75 million over a five-year
period. 1In addition, about 85,000 Benelux and U.X. wartime personnel
nov allocated to light companies, battalions, and brigades (for guard-
ing rear ares LOCs against sabotage and airborne landings) could be re-
organized into 21 infantry brigsdes heavily equipped with AT wespons at
a five-ysar cost of $20 tillion uch.“

(8) A cheaper alternative would be to shift some of the active
perscnnel involved into increasing the presently unsatisfactory M-Day
strengths of these nations’ forwvard-deployed divisions. At present,
most Ceanter Region active greund forces (except U.l.)“. are at

*
(U) 1In 1945, the U.S. Army crested the 519th Rocket Pield Artil-

lery :utdioa vith 36 towed rocket launchers, each with 24 4.5" tuhes.
*(V) NATO Ratiomalisation Potential, op. cit., Annex E-2.

**%(1) oversll, U.S. forces in USARZUR are suthorised co have
personnel assigned up to 90 percent of TOLE., On the average these
forces are maintained at 93 to 98 percent of authorised, that is, in
teal terms, 83.5 to 89.2 percent of TOLR. This has the effect of re-
ducing ths nuster of worker-typee in cowbat units, e.g., riflemen in
infastry squads. crewvmen in tank erews, etc., since the overhead and
support tequiremente continua to sbgord tiis sam number of people. In
respording to the Nunn Amendment, the Army is considering using some
of the support spaces saved to impreve the msnning level in combit
unite. This is moving in the cight direction,
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substantfally less than war strengths. Miny of their personnel are
poorly trained to boot. They also lacl: modern weapons and adequat e WRM
in key catepories. Thus, it might be better to beef up existing units
before creating nevw ones. For example, the Chairman of the NATO Mili-
tary Committee flatly told the DPC in June 1974 that if the Netherlands
carries out its propused reorganization of the Dutch forces, the

1 Netherlanas Corps would be reduced to the point where it could no
longer carry out its nusion.'

(S) As for American NATO-committed ground forces, sooner or later
our Army will simply be compelled, by fiscal snd manpower constraints,
1 not by the realities of the situation, to streamline its present
force struccure. As suggested in our previous report, thiis can and
should take the form of reducing the tail-to-teeth ratio cnd maximizing
the effective combat strength available for employment on M-Day. To
understand the possibilities for such action, it is necessary to explore
the meaning and use of the 4C,000-man plunaing factor for a Division
Force Equivalent (DFE): (a) the 48,000-man DFE is the estimated average
manpowsr required for a division aud its comtat-suppoct and service-
support elemency in & wniuwcd theater undcr typicsl zonventional war con-
ditions (e.g., Central Europe after 130 or mure days with a completely
structured force); (b) it is basud oa the U.S. philosophy that support
forces are required to insurc that combat and support units are main-
tained at a high level of effectiveness through continuous replacement of
manpower and replaccment or repair of equipment {in the combat area; and
(c) it visualizes providing com-anders the optimum size and mix of forces
to meet almost any conventional war situation. The U.S. Army has not
ignored this problem, as evidenced by a vhole series of stulies over the
years which have suggeited Europe-~oriented restructuring options (e.3.,
ASTRO, CONAF, CONAD). Rather, tlie difficulty has been a degree of
rigidicy built into planning by the assumptions of at least a 90-day
var, cthe philosophy ¢f constant replenishment, and the requirement for
U.S. NATO forces to be capable of facing a variety of conveantional con-
tingencies arovnd tne world.

*(U) DPC-VR(74)15, June 14, 1974, p. 19 (Secret).
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(S) Let uas assume for a moment that the U.S. Army, including
USAREUR, were given guidance to: (a) plan to fight in Europe only so
long as the bulk of other NATO ground forces can fight (approximately
30 days); (b) U.S. forceas in Europe and those capable of being depleyed
there by D+30 shall have that as thelr only mission; and (c) these
forces shall be structured to maxizize their capability to meet a pri-
marily armored threat as soon after M-Day as possible and extending
through D+30. Would the force be structured differently from the way it
is currently? Yes, it probably would. In fact, in response to the Nunn
Amendment the Aray is planning, in addition to increasing manning
levels in combat units, to increase the number of combat units at the
expense of support units. Only time will tell if this forced rationali-
zation goes as far as it might 1f the criteria above were fully applied.

2. Faster Reinforcecment Schemes

(U) Clearly, one of the best ways to thicken the NATO defensive
shield would be to accelerate the deployment of presently available
sugmentation forces from France, the U.K., Canada, and the U.,S. Be-
cause ths NATO authorities have been mesmerised by fears of a iurprise
attack, they have tended to neglect the major contribution that could
be made by hastening such doplomu.. On the cor’ .-ary, the new U.K.
defense reviev calls for eliminating the 3d Division and one additional
brigade, cuts that will deprive the BAOR of much-needed augmentation.
The U.S., at least, is devoting new emphasis to quicker reinforcement,
including expanded airlift and measures to accelerate readiness, such
as reducing POM times (see Chepter LII for our suggestions on airlift).

(U) There is a vide variety of optioms to this end, many of them
low cost or no cost, vhich we believe add up to some of the most sensi-
ble rationalization msasures NATO zould undertake. T[hey would also pro-
vide an invaluable hedge in case of MBFR cuts. Moreover, many of theere
options have built-in multilateral trade-off possibilities; broadly speak-
ing, the continental allies could provide port and reception ‘%acilities,

*(U) see R-1231, op. cit., pp. 26, 30-36, 41-43, and 237-263.
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LOC support, collocated bases, certain common-user supplies, and even
some sea 14ft and airlift assets fa return for the offshove allies’
posturing to deploy more forces faster.

(8) In our previous report we suggested numerous such measures
for U.S. ground forces, including (a) leaving equipmeat in Europs of
any wmits vithdravn under MBFR, but avoiding the purchase of duplicate
sets of equipment by using alternative techniques; () deploying incre-
sentally in battalion~- or brigade- rather than division-eize reinforce-
msent packages and attaching such uaits to eaisting USARDUR divisions;

(c) pruning forces scheduled for esrly deployment of all personnel and
equipment not esseniisl for the first 30 days of combat and rescheduling
this for later shipment; (d) utilising post 30-day attrition stocks to
equip arriving units instead; (e) using mobilized allied assets to re-
place LOC rroops and resources nov scheduled for deployment; and (f)
revamping Arsy resdiness procedures to reduce POM tha.. We also pro-
posed certain similar mesasures for U.K. and Canadisn !orcu.“

(U) The Lawrencec-Record study aleo suggesied revasping U.S. ground
forces for quicker deploymemt by stationing six two-brigade divisiocns
in RBurope and pcsturing thair third brigades in CONUS fur rapid airlift
reinforcement. The parent division would maintain the prepositioned
equipment for this btrigade. They propose several other streamlining
uuum..“

(U) A fruitful no-cost rationaliszationm option is to reduce the
early toncage going to Lurope by careful prumning of all nonessential
items, and those vhose shipment can be postponed until later or vbtained
from our allies. Ve understand that the USAF has already sharply reduced
its initial tounage requirements by this mesns. The Army and Navy should
do the sams. One Rand study estimates that Army requiremsnte for airlift
through M+30 could be reduced on the order of one-sixzth, chiefly by
shipping certain key items ia adainistrative rather than operational

.N) Ibid., pp. 32, 56-39, 151-1354, 161-171, 209-214, 226-228,
230, 243-244, and 248-249.

*%U) Ibid., chapters IX and X.

#4%U) Richard D. Lawrence and Jeffrey Record, U.S. Force Structure
in NATO: An Altermative, The Brookings Institution, Washingtom, D.C.,
1974, pp. 51-99.
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cruﬂguuum.. Army ic-house anslyses also suggest that a great deal
now scheduled for early deployment could be postponed until later,
thas freeing 11ft for higher priority movements.

(S) A new Navy study, SEA EXPRESS, suggests a vhole series of
low-cost or no=-cost ways rapidly to sealift U.S. forces to Europe be-
fore M+2), using such techniques as a) wmoving equipaent incrementally
vhen it is ready instead of wvaiting until tiw vhole unit is ready; (b)
moving organic wvheeled vehicles and aircraft cross-country on their
owmn pover, rather than by rail; (c) eelecting optimua ports aad berths;
(d) sslecting crtimum shije, taking advantage of several nev ship types;
ad (o) sailing shipe independently at best speed, before wvar starts.
The study claims that by these msans "the unit equipment of all nonpre-
positiorned active Army divisions in CONUS together with their combat
support and 40 percent of their service support” could Le moved fast
enough by ssa 14ift to arrive in the Frankfurt area within 2] days after
¥-Day. Of course, the personnel would sove by air. By purchasing inex-
peneive flatracks to sllov greater use of fast container-ships, these
cagults could de further improved upon. SEA EXPRESS suggests that a
combination of sirlift snd fast sea 1lift would b. optim=m, if on the
order of 23 days between M- and D-days can be upcctod." Sending as
such as possible to RZurope before D-Day is all the more essential be-
caues SACLANT says that he may not be able to provide protection for
Europe-bound convcys until he has won the hattle of the Atlantic.

(S) A Possible Araa of Trcde-off == Why coulda't the U.S. offer
specified concrete steps to accelerate initial ground and air rein-
forcement, if our alliss would taks parsllel steps to provide added
necessary reception facilities and more logintic support? This general
proposition could be broken down into air end ground packages. For
enample, v could trade s firm DPQ commitment to have a set number of
divisions (say, seven) in Europe by M+? or M+10 in exchange for speci-
fied fecilities and services to be supplied by our NATO sllies. The

(U) According to an {nternal Rand study by Colrnel J. C. Rays.

*®(U) Mavy Accelerated Ses Lift Study, Projeot SEA EXPRESS, OP-96,
Depattusnt of ths Navy, 25 July 1974 (Sccret).
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latter might include port facilities, warehouse space, carmarked rafl-
way/barge/truch assets, certain consumables such as cement or sand and
gravel, more afrhead reception facllities (the current U.S. requirement
is for seven APODs, but oanly three are firm), and possibly more real
estate and other facilitics for dispersing prepositioned equipment
closer to vhere the troops wuld land. We suggest that nuc services
and overseas commands be tasked to develop wuch a trade-off package.
Since it mostly entails existing U.S. furces and mobilizable European
asaets, the peacetime add-on costs entailed should be relatively aminor.
(U) 1In looking at ways to generate more quickly available ground

forces for the Center Region, NATO cannot afford to ignore the French,
who already have two 4divisions in the FRC (see pp. 331-333). Assuming
that the American LOC is shifted north to Belgiua and that plans are
developed to use U.S. augmentation forces in NORTHAG, the flexibility
concept would be enhanced if France could be prevailed upon to assuma
wartine missions on the Center Region southern flank. This would help
contain any Warsaw Pact attack up the Danube Valley from Austria, a

. possibility that worries the FRG in particular,

3. __Generating More Quickly Available Reserve Combat Forces

(U) To contain and outlast a WP blitzkrieg will require more re-
serve combat formations than are presently available. They become even
more indispensable in event of budget-induced cuts in active fcrces or
an MBFR agreement. All NATO allies have mcre or less extensive pools
of trained men aviilable for this purpose, many of vhom are not now
included in mobilidzation phm.‘ Others are due to be mobilized only
later as fillers, or ate assigned to a variety of units, many of which
seeam of relatively marginal utility. Thus, plenty of European manpower
exists to meet the need.

(U) A much bigger prodlem is that ot equipping thea properly at
a time of constrained defense budgets. However, aside from the fact
that equipment now {s gensrally much cheape: than manpower, we would

(U) Creighton study, op. cit.
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propose equipping them largely from the stocks made available by active
force modernization programs., For example, the FRG plans to equip some
of fts cadre formatfons with M-48 tanks as it replaces these with
Leopards.

(U) An equally serious problem is that of uchieving a sufficiently
high level of reserve readiness so that well-qualified units become
available in time tc help contain a WP blitzkrieg. Insofar as this is
a functfion of tiveir peacetime training, their lack of it {s pathetic..
It is also partly a function of how much warning time can be relied upon
before D-Day, but the point {s worth making that even reserve combat
units deployed as late as D+l5 to D+30 might stil]l make a useful
contribution.

(U) A key way of enhancing readiness is to give such rezerve units
sizable active duty cadrecs -- a classic European technique employed by
the WP as well. The size of the cadre is a matter for professional
silitary judgment, but at a minimum, part of the officer and key NCO
complement, and perhaps key technicians, should be active duty personnel.
We believe that the U.S. in particular should examine the desirability
of aclive duty cadres for reserve formations, since our present reserve
units are, for ths most part, composed exclusively of reservists, a
condition that reduces rudincu.“

(U) Greater emphasis on reserve training, for the most part sadly
neglected in NATO, would alco be desirable. In gensral, NATO reservist
pools scem to ‘¢ too large and too poorly trained. A trade-off of quan-
tity for quality would be militarily desirable, though very di/ficult
because of the political requirement to train all conscripts for equity's
saks. One inexpensive technique that could be more widely adopted
is the Netherlands RIM systea, vhich involves moving complete units from

.(0) See Creighton study or "Mobili:ation of NATO Ground Reserve
Porces in Central Europe,” op. cit,

“(U) Some exceptions are the 4th Marine Division (which has a
large active duty cadra), some Navy reserve fleet ships that are manned
with 65 percent active personnel, and some USAF reserve manpover that
is associated with sctive airlift units and would flesh them out upon
mobilization.
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active to reserve status every 18 monthe, thus ensuring that the entire
unit has trained together for an extended pariod.

(S) Anotler techinique would dbe affiliating reserve with active
units to enhance the former's proficiency. This {s now being adopted
by the U.S. Army, which plans to go from 1J to 16 active divisions,
vhile staying within its present 785,000-man ceiling, partly by round-
ing out three divisions with one affiliated reserve brigade each.
Another 22 reserve maneuver bsttalions will affiliate with active divi-
sions to round out thelir structure, and will join the divisions upon
lobutution.. Each GCerman mechanized brigade will also have an aff{li-
ated reserve motorized infantry battailon.

(U) Broadly speaking, NATO should rationalize it3 reserve posture
by moving toward two broad types of reserve forces: (a) relatively
small but highly trained and well-equipped ready rcserves, primarily
designed to flesh out the active furce structure in time to help a*soruv
the initial shock of enemy attack; and (b) a much larger reserve at
lowver readiness. The small resdy reserve would receive greater pay
incentives, more training, and be closely affilisced with active units.
It should be callable in advance of mobilization, as is the case with
the nev FRC ready reserve. Restructuring and rationalizing NATO re-
serves in this manner would allow NATO to go quickly to a much greater
readiness posture in the event of a feared surprise attack, without
taking the politically sunsitive step of full mobilization. This would
aid mterially in relieving the current severe constraints on the NATO
alert systea,

(U) Beyond the sbove is the need for NATO to take a close look at
the utility of che substantial numbers of "territorial-'" type forces
and paramilitary police forces maintained under national command by all
continental NATO allies. Most are only lightly equipped and have only
small active duty cadres, to be fleshed out upon mobilization by

"m) The total of 30 round-out battalions will represent 25 per-
cent of the combat power of the 11 Army divisions in the affiliation
program. See address by Assistant Secretary of Defense W. XK. Breha to
96th Conference of National Guard Association, 23 September 1974,
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reserves. Nonetheless, rational/zing them might be productive of some
savings, or at least 1mproved e’fectiveness. Again, the relevant
model might be the German Territorial Army (GTA), with an active duty
cadre of arounv 130,000, which would be fleshed out {n wart!me to over
300,000. 1t is designed tu provide rear area support to all NAIO
fcrces in the FRC, besides performing rear area cdefense against air-
borne attack and internal defense missiona. It seems better dewigned
for NATO ,urposes than the comparable French or Benelux forces.

(U) The proliferation of light AT weapons also raises the possi-
bility of using territorisl forces armed with such weapons to supple-
ment regular forces by thickening antiarmor defenses in depth. For
exanple, Gen. von Kielmansegg, CINCCENT from 1963 to 1968, suggested
suppleaenting the FRG's 36 active bdrigades with "six militia-type
blocking brigades with a total of 30,000 to 35,000 men." These units
would be capable of r.lieving the sctiva forces, notably during the
early stages of a conflict, of such tasks as border protection, bar-ier
crerations, some delaying operaticas, etc. Kielmsnsegg pointed out
that such militia-typs cosbat units on the Swiss and British model
wo. 1d not commete for psacetime active personnel, would require little
additicnal infrastructure, and would be atie to operata at low coot'.
Siace many European allieg have large trained but unassigned resaervist
pools, using them {n this manner, and equipping them in quantity with
cheap and easy to use AT weapons, seems well worth exploring."

(U) As for the U.S., which is currently expected to provide the
bulk of Center Region augmentation torces, revamping of our Army re-
serve structure for this purpose also seems essintiasl. We suggest a
"thres~-tier" reserve system:

8. A relatively small, highly ready segment uf our reserves
should be earmarked to fill M-Day shortages in active

*(U) The Foree Structure in the FRG, Bomn, 1972, pp. 43-44. Giving
the FRG Border Police light ..T weapons and mines might hc equally
desirable.

.‘(U) See proposals im R-1231, op. cit., pp. 273-274.
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ualto' and to provide to unit TO&Ea.. thona augmentation ele-
ments that are not normally authorized in peacetime. D.fority
of f{ll should ve given to units deployed {n Europe, followed
by units in the Y.3, by thelr deploymen: dates. To be most
effective, these first echelon reserves should: (a) ccnsis:
of members of the active reserve on training status; (b) be
associated with a speclfic parent unit and organized for
speedv and efficient mebilization; (c) be proviled a. active
duty cadre from the parent unit tc¢ plan and monitor iraining
and to facilitate administration; (d) have their discretion-
ary O&M fund expenditures subject to supervision hy the parent
unit; and (¢) oe authorized added craining periods and other
compcnuations to attract sutficienc high quality paraonnel acd
assure s catisfactory readinesy status.

b. The next priority group of reserves should be those affili-
ated with active units either as round-up or round-onut ele-
llntl.... Again, priocity within t..is group should be in
éccordance with deployment schedules for the active 'mits.

It may be necessary to have geveral subpriorities within this
category, since it would be fairly large, and to place a high

.(U) The present plan is to 'wse the Individual Rcady Resecve (IRR)
as a pool from waich this fill will be made when required. The IRR con-
sists of those individuals wvho heve satisfied tteir active duty or active
reserve obligation and are serving the remainder of their total eight-
year obligation in an inactive status. Using cthe IRR as a basis means
providing a supposed.y qualified budy to fill a slot at the moment of
<risis with no prior associatioz or refresher training. This system
leaves a lot co be desired,

..(U) There is a certain amount of this provided for in our current
systen (e.g., intelligence, logistic, medical, legsl, and administrat.ve
teams already prepackagei and on training status). Nevertheless, it is
nct carried ss far as to provide an active cadie and a specific parent
unic in nost inatances.

...(U) Rutud=up elenents are those required to bring the active
uwnit to minimum TOLE, such as a third brigade for a division. A round-
out unit is ons provided above minimum TOLE, such as an eleventh or
tvelfth battalion for a division.
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priority on too large a category i{s to establish no priority
at all. Siwmilar previsions tc thosz required for the small
initial reserve element are necded for the affilfatud units.
They should: (1) be in close geographical proximity tc the
purent unit to facilitate training and ndmlnlstmtion;. (2)
be separately organized (e.3g., round-up brizades be separate
brigades rather tnan divisional hrigades); (3) be proviied
active duty cadres from parent units; (4) have their training,
administration, wobilization planning, and discretionary 0&6M
fund expenditures supervised by the parent unlt; and (5) be
given added training and individual incent ives (pay, retire-
ment, privileges). A further incentive for the afflliated
categorv, as well as the initial small category, would be to
provide unit designations and distinctive insignia and
patches that cleatrly associate them with the parent active
unit,
¢. The remainder of the U.S. ground force reserve structure
should be carefully correlated with ths active structure to
enaura ocur capability to deploy the smuximum combat power,
with adcquatci support to Europe or other areas, as soon a1
pouzblo.“ This could and probably should result in some
reserve units’' being scheduled to de;loy to Europe before
uaits in the active structure. For example, & ressrve truck
.(U) Ti.is 18 particularly iaportant. Iun the ons {rstance wvhere
the round~ut concept hay beec spplied and tested, namaly, the 2d Armored
Division at Ft. Hood, Texas, which has three aff¢liated rese:cve conponent
battalions, the three reserve component units are trom three different
aray areas and not one of them {s in the sams army area as the 2d Armored
Division. This causes added expense and difficulty in providing them
ttaining assistances and in bringing the units to Ft. Hood for their
annusl tw-week active duty training. Ths round-out avstea would work

much better f the 2d Acmored Diviswion's round-out units were physically
ocated in Texud.

“(U) Some would argue that this is done today, and to some degree
it 1s. However, it is dooe imperfectly and would have to be redone any-
wvay to ensure a mash with the active forces committed to NATO after the
current U.S. raticnalization activities are completad.
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company or engineer unit formed around a civilian base in the
trucking or coastruction business, respectively, could bde
ready to deploy relatively esrly, since its members main:ain
thefr unit proficiency in their day-to-day occupation. Thus,
were this the case, there would be no need to maintain such a
unit {n the active structure. On the other hand, ccxp:tent
combat units iod certain highly specialized support umits arc
time-consuming to develop and have no civiliaz ccunterpart.

They would belong in the active structure, i{f required early.

(U) Altering our reserve component structure or changing its rela-
tionnship to the active Army is a ticklish task involving practical politi-
cal problems. The National Guard, the largest segment (approximately
400,000), 1s also the militia for the 50 states and the federal terri-
tories. Therefore, it is responsive to the state and territorial adju-~
tants general, as well as to the governors. One resulting problem is
ensuring thit equipment reaching the Guard is i{ssued in accordance with
Army priorities and not state priorities. So to restructure the Guard
would not be easy. The Reserve is a aomewhat different story, being
under the command of and responsive to the Army. The Reserve has, how-
ever, a strong Cougressional lobby. Apother problem is that the present
breakout of ground force units places the majority of the combat units

‘in the Guard and the support units in the Reserve. It would be ecnier

to structure op*imally along the lines indicated i{f the revsarse were

true.

D, USING R/S TO STRENGTHEN ANTIARMOR CAPABILITIES

(S) If one of NATO's top priorities must be to strengthen its
capabilities to cope with an armor-heavy blitzkrieg without substantial
increzses in defense budgets, then here too R/S must be the solution.
NATO must shift resources into making its forces more apecifically
aatiarsor-oriented as tleir primary mission. NATC's apring 1974 repoit
on progress towvard meeting AD-70 goals aotes that, vhile all allies
have now set up programs for introducing modern ATGMs, many of thesc
are on only a lisited scale.
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(S) Again, the best avajlable aodel iw the new FRG force restruc-
turing prcgram. After ruch study, the bBundeswehr decided tvo redesign
fts ground forces primarily for defense ggainat Soviet armor by greatly
increasing their tank and antitank weapoiry, creating flexible air-
mobile corps reserves to stem breakthroughs, and stressing flexible
tactical barcviers of scstierable mines. To thesc ends, the Buideswehr
is restructuring ita units from corps down to compony to: (a) reduce
unit size, while improving span of control and incressing tactical
flexibility; (b) increase sizably the aumbers of tanks awd tank destroy-
ers, heavy and medium ATGMs, and mechanized fighting vehicles equipped
vith ATGMs; (c) convert the three airborne brighdes into corps airmo-
bile antiarmor reserves; (d) add an AT helicopter bhattalion to each
corps; and (e} have brigade, division, and corps engineers concentrate
on the antiarmor-barrier mission, veing swiftly implantable ccatterable
mines (11 corps engineer battalions will be reconfigured exclusively
for barrier laytng)..

(U) Of courss, this new Bundeswshr force structure is designed
for a single-mission defense against a WP blitzkricg on the FRG's own
soil (and also permits logistic reliance on the FRG civil infrastruc-
tuze). But the fact is that all other Center Region ground forces lave
the same primary mission and will also fight on FRG terrain. Thus, we
regard the new FRC force structure as a valid model for the rest of
AFCENT's Europsan ground forces. It would be a Lighly sensible ration-
alizatior messure for cther Center Region ailies to restructure their
own NATO-earmarked ground forces along the same or similar lines, with
suitable national modifications to mect special national needs. For
example, U.S., U.K., and Benslux units that must deploy forward into
Germany would need more transport capability. Moreover, the Sundeswehr
force design, vhich {s rich {n exrengiva tanks and tunk CGeatroyers, may
be too expensive for poor allies, such as ths U.K., or the Benelux

*(U) Bundesvehr briefing of EWG, 5/31/74 (Sacret), wnich states
explicitly that "the new structure of the Cerman Army js essentially
governed bty the implications of the antiarmor concept."” Interestingly,
the FRC does not call for any increase in tube artillery wvhatsoever,
emphasizing instead rockset launchers for mine dispensing.
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coantries, Thus, they might better scress proliteration of AT weapons
(this s alsc the way the U.S. Army has gone). Iucreasing the densfty
of AT weapons {n mcchantzed units also helps free arror for use in the
counterattack role, for which HATO, at ;.resent, has cmimar.uively few

reserves.

1. The NATO Military Authorities Should Ask t.ch Mation Providing

Corps=Size Contributions to the Shield to Include a Corps-Level

Antiarmor Reserve Comparable to That of the FRG Corps

(U) Similarly, their artillery and engineers should be reconfigured
tv provide a comparable mobile barrier capability, and perhaps all should
standardize on the FRG family of scatterable mines and mine dispensers.
Such a capability in quantity would surely give pause to Soviet blitz-~
krieg planners. AT weapons holdings should be brought up to the U.S./FRG
level. by such means, AFCENT ground forces could be converted into a
much more effectiv: antiarmor force than presently exists or i{s planned --
thus greatly enhancing th:ir doterrent value as well.

(U) Not surprisingly, the AT capabilities of the Benelux and U.K.
corps in NORTHAG are the most in rieed of beefing vp with modern missilery.
These countries need to equip their infa.try units properly and to
develop AT-capable resarves. For example, th: Belgians mairtain aa elite
four-battalion paracommando Srigade originally designed for pocsible
i{nterventions in the Congo. It 13 now commiited to the I Belgtan Corps,
but hardly configured to stop Soviet arwor. We suggest that this 2700-man
outfit be conv:rted to an airmobile corps antiarmor brigade on the FRG
model. The Dutch lack any heavy AT weapons at present, and although
some TOWs are on oraer, a more substantial buy of AT missilee seems
essential. They too should be asked to field a corps-level antiaraor
regiment. '

(U) The British, also, are weak !n antitank weaponry, aside from

%
their excellent tanks. Perhaps the tvo corps-level reconnaissance

*

(U) Por some teason, the British Army does not regard : ';hting
tanks as a "normal infantry cask." Their infantry i{nsists that the
armored forces must provide this function.
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regiments in RAOR (and the one fn the U.K.) could be similarly corverted
into vne corps AT brigade. Moreover, the U.K. psrachute and airportable
brigades (based in England, but earmarked for NATO), are too light for
the antiarmor mission, and, in ary event, vill be cut bick as a reaul:
of the U.K. defense review. Recnnfiguring what is left, or a® leart
giving it an AT add-cn package, would be desirable.

2. The U.S. Should Reconficure Its Corps-Level Antiarmor Carabilities
(S) Like the Bundeswehr, the U.S. Army has already gunc a long vay

toward substantially increasing its antiarmor capabilities. In fact,

it will have more heavy and medium AT weanons in the mechanized infantry
battalion (18 TOWs and 27 Dragens) than the FRC. Yow USAREUR has gotten
approval to increase the number of Dragons to 3L. Tone Army plans to go
even further and to increase TOW/Dragons in USAR:UR and prepositioned
uaits by at least an additional 1500. Among other things, Dragon will
be given to combat support units to improve their organic AT-defense
capability., This will help remove the requirerent on combat units to
provide AT defense to combut supdort units.

(U) The Army has already reconfigured the two armored cavalry
regiments in USAREUR to strengthen their capability to asttrit armor in
delaying actions. Each ACR already has 162 Sheridan tanks and 51 M-60s,
and TOWs and Dragons will be added to each ACR infantry squad. But
they could be strengthened even further, since their logical primary
mission is delay rather than reconnaissance.

(S) Our concerns relate chiefly to doctrine concerning employment
of the AT helicopter in U.S. forces in Europe. We believe the U.S.
should promptly reviev the evolving German concept for aircorne and
atrmobile units nrimarily configured for antia™mor operations as part
of thkair corpe reserve {see pp.44 and 61). For example, the FRG plans
to concentrate its antitank helicopter units entirely at corps level.
Tris corcept is differeat from that finally chosen by USAREUR for deploy-
ing the Cobra/TOW systes. After much study, USAREUR has decide. it 1.
wvants about 252 in units instead of the 165 presently programmed. Each
divieion would have 42, including two Cobra/TOW companies. in addition,
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edch corps would have ar ant {armor hclicooter battalinn of 42 Cebra/TuWs
{n two companies, with a third company of utility heiifcopters to ficili-
tate mobility and sufport.

(S) But pleceuaeal deployment of two Tobra/TOW companies to each
U.S. divisfon in lurope ueems wasteful of an expensive .u.set.. ane
shortsighted fror &an overall Central Region point of view, [t would
certainly violate General McNair's principle of "pooling and streau-
lining" (p. 46). It would be tantamount to what the Freach did in
World War Il when they parcelled out their armrr assets to supnort other
type units. As a result the Germans, by concentrating their fewer tanks
of poor quality, were able to overvhelm the French armor at the points
of decision. Maintenance, training, and flexibility of employment also
would be enhanced by concentrating available Cobra/TOW assets at echelons
higher than division. You can always parcel out assets held at higher
echclons: To du the reverse is not so easy. Besides, by ccncentrating
an asset ag flexible as the Cobra/TOW, subordinate unit commanders can
expect to get far more support in times of serious need than they would
1{f each subordinate controlled s portion. We, therefore, believe that
tho precious Cobra/TOW assets should not go to U.S. divisions in Europe.
fatler :he two corps battaliuvnc should be made somevhat heavier by
tdding the assets of a division-type company to eacnh aud restructuring
to develop a strong three attack cospeay battalion. This, possibly in
conjuncrion with some application of tha FRG antitank concept, would
tcovide a nesithy, flexible antiarmor capability for each corps. Using
USAREUR's deployment schems as a base, that would leave the asscts of
the remaining six Cobra/TuW companies for other use,

3. APCENT Nieds a Highly hobile Theater-Level Antiarmu: ke 2:ve; Able
te Deploy Repidly to Any Point on the Front Threatened vy a
Breakthrough beyornd the Capacity of Any Corps to Handle

(S) To ueglect this requirment invites a complete breakthrough in
the weaker allied corps ssctors in NORTHAG while the U.S. and FRG corps

.(U) At tho present time the Army is programaing a buy of some 595
Cobra/TUW helicopters. Approximately 280 of these are in the FY 1975-1976
prog.am years and shnuld start to come off the production lins in late
CY 1975.
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stand fivm. AAFCE air forces, when equipped with Mavericks ana A-10s,
couvld halp perform this role (see Chapter 1Il). But we are conviaced
that a very long-legged antitank helicopter bri¢ +ds 22 thialer invel
would alsv be desirable. It (uuld either support the two U.S. corps
ar be available fir deployment slsevhere in the Central Regiou. Such
a brigade would 1equire an equslly long-legged airmobile tail, W ich
could be expensive. The U.S. might be the oniy nation capadle of
bearing this burden. Inetead of USAREUR's recovmended eagloyment of
the Cobra/TOW, we suggest allocating the six Cobra/TUW cospanies (126
aircraft) frced above, pius tleir normal backup, to help stcucture
the brigaie.

(S) Therefore, as a later part of the 18,00C-man conversion ~f
support to combat troops mandatsd by the Nunn Amendment, the U.S.
should urdertake to provide such a uuit as soon as possihle. We are
not talking here about deploying the curren: U.S. Air Cavalry Combat
Brigude (ACCB), whicn we recogrize as unsuitable, but about the new
TRADOC-proposed configuration, in vhich this Lrigade would have almost
4000 min organized in two utiack helicopter battalions, a reconnsissance
squadron, and a support group, with 336 helicopters (138 Cobras). There
are several practical objections to the proposal, of wvhich the doctrinal
ons of how to employ AT helicopters seems pau-om'.-.. But we believe
these can be solved. .he large support tail generated on the baais cf
Vietnam experience, und necessary for operations in areas like the
Middle East, does not seem as rsseantiasl in the highly developed Center
Region of NATO. Options like prestockage of a few days' supply ¢4 ammo
and fuel to slternate bases wuld be relatively easy in the FRC and
would kelp give a thester-lavel brizadae sufficient lcgl.“

.(S) T ;s chiections can be capsulized as follo's: (1) The cur-
ren\. ACCB, particularly [ts support, is not long-legged enough to be
able to perform the AFCENT missiou; (2) the U.S. Army has not sufficiently
settled, as yet, on the drctrinal employment of such a unit in the Euro-
pean environment; (3) suf:iicient Cobra/TOW assets for such a unit will
not be avzilable for two to four years, depending on nriority of distri-
bution; and (4) the current configuration of the AZCB may not be optimsl
(insufficienc antitank capability for resources committed).

s
(U) No matter vhai is dcas, Cobra/IOW availability is dependent
on the production rate and the distribution decisior.
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(S) In our view, such a unit would have far higher visibilfty,
previde much greater tacsical flexthility, and thus have tar greater
deterrent value than an equivalent mechanized unit., Wien Secretacy
Schiesinger was pressing the need for greater "flextbilfty” of force

deployments, he pof..ted vut to his fellow NATO Minlsters that:

An ~dversacy {s best detarred from taklng any {nvaclon
route 1f he knows that NATO forces have an impresulve ca-
pacity to move to the vulnerable spots, wherever they are,
and fight cohesively when they get there.”

A properly configured, highly mobfle, U.S. antitank brigade built around
the Cobra/TOW 18 superbly sutted for this purpose. One form of special-
fzation by the larger allies would be fur the U.S, and the FRG, as the
only two allies planning large antitank helicopter units, te c:ncentrate
on providing this type of antibreakthrou,h insurance. As a trade-off, the
U.S. could 4sk the FRG and Benelux to provide more logistic support for
U.S. forces, to replace the _apabiiity lost Ly tre Nunn Amendment

conversion.

4. Other Antiarmor Measures

(C) Armed helicopters other than the Cobri/TOW can make a contri-
bution Lo antitsak defense. For example, the AH-IC (standard Cobra)
armed with 2.75-1n. rockets cun place area fire ou armor formations,
forcing tanks and armored personnel carciers to button up and destroying

periscopes, antennus, and externally stored equipment.. At Ft. Hood,
realatively good accuracy has been acialeved out to ran-~ec of 5000 meters,
and with the AH-IG at 50-foot altitude or less. la aadition, an element
within the Army Materiel Commsnd his experimented with some improved
2.75-4ip. rockets using the retardad bomblet approach. Th2 bomblets can
be antipersonnel, antitank, or a mixture. Since tne antitank boblets
are attacking ths top deck of the armored vehicles, a relatively small
wirhead can penstrate. Even though this i{s not an accepted U.S. Army
technique as yet and the 2.75-in. rockets with bomblets are not standard,

*(U) NATO 3355, 1218452, June 1974 (Secret).
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it '.as becen successfully deoonstrated and could provide a cheap addi-
tion to the NATO AT capabilities, 1if pursued. Moreover, the U.5. has
huge stocks on haud,

(U) The U.S. might well consider replacing some of its artillery,
especially in the mechanized divisjon, with the FRG light rocket-launcher
system and its ccatterable mines (see pp. 71-74). Since the U.S. Army
spends, according to oiie estimate, about 51.5 billfon per year or artil-
lery, trade-uff possibilities obviously exist.

(U) Wwhile all the above rationalization measures could be under-
taken mrstly on a national basis, as part of each ally's modernization
prcgram, their cost would be reduced to the extent that common weaponry
vas bought, For example, the FRG seems far ahead of the rest of NATY
in the development of scattarable AT mines and 'aunchers. As part of
the matrix approach, other allies could purchase the new FRGC mines and
mine dispensers (see p. 73). In turn, the FRG could undertake to pro-
vide common storage sites for these aud other barrier materials (or
these could be funded under NATO's infrastructure program). As another
option, if other allies would tuy more TOW missiles, the U.S. could
offer to provide common maintenance and forward depot facilities for

them in Europe.

E. RATIONALIZING BARRIER OPERATICNS
(S) If NATO 1s to optimize fts defense capabilities within sharp

fiscal constraints, then a new look should be taken at such classic
economy of force measures as preemplaced barriers. We are not talking
here of either the mobile tactical mine barriers earller discussed, cr
of Maginot-Line-type fixed fortification., but of haaty barriers cmplaced
afcer M-Day to help slow down WP armor. These are also very lcw cost.
The use of barriers has had its ups and downs in NATO, and at present,
most barrier plans call chiefly for demolitions as all that would be
possible in event of surprise attack. But now that even MC-161 acknovl-
edges that NATO should have at least 48 hours' varning time, the whole
issue of barriers deserves high-levtl review. We are not taying that
barriers ure the solution to Pact superiority in armor —- only that they
are a partial solution that cannot be ignored.
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(S) (ne senfor geieral told us that early In his NAT) aasf{gnment
he watched with amazement during 4 high-level map excrc ' se while
barriers were erected {n an {rregular and uncrordinat~d manaer that
fnvited end tuna by Pact armor. When he asked why, the ;ame director
agreed that {t did not make senwmc, but told him {t was a vaste of time
to argue the point berause the national :ommanders participating would
not agree to change deployments in their respective corps arcas. They'd
rather lowe than switch. This situation makes even less sense than the
artificial division of t'ho al/rspace over the FRG, which *he alliarce {s
nov trying to resolve., Given the Puct advantage in armor, how can curps
area commanders insist on national prerogatives that give the Pact the
additional advantage of gaps in NATO's defenses? Since the Military
Comaittee, ©'.CEUR, and CINCCENT have not been able to solve chis issue,
we sugges. ic be addressed by the DPC at the ministerial level.

(U) For several reasons, it might be a sensible R/S option for the
FRGC to specialize in barrier constcuction on behalf of the other Center
Rezion allies. First, they have the most to gain from forwarl defense
== it {s their political border that will be violated §n the initial
attack. Since it 1s their territory, they can initiate plans for or
even begin barrier ronstruction without wvaiting for formal implementa-
tion of the slert system. This would prevent gaps in case any nation
withheld the avthority for their national forces to begin operations. in
their designated defense gector. Most military planners we talked to
about specialization expressed deep concern that specialized forces
might be delayed or withheld vhile national policical authorities made
their decisions. We believe the rRG would havz 200 much at stake to
delay action {n this case.

(U) Second, the FRG has the greatest famillarity with the terrain
and a large resnrvoir of personnsl whose peacetize duties are associ-
ated with patrolling the political border. For example, the Faderal
Border Police under the Ministyy of Interior has rcsponsibilitr for
prevention of illeeal entry across the Eastern border and for coastal
patrol in the Baltic. They are organized into four area comrands with
242 battalions of 651 men each. Why not give theam light AT weapons?
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Suome Fuorstrmeioters and Javyermeig’ers in weoded areas are already re-
sponsible for maintaining equipment caclies for the GTA. In the open
areas, farmers know the conditions or the  felds, the roads, .nd the
bridges; in the villages, local police and fire departw'nts have in-
depth knowledge ot normal access ways apd possiblo bypasses. In gddi-
tion to terrain familiarity, these people have other advantages: Many
are outdcorsmen, at homs with firearas and heavy equipment, and uscd to
discipline and to assuming individusl responsibilicies.

(U) While many of the above already have mobilizatinn assignments,
they could be supplemented by FRG territorial fources an' a large pool of
unassigned reservists. The Kielmansegg proposal for "six militia-type
blocking brigades” (see p. 57) included a barrier mission for the-..
We suggest some smendments %0 the Kielmarsegg proposal. More preposi-
tioning of barrier construction msterial in the forwsri area at a
number of strategic points could be funded from the NATO infrastructure
budget. National btarrier equipment/materiel now on hand could be made
available to the FRG at no cost. We would also propose a cadre systea
parallel to the U,S. Air National Gusrd system vhereby s limited number
of civil employses with reserve sssignmsents would be responsible for
day-to-day maintenance of necessary equipment and WRM, coordination of
peacetime training and exercising of the barrier force, and the neces-
sary interface with th: nationsl forces responsible for each corps area's
defenes.

(U) Once the barriers had been emplaced, the fcrces proposed by
Kielmansegg could play a significant role ac a delaying force, 1if
equipped vith sodern antitank weapous. ARPA 13 cuxcently studyirg con-
cepts and wapons for a Decentralized Area Defense (DAD) by small units
that would opsrate shead of or in gaps betwsen major combat units. If
ths wespons they have under etudy prove to be as effactive as prelisi-
nary assessments sugpest, they would be 1deal for FRG barrier forces --
being relitively {naxpensive, easy to ma‘atain, and requiring lictle
tralning for axperienced warksmen.

aﬂn Force Structure in che FRC, op. cit., pp. 43=44.
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(U) In retuva for FRS acoeptance of barrfer construction as a
speclatized task, natfons with torves {u the AFCENT arca could agroe
to increase antitink weapeng in thone units, as suggested on pp. h7-
69, This might “e a very desiratle tradeotf tor the FRG ty asccept,
since {t wwuld result {n a substaatial overall Increase in Center

Region forward defense capabilities.

F._ PATIONALIZING GRIUND AIR DEFENSE

S) We de.! with the :ir force 1soecis ot this problem area n

Chapter 1.I, and ground systems hece. DBecause it consumes a high pro-
portion of tota) NALO assets and because chaaging technology {8 con-
stantly ooeaing new possibllities, tle raticaallzation potential In the
air-defcense field deserves expioration. Tle present Nike high-alti-ule
system {s nbsolescent, rafsing a question 28 to when and l.ow it might
be replaced. The imprcved Hawk caa handle most of the tlirea%, except
at very high altisudes. Ths U.S, Army sces SAM-b as.the needed follow-
on system, but it {s pro.ing very expeasive.

(U) Alr defecnse !s a i¢ zgical fiale for multinational rationali-
zation, tecause area defence no longer makes puch sense on a national
basis, at least {n the Center Region. Mobile field-force: 1ir defense
must remain organic tc national forces, but even the French recognize
the need for an integrated Center Region air defens~ gys.em. Morcover,
because of the enormous cost of new SAM svstems, AWACS, etc., prolifera-
tion of national systems {s wndesirable. Rut this 1s in danger of
occurring, The relative weight to be placed on air-lefense aircraft
versuy missiles slso merits review. We are not qualified to suggest
answers to all these {ssues, 'ut we believe that the rationalization
program offers a highly deairable format in which to examine such bigh-
cost options in a period of severe fiscal conatraints.

(S) There is aiso < rationalization aspect to the need for a
short-range air-defense system. The Secretary of Dafonse has said rhat
we would buy a European system, 1f after testing it proved to meet our
needs. 1he Franco-Germv Roland Il system looks most promising to the
U.S. after testing. But 1f this syetem is rvdically mcdified to meet
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apecial U.S. requitem.ntas, compatibility miy be lost an! comt certai.iy
driven up, It would be costly enough to produce this system undem
license in the U.S5., ra’.hor than in Europe, thus lcsing the sdvantage
ot longer production runs

(S} ‘Yyectalizatiom (ption «= Tne U.S. has long been trying to get |
the FRZ to take over ‘ts f’xed SAM installatinng, but the FRGC has been

reluctant Lo incur the added burien. Thus, mome kind of trade-cff {s

Nike and fixed Havk installations in return for the !/.,£. and 3ruelux
taking on compensatory miss‘ons, e.g., the U.S. providing an ACCB and
Beigium and Holland earh prov'ding 3 corps-level AT helicopter brigade? ‘

|
needed to compersate the FRG, ilow about the FRG taking over all forward ‘
q

G. COMPATIBILITY, INTEROPERABILITY, AND STANDARDIZATION
(S) It is painfully clear that if NATO gromd forces are to achieve
the necessary flexibility for optimun defense againsc a WP blitikrieg,

they rust be able to operate morc effectively together thar is now tlhe

case. To take one example, NATO inventories today incluie 31 different

types of antitank weapors, with 18 improved types being developd. ASJC

Tucker relieves NADD should have only four. A similar problen exists

with mediux~- and long-range SAlls, where four separate national develop- !
ment efforts are under vny.. Lack of adequate tactical communications

{nterface would ser'ously impede joint allied oneratious.

(U) The obvious answer, and the ope usually given, {s standardi-
zation — of equipment, C3, tactics, and logistics. But NATO's limited
success in standsrdizing over the last 25 yesars makes ic equally obvi-
ous that this is perhars the most difficult goal for NA1O to achieve.

We deal with standardizaticn in general ir Chapter VI. This section is
concerned only with ground-force aspects.

(U) While the U.S. is usually in the lead in calling for stan-
dardization, (t is frequently one of the worst offuiders (ro in the case
of the M-16 rifle). Of course, in highly sophisticated air and naval

.(U) DPC-VR(74)15, Part II, p. 32 (Secret).
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fields in particular, the U.S. has a great technological edge. So. {f
the U.S. vants to put its money where its mouth {s, it must finl a way
to expand its purchases in other categories. We raise this issue in
the ground-force chapter because the one broad arcs in which the U.S.
cannot claim .echnological superiority is in ground-force equipn>nt
{there are naturally exceptions, such as helicopters). Many Army offi-
cers may not like this assertion, but we think it amply proven by ex-
perience going back before World War I. Nor are we the largest con-
sumer of such equipment. Collectively, our European allies have much
larger requirements than we. Aad is it really necessary to design all
our equipaent for us: anywhere in the world? We doubt it. For these
reagons, tf the U.S. really wants to promote atandardization, it means
buying more European grownd-forcs equipment, if we want our allies to
buy American planes (see Chapter VI).

(U) 1In fact, the U.S. Army's best interest would be served by
buying allied equipment, as long us it could get DOD and Congressional
approval to trade off the resultant savings for more forces and grea.er
rudinou.. The reason lies 1in the simple fact (see Chapter I) that
growing Army personnel and manpower costs are increasingly squeezing
RD&P. Not only are Army equipment and RD&P budgets goingy down (from
$2.8 billion in 1373 to $2.4 and $1.8 billion requeated in 1975) but,
far more important, the purchasing power of the 1975 doliars is far
less. If somcthing isn't done soon, the Army wiil either have to cut
manpower and/or readiness sharply or give up modernizing. Here is an
added powerful argument for buying European, if it could lead to sig-
nificant savings.

(U) If we do {ace up to thesc facts, several types of European
equipment might be suitsble for purchase. Possibilities include the
SHORAD sjstems that our Army is nov testing, the Lsopard II tank, or
the ucw 155rm FH/70 Howitzer bcing jointly developed by the FRG and
Italy. The way tha Army haadiles procurement of the Roland II SHORAD

.(U) The extent of such savings would depend, of coursa, on how
mich the Army was willing to depend on allied R&D, instead of redesign-
ing everything, and tn buy from allied suppliers (thus getting tue
savings from lounger production ruus), instead of licensing U.S. suppliers,
wvhich ucually results in tncreased unit costs. Given past experierce,
this is a tall order.
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aissile aystea, vhich it has decided is best, will be an interesting
tert case of how well it unde:stands tlie above facts of life. Will we
jein the present Franco-~Cerman development program, or ‘nsist on one
of our owvn? Will licensed manufacturers of all cowponents in the U.S,.
be insisted upon, desplite the increaued costs entailed? Will so many
modifications be made that the U.S. and allied systems are not really
compatible. Ve wonder.

1. Standardize on FRG Scatterable Mine

(U) As w» suggested earlier, anotlier possibility narticularly
applicable to NATO's primary antiarmor mission is the FRC family of
scatterable mines and Jaunchers. Standardization has its best chance
of being accepted under three conditions: (a) the system to be stan-
dardized has not yet been procured, a)lowing time for agreement on
joint procurement; (b) one ally's system is clearly superior; (c) the
funding involved is not so great that natioaal desires to support their
own industry predominate. Tha FRC scatterable-mine program scems to
meet these critaria.

(S) The FRG seenms to be the league leader in developing scatter-
able AT mines of several types: (a) the LARAT I (formerly Pandora) --
an air-delivered CBU-type cluster bomblet or artillery-rocket-delivered
(eight mines per rocket) due for series production shortly; ic can
destroy tank tracks; (b) the LARAT II (formerly Medusa) -- a larger
artillery or rocket=deliverablc AT mine, still being developed and due
for series production in 1977; and (c) the Dragonseed, a rocket-dclivered
scatterable AT aine, still quite a way into the future. All a’e self-
destruct., The FRC also seems to be sahead on inexpensive delivery systems.
The Gurmans intend rocket del.very via their 36-tute LARS (Light Artil-
lery Rockst System) snd a proposed new 280sm Medium Artillery Rocket
System (MARS or RS~80), which wvas & joint U.K./FRC program until the
U.K. withirew after its recent defense reviev.

(U) If the U.S. wants to promote standardization in the high pri-
ority area of antiarmor, vhy no’ buy into this IRG prugram? Since the
U.S. 1s not making a -omparabls effort and the {tems involved are
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relatively cheap, here's a gocd thing to "buy European."* It might even
be possible for the U.S. to get something free as part of offset arrange-
mente. And {f thc U.S. buys, this could be used as a powerful lever to
get other allies to buy in too.

2. _Standardization of Ammunition Is Even More Crucial than

Weapons Stardardization
(J) bven i{f NATO cannot agree on standardizing major combat equip-

ment, there is an uvervhelming case for standard calibers and inter-
changeability of ammunition. This is so important that it should becoue
the top standard!zation priority, and the !Ministers should azree that
no country will henceforth produce equipnent in certain key categories
that doesn't use standard compatible ammunition.

(S) In fact, such standardication was in the past recognized as so
important that the one major item on which most of NATO scandardized
vas the 7.62mm round. Nov the Belgians have suggested standardization
on a new common round, and perhaps rifle. Similarly, the FRG strongly
urges a common tank gun and round for the next generation of main battle
tanks. As one German general officer and expert said, it would be "a
crime" 1f the NATO countries each had different tank guns for the Euro-
pean battloficld... As we gee it, :he advantages of standardization are
far greaater than the marginal differencas between national military re-
quirements. Therefore, vhile the ministerial level cannot sutstitute
its own for professional military judgment, it should force the military
to compromise by agreeing not to suthorize procurement uf specified new
wveapons until a common design, or at least common ammo, is agreel on.
For example, if the U.K., FRG, and U.S. defenge ministers agreed that
none would procuré a new tank until their three services agreed cn a
common gun caliber and ammo, this would really force the issue.

.(U) Two shrewd senior officials noted that the U.S. Army would
face an internal "roles-and-miesions” conflict in this case. The engi-
neers regard aines as their baby, but the artillery claims the rucket
launchers, while the {nfantry would want both. But the Germans solved
this problem -- vhy couldn’t we?

**(U) UIA IIR No. 6-834-0195-72, S Marzh 1972 (Confidential).
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)3, Go forr Compatibiltty, Harmonfzation, and Interoperability Fir:t

(U) 1In geeoral, however, while sti{ll pressing all viable oppor-
tunities for full-scale standardization, NATO might well focus chiefly
on lesger step-by-step measures that, taken cumulatively, would add up
over time to significant progress toward standardization., As discussed
in Chapter VI, we have in mind such measures as: (a) inleroperabilitv;
(b) compatibility; (c) joint training; (d) harmonizatiocn of Jdoctrine
and procedures, and the like. SHAPE's call for each ally to develop
facilities for cross-servicing of allied aircraft ls a cunstructive
example that should also be attempted in other fields. As Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger has proposed, there should be similar pulicies
to ensure land-force interoperability, especially to enhance flexible
deployment of Ccnter Pegion reserves. This concept perhaps cau best be

illustrated by s series of cxamples:

a. (S “urmand gignal procedures and compatible tactical signals
equipment. (USNATO 4363 argues for this.) SACEUR's 1973
Combat Effectiveness Report notes how land-force communica-
tions "lack flexibility, survivability, capacity and speed
necessary to support operations as planned. Secure voice
communications to Corps rerain a pressing need."* In the
course of rectifying these deficiencies, SecDef Schlesinger
has urged thac compatibitity be stressed, if NATO forces are
to achieve any flcxibility.'*

b. (S) Common comeumablas. The FRG recently suggested that NATO
focus first on standardizing combat consumables so that at
leist the various forces can work together. They scem to have
{n mind especially smali arms, tank, and possitly AT ammunition
(USNATO 4363). But standardizing artillery ammunition ought to
have high prinrity as well, r‘ncz it is by far the largest in
weight and bulk.

»
(U) SACEUR's 1973 Combat Effectiveness Report, Annex A.
%
(U) SecDef Statement tn June 1974 DPC, para. 37 (Secret).
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c. (U) C.ormom AFCENT LOC (tor rear arca movements -- see
Chapter V).

d. (U) Cormon larrier materiales. 1f the FRG is given responsi-
bility for nonmobile-barrier erection, as wve suggest on p. 63,
commonality {n materials will be essier to achieve.

e. (U) PReliance on FRG territorial and paranilitary forceas. In
concept, the FRG has designed its territorial forces to per-
form several important functicns on behalf of all NATO forces
in the FRG, such as movements contrnl, much engineer work,
allocation of civil assets, PW handling, and rear-area sezu-
rity. Yet we sece little evidence that the other forces have
modified their own planned structures to take this into account.
The GTA atould be tasked to brief its plans for all such mis-
sions, and other allies could then eliminate any duplication.

H. CONSOLIDATING TRAINING

(U) Obviously, gradual consoiidation of cumulatively quite substan-
tial, but largely duplicatory, training establishments of the NATO allies
would be a sensible ratinnalization measure. Indeed, it is indispensabie
to a NATO partnership concept, instead of "going it aloue." Without it,
flexibility of force employment is difficult. While the obstacles are
substantial, such consolidation would not only save money on facilities
and ovirhead, but promote common tactics and procedures and even comnon
ccaipment. An added financial reason for combining training facilities
is that aew training aide, such as laser-beam fire simulators, which
enormously erhance realistic training, are also very expensive. This
suggests that they should be pooled wherever possible.

(U) Moreover, it need not necessarily be done on a NATO-wide basis;
these results could be achieved by any combination of two or wore nations.
& particular effort is needed to rationalize training facilities for the
Dutch ani Belgian forces, to avoid the present tying up of so many of
their limited ective personnel in their training establisiments.

(U) So we think the whole field of combined training and more coma-
bined exercises should be thorougnly explored. While NATO training in
the U.S. would nelp offset U.S. balance-of-payments costs and be a fora
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of burdensharing, a balance between having some NATO training centers
i{u Europe and some {n the U.S. is politically eusential.. Oiie rule of
thumb might be thut the country providing equipment should .iso pro-
vide training, as the U.S. already does for Niks, llawk, P:rshing, and

Lance.

1., Consolidated Basic Hell;opter fralnig‘

(C) This possibility is being studied by EUROTRAIN. It is firamly
supported by the FRG, Norway, and Denmark. The Netherlands, because
the U.K. held off during ite defense review, went ahead with training
in Canada instead of the U.S. EUROTRAIN proposed a contract with the
U.S. Army Aviation School urder which the allies would contribute
50 percent of the added instructors needed. Under this scheme, for
exaunple, Dutch costes for training a pilot would drop from $90,000 to
$30,000 1f at least 150 students a year were sent. Thus, U.K. hesita-
tions temporarily doomed this ochen..*. But the Dutch-Cansdian arrange-
sent covers only a two-year period, so the issue should be reopened.
Even Canada might join in, because of its budget bind.

2. Combined AT Helicopter Tactical Training

(U) The flexibility of AT helo units, because it permits their
lateral movement outside national corps sectors, imposes a requirement
for Center Region-wide joint doctrine, tactical procedures, and training.
Logically, this should be done in Germany for familiarization with the
terrain over vhich the units would be fighting. But the severe FRC
restrictions oo night and low-altitude operations might have to bo modi-
fied, at least in certain areas, for this to be practical. Denmark has
already proposed an advanced helicopter training school in Europe. A
single AT missile firing raage icr use by all Center Region allies would
also be economical and would facilitate standardization can the TOW
missile. We urge that exploratory discussions on the above be initiated
nromptly in NATO before ecch ally goes ahead with its ov~ jlans.

*(U) USNATO 4093, 25 July 1974 (Confidential).
]
*(U) USMATO Letter to ISA, 6 August 1974 (Confidential).
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3. Training of Forward Air Controllers

(U) <Common ttaining would appear indispensable in this field to
exploit fully the [le:ibility of allied air power in providing alr sup-
port from more than ore country. The U.K. and FRG are already collab-

otating on such joint training.

4, Ground-Train‘ng Centers in Cunada
(U) Plenty of space is available in Canadu for NATO infantry, AT,

armored, and enginecer schools and training arccs, with adequate room

for firing ranges.

I. 3ROADENING U.S. MARINE CORPS CONTINGENCY ROLES
(S) One aspect of cationalizing the U.S. contribution to NATO
which in our view deserves examination is that of utilizing USMC forces

to meet higher priority needs than those tor which they are presently
earmarked, l.e., NATO flank actions. If the crucial Center Region remains
{nadequately marned, we question whether Marine forces should be earmarked
primarily for the flanks. We recognize that, for gcod political and
military reaeons, we want the flank allies to conrinue believing that

such U.S. forces wruld {adeed be sent to their aid. But we believe that
contingency plans (and equirment programs) should also be established

for utilizing these high quality and highly ready forces in the Center
Region, 1if needed. This may be ueea by the USMC as a threat to their
relative autonomy (and their amphibious assault specialty) and run afoul
of USMC/Army reluctance to operate together. But such doctrinal or
parochial concerns may have to go by the board if NATO's defense posture
is to be optimally rationalized.

1. Explore Shifting Marine Corpc Assets from a NATO Flank-Reinforcement

Role to a Center Region Reinforcemen: Rcle
(S) The U.3, response to DPQ75 makes the two Marine amphibious
forces (MAF) available to the Center Region, in an emergency, as well as

to the flanks. But the MAFs are configured mainly for the flanks, and
such a shift would require modifications, especially in armament and
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Mrrine alr cooponents, for effective Lenter Reglon operations. A shift
to air transportable brigades amight he needed, altliough fascer sea 1ift
should also be explired along the lines of the SEA EXPRESS scheme (see
P. 53). We understand that preliminary studies along thece ltnes al-
ready suggest that Marine deployments to Furope could be greatly speeded
up.

(S) The Marines have planned sea 11f: ior 1-1/3 division MAF
assault landings. Present plans are fur the first rarine amphibious
force (diviasion-size) to arrive in tle Mediterranean between M+)5 and
M+45, apparently for service in Greece or Turkey, and presumshly for an
opposed assault larding. Even if successful, this venture would con-
tribute little to meeting the highest priority need for holding in the
critical Center Region. The chances fur succecs in an oppcsed landing
are also deemed Jim in view of the critical absence of gunfire support
ships and the relative ineffectiveness of air bombing from vulnerable
aircraft carriers (some estimates indicate that six carriers would be
needed to support a division-size landing, i.e., providc the weight ol
ordnance delivery usually required).

(C) Whether or not Marine divisiona are programmed for Center-
Region deployment, consideration should also be given te dJdeploying
Marine air wiigs to that Region, if needed, during D to D+30. The
Ma) ince will object to this as destroying their integrated amphibious-
force concept, but the marginal relevance of amphibious-assault landings
to m2eting the main threat and the dubious likelihood of their success
in a NATO/Pact war appear to bes more compelling argumenta for such a

diversion.

2. One Marine Brigade for Each Ocean Appears Sufficient

(U) All factors considered, a Mirine assault capability of one
brigade for each ocean, air transportable, or contained in less expen-
sive and less vulnerable ships (especially since the most likely use

would not be against Soviet forres), appears sufficient. Saved re-
sources could ' 2 shifted to improve Marine 1ift and equipment for Center

Region developwent.
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(U) The U.S. Navy is bnyiug five helicopter amphibious-assault
ships (LHA) -- one already launchad == for a4 total estimated cost of
$1145 milifoa. Each ship 18 designed to carry a compl~te Marine Corps
baitalion landing team, each with all its larding craf:, helicopters,
tricks, tanks, supplies, and ammunitior, and to land them ashore. The
820-foot LHAs will have a loaded displacement of about 39,300 tons,
about as large as the World War II leser-class attack alrcraft carrier.
In & NATO cos.text, it is difficult to visualize the utility of this
type uof capability, even Lf all five LHAs (five battalions) could he
deployed simultaneously. And, at the moment, figures are lacking for
the protective forces that would have to accompany the LRA and the
resultant drain on the overall defense budget.

3. _Dedicate a Marine Aic Transportable Brigade (with Aircraft and

Effective 5AMs) for Immediate Deployment on M-Day to Keflavik

and Reykjavik

(S) Althouzh Navy thinking (in SEA EXPRESS, fur example) acknowl-~

edges the Soviet capability to neutralize Iceland in the early days of
a «1t by bombing air and ~adar facilities, little, if any, considers-
tion has been given to ihe existing Soviet capability to capture
Icelandic airfields using airborne and air transportable troops, in
parallel with Center Region aggression. An unpublished Rand study
aJsesses this capability as possibly feasible now, even with U.S, P-4s
at Keflavik, and certainly feasible {f the Icelandic government cancels

U.5, base rlghti.

(S) If the Soviets choose to establish sea control in the North
Atlantic as a hedge against a protracted var in which NATC seaborne rein-
forcemnts and resupply would be the balance for NATO success (asavaing
that NATO improves sufticiently, in their view, to force a protracted
war), a cempting ontion would be to capture the bases concentrated in the
Reykjavik/Keflavik area. With Iceland in hand, the Soviets would poo-
sess surveillance, air-attack, ani advanced submsrine-base facilities
that would enable them to interfers with, or interrupt compietely, NATO
ehipping, CAPTOR aining of the Norwegisn Sea, ASW-barrier sutmarines,
and of course, the ability to station AWACS and ASW aircraft at Keflavik.
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(S) It {s understood that SACLANT plans call for ths sea trans-
nort to Iceland of one U.S, infantry brigade (with SAMs, plus reinfor.u-
ment with AWX and AEW aifrcraft), but that this would not occr until
after the initial l1ift to reinforce Center Region forces, 1.e., probably
after M30. In light of asscesed Soviet capabilities and the potential
trportance of the Icelard base, thia ia too lat.. To forestall a Soviet
atteupt at the cepture of Iceland, war plans should include the {mmedi-
ate deployazent on M-Day of a Marine air-transportable brigade suitably
reinforced with SAMs and aircreft (preferably types that can cope with
Foxbat).
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1011, PATIONALIZING MATO ATR FORCES

(U) Rationalizing {ts air forces must be one of NATO's top

*
prioritics:

1. It 45 essential to a credibie NATO conventicnal deterzoent/
Jefense against WP attack. As stressed {n Chapter i, it is
time for NATO nations to aoxncwlody,e that there s no practi-
cal alternati{ve to mutual reliance on one another for defense
against the Warsaw Pact. Alcthough each nation may want to
maintain balanced ground, naval, and air forc:s, it {8 becom-
ing increasingly irrational, if not impossible, to do so. It
13 cqually {rrational for each nation fo attempt to maintain
a balanced air force patterned after the U.S. Air Force.

There are welcome signs that NATO na*ions -- particularly the
smaller nations -- realize this.

2. The high cost of today's and tomorrow's air technology makes
needed modernization of NATQ's air forces so expensive as al-
most to dictate rationalization tu free the needed resources
at a time of sevece resource constraints. Moreover, it is the
nature of modern air power that many of the mzasurea under way
or proposed are very expensive, In a period of severely con-
strained budgets, this means that they will have to be at least
partially funded via trade-offs from other less essential pro-
grams, despite the impact such trade-offs may have on national
programs.

3. Since the U.S. itself has challenged NATO to make more rational
use of its air assets, our failure to follow through would se-
verely handicap our efforts to gain acceptance of equally im-

portant army and navy rationaliiation programsa.

.(U) In our previous study on restructuring NATO forces to compen-
sate for MBFR we stated "what would help NATO most would be to organize
NATO's air foives in toto as a ratiomal and fully coordinated force able
to take full advantage of air powver's inherent flexibility and mobility."
Rand R-1241, op. cit., p. 173,
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() For example, {f w cannot ovvercome tiy doctrinal and parochial
obstacles that have created an artificfal barrier between 2 ATAE nd
4 ATAF, how can w hope to remedy the more difficult layer-cake problenm
facing NATO's ygrcound forceas in the Center Regfun? Or make more effi-
cient use of NATO's naval assets? Or persuade NATO to adopt a Total
Force Policy that makes the nmost rational use of all {ts assets, {instead
of continuing independent national policics that {n turn promote finade-
quate ground, naval, and afr forces? Thus we see rationalizing NATO's
air posture as the lcading adge to stimulate parallel rationalf:ation of
other aspects of its posture.

(C) 1t is also encouraging to note the far-reaching programs al-
ready under way for {mproving NATO's air rosture. This (s a clear (ndi-
cation of the practicality of the ¢.movpt of rationalization, when

carried out by aggressive and pragmatic negotiating. We refer to:

o The creation of a new Center Region air authority =--
Allied Air Forces Central Cucope (AAFCE) -- to control
the activitics of the allied tactical air forces.

o Pending agreements on uumerous colucated utir bigses to
ease the serious overcrowding that would otherwise re-
sult <hen U.S. augmentation aircraft deploy to Europe.

o Continuing steps towvard more protective shelters for
combat aircraft.

o The search for a common replacement aircraft for the
aging F-104 by four NATO countries, with agreemcnts not
to take unilateral action before all possibilities for
a joint solution have heen explored.

o USAF relocation of F-4 assets for better utilization
and increased effcctiveness.

o kEfforts under way tc upgrade NATO air capabilities via
precision-guided municicns (PCMs).

o Proposals for a new airborne warning aud ccntrol system
(AWACS) .

0 The progress made in NATO's electronic warfare program

by NATO air forces.
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(U) Taken together, these measures t .4l v ¢ tnat NATO has moved
much faster to develop a blucprint tor e noderntzation and rational-

fzatfon of itr afr forces than tor its ground and naval postures. But
drawing the blueprint {s simply the firit essentf{al step. MMuch har!
work by NATO's political and military authorities will be requited 1.
fore these improvement nrojrams become realities. Cur effort {n this
chapter will be twnfold:

1. To discuss ways of improving NATO air posture by more rational
allocation of, or by changes {n, programmed resources and cur-
rent responsibilities within and between individual allies.

2. To suggest way: to overcome political and military obstazles
to needed improverents. The latter may be more difflcult to

overcome than the eccaomic constraints.

2. WHY IS CENTPALIZED CONTROL OF ALLIED AIR POWER SO IMPORTANT?

(S) Our purpose here is not to discuss the NATO-Warsaw Pact air
balance, although we agree with those who feel that NATO's advantages
in terms of more modern equipment, armament, and better traincd afrcraw,
axe often ignosed in favor of numbnrs of aircraft available. Hence,
even {f the Warsaw Pact does have a numerical advantage (and this is
dehatable), {t 1s not NATO's biggest usir problem. The problem lies in
the fact that NATO is not in a positiun to use effectively the sizable
air forces it now has.

1. Making AAFCE a Viable Command Is Essential to Using Air Power Optimally

(U) NATO cannot win an air war against the Warsaw Pact using dif-
ferent doctrine and tactics in an airspace the size of that over Oregon.
NATO nations contributing forces to the 2 and 4 ATAF areas mey be willing
to operate uncer differant rules and stay within present bourdaries, but
there {s no reason to believe Warsaw Pact forces will agree to do likewise.
One reason for General Johanncs Steinhoff's strong support of the new
AAFCE vas his perional experience in the German dufense of Sicily against
allied air attacks in World War II. Pollowing is an excerpt from his
story of that air battle; we've bracketed some words co that the reader
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[ ]
can subst’tute his own choicus of names and places. Stelnnuff's de-
scription of events that occurred over 30 years ago aptly describes the

situation today.

The sight of [Chinisia's) blasted airfield reminded me of my
visit .o the (Italian] fighter wing stationed there, and at
the same time I realized that I had slmost completely for-
gotten abcut the existence of the [italian] fighter acm.
During the gruesoae finale [on this island) it was a caue of
every man for himself. The heavy attacks had begun before
wve had had time to establish signals communications with eacl.
otker or to coordinate our tactics -- steps we would Lrve
tsken as a matter of course had conditions heen anything like
normal. This meanr that each air force had begun fignting
its own war. And, in circumstances where relations between
the [Italian] and [German) high commands were far froc good,
not only were the arrangements for .ontrolling the units of
the two nations entirely separate but the orders they re-
ceived were also different, so that any coordination in the
operational field wvas out of the question. Indeed, that had
been the main defect of the joint command ever since the
start of [Mediterranean] campaign; the two controlling organi-
zations had bain s0 much concerned with prestige that eacn
had taken all possible steps to prevent its own units being
placed under the other's command. Thus, althcugh the battle
wvas & comaon one, the assignaents and ordars were invariably
different.

(S) NATO's air forces have not established sdequate communications
vwith each other, there are wide differences in doctrine and tactics, ar-
rangements for controlling national units are separate, and the orders
they would receive would difiar. For example, there are no effective
means to interZace air-defensive and air-offensive operations, allocate
air resources between ATAFs, or coordinate the air and ground battle.

In some respects the situation may be worse than 30 years ago, because
one air force, ths Luftvaffe, must be trained to operate under two sepa-
rate doctrines and vith two eats of tactics. There is no assurance that
the cperationas of one ATAF will not conflict with the other or that
friendly and enemy air activities over the ground battle will not bhecoce
vo confusing that ground forces will resort to "shooting thea all down

.(U) The Straits of Messina, Johannes Steinhoff, p. 196.
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and sorting them cut ou the grnnmd.". The foregoing may seem a strong
ifndictment, but our reasoen for such a forthright statcment {s to diuapel
aay {deas cthat the craation of an AAFCE headquarters solved all the uir
problems {n the Center Region. It {8 4n leportant first step, but ewsern-
tially a volitical compromise on which we can build.

(L) Another reason for making AAFCE a viable commiand is the imbil-
ance between the capabilities of 2 ATAF ard 4 ATAF. At full augmenta-
tion, 80 perceut of the forca will be bedded down in the 4 ATAF area,
while the threat in the 2 ATAF a)ea could be as high or higher == on th:
ground as well as In the air. Part of tnis {mbalance can be solved by
colocated operating bases (sec pp. 130-108) but some {mbalance will still
remain. However, aircraft do not have to be based in the 2 ATAF area in
order to fight there and NATO has beiLler ways to spend its defense dollars
than to build airfields to cven out force allocations. Alrcraft from
4 ATAF can be on NORTHAG targete in a matter of minutes; moreover USAF
aircraft baged in the U.K. can suppourt ground operations in NORTHAG more
readily than they can sup;ort CENTAG. But neither the U.S. nor German
air forces should have to operate urder iCifferent rules in order to sup-
port either of the two army groups. If AAFCE can .avelop commcnr doctrine
and tactics and standardize combat training of aircrews, then costs can
be limited to the necessary communicat .ons to en3uie 2ffective ~omuand
and control.

(C) This wouid permit centralized allocation of resources and flexi-
ble decentralized execution of assigned tasks. It would enable the AAICT
commarider to ensure that there was no counterproductive {nterfereace be-
tween defensive and cffensive air operations. Ciose air-support operations
and the necessary air resources to execute them conld be delegatad to the
indi{vidual ATAFs -- and resources could come from either ATAF. .nter-

dictirn missions, whether against second echelon ground forces closing

*(U) Dr. Malcolm Currie, Director of Delense Research and Engiueer-
ing, in a speech to the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astro-
idutics noted that in the 1973 Middle East war, Arab aircraft were knocked
down by Arab SAMs, and Israeli aircraft were sometimes downed by Iciael.
SAMs. Currie said: '"We cannot be confident that our own experience in
eimilar circumstances would be much becter." Aerocpace Daily, May 14,

1974, p. 77.
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on the FLBA or deep into enemy territory, need to be centrialiy controll«d
for several reasons: they ..eed sore preplanaing, they require conmbat afr
patrol (CAP), and alsu escort and electronfic-support aficraft, and they
may need rufueling and air-3es rescue support as well. [ o o war),
they must have reai-time tritelliigence, inelewling the crrent a'r, jroed,
and elactronic order of tuttle rom cvery gowrce pigafble.  Rut such
information {s of limited value unless the recipient also kncws wit
toral friendly resources ars available and also has the authority and
requisite C3 to fight the force.

(S) Since auch flexibility is essential, NATO's Defense Ministers
recently asked SACEUR to develop a plan in which Center Region forces
could be used to react to threats wherever they occur, ard the U.S. findi-
cated willingness to deploy reinforcements to the northern half of AFCD!T.‘
But neither U.S. political nor military authorities would want the respon-
sibility of committing U.S. ground forces to an area where it would be
impossible to furnish them close air support or protection against enemy
air attack because NATO has not provided effective air/ground interface
and the ned 2ssary commurications support. If NATO's cilitary have sincere
apprehensions about a Warsaw Pact attack with limited warning, then the
time for action is now. It will be too late to sort out this tangled
mess once hosti iiles ensue. As Generil Steinhoff puts it, "the war in
the air is a technological war vhich cannoc be won by a technologically
inferior fighting force, however high {ts morale or dauntless its resolu-
tion." NATO's C? arrangemeuts for its air forces are technologicaily
inferior to the Pact's. This is particularly distressing, because NATO
has an inher:nt C} advantcge over ths Pact — most of our aircrews speak
a common language, English, whereas Warsaw Pact crews have a real voice
communicatione problem once they are out cf their assigned sectors. NATO
also has the start of & common electronic language amongst its air forces
that could be enhanced to promote the interoperability and flexible de-
ployment between ATAFs.

*(U) USNATO 3355, 131845A, June 1974 (Secret).
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2. Facilitate Using Afr Forccs \s 3 Gap Filler

(S) Anotier overriding reason for promoting interoperaovility and
flexibility of VATO tactical air forces is to ea.ble using “hem as a
gap filler to help overcume the secious deficiencies in NATO's ground
shield vis-d-vis a Warsaw Pact blitzkrieg. &2 are not sujgeating that
air forcee can substitute fur ground fcrces., But the U.S. and NATO need
to put teeth {nto the Total Force Policy by using the potential air
-forces have to move rapidly to any critical point in the ground battle.

In discussing ground forces in Chapter Il, we made the point that NATO
defense against a Pact armored attack should take on some of the charac-
teristics of a three-dimensional chess game because there are several
realistic scenarios in which NATO's air forces could be used to help
blunt the Pact's great advantage in armor. In the event of a worst case
surprise attack, they could help the entitank helo units and the forward
ground elements hold, whils the remainder of NATO's grouad forc:s moved
to their EDP positions. Once NATO's ground forces are at their EDP
positions, NATO's air forces can be massed against the primary point of
the Pact's attuck to furnish close air support and protection against
the Pact's oifensiva air furces. Moreover, and rore important in FRG
eyes, tactical air attacks can be lavnched sgainst the second wvave of
the Pact's armored forces as they mass for attack, to delay or prevent
their entry irtu the ground ba-.tle.

(C) There are good reasons to attribute these capabilities to NATO's
tactical air forces. They are kept at a relatively high level of alert.
They have the mobility and flexibility to move quickly to any trouble spo%
over ths entire combat zone -~ they can cover in minutes distances that
would take armored forces days or helo-borne forces hours. And while
there may be many avenuss of attack that the Warsaw Pact ground forces
could take, there are none that cannot be quickly covered by allied air
forces.

(C) Further, the approaches available to the Pact's armor may not
be as numerous as they seem. There is a limit to how far tanks can travel
on their tracks, and not all of the Pact's supporting elements are tracked..

.
(S) The Israelis used 11,0C0 sets of tcacks in the October 1973
conflict.
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The amount of amminition and POL the attacking elcments can carry with
them f{s also a limiting factor for off-road operations. Western Europe
is a wegalopolis, but again trere is a li-it to the load-bearing capact-
ties of roads and bridges and, hence, to the alternativa routes avail-
able to wheeled and tracked vehicles. Furthermore, the smaller towns,
with their narrowv and crooked streets, create roadblocks that armored
columns must either thread through or circle. Afir attacks, coupled
wvith hasty Sarrier operations and support of airmobile or helo antitank
units, can slow and/or channel the attacking forces towards terrain
more favocable to defending ground furces.

(C) Weather permitting, tactical figliters wit.. PGMs such as
Maverick can inflict heavy lusses on the advancing force, while other
aircraft with laser or electroopiical PGMs can destroy key bridges,
intersections, and overpasses to slov the enemy's progress. With pre-
planning, these interdiction points caa also be hit under all weather
conditions by tns peacetime implanting of sencor systems. The possi-
bilities are tremendous, but such operations require common doctrine,
tactics, centralized command and control, resl-t..e intelligence, and
the requisite commmications. These are within reach in peacetire. But
it vill be too late to begin after the whistle has biowm.

3. If AAFCE Is So Important, Why the Opposition to Its Formation?
(U) The agreement to create AAFCE is a dramatic and important

polirical breakthrough. But it took over two years of negotiating and
pressure to secure the present arrangements, and many authorities would

be more than willing to let the issue rest. For example, one senior
official in the U.K. Ministry of Defence told us that the 2-4 ATAF problem
had been the most controversial subject within the MOD and took more of
its time than any other single subject discussed In i¥73.

(S) Some of the reasons for rasistance are suggestive of ways to
overcome the remaining obstacles to making AAFCE more than a paper head-
quirters and a political solution to satisfy a U.S. recommendation.
Pirst, we need to remember that until 1966 there was ar AIRCENT under
AFCENT for control of the 2 and 4 ATAFs. Under the MC 14/2 strategy,
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AIRCENT's usefulness was cagestioned on scveral occasions, because tne

tasking of tactica) units for the anuclear-strike role and ‘helr commaact

and control were SACEUR responsibilities and intermediate headquarters

were byp.uaed.. Adequate €' for conventjonal operations was a secondary

consideration under a strategy that relied on conventional operations

primarily as protection against {ncursious, intiltrations, and local

hostfle artions. Indeced, SACEUR himself doubted the nccesslty for

AIRCENT, Only strong ~esistance by NATO and national air fo.ce command-

ers kepc {t {n ¢xistence. President Jde Gaulle's demand 1a 1966 that

NATO headquarters and allied forces be withdrawm from France overcame

this tast line of resistance. NATC had too many other serious problems

== finding new locations for the NAC, SRAPE, and AFCENT, building facili-

ties, and moving -- to worry abou® AIRCENT's demise. In fact, many saw

the move from France as a golden opportuaity to prune NATO overhead. The

U.S. was similariy engased in finding homes for EUCOM and the Army and

Ailr Force units that had to move from French soi'. The J.S. was also

deeply involved in SEA, OJur main European initiatives were to overcome

the political and psychological impact of French withdrawal and to pro-

mote alliance accuptance of cne flexible response strategy embodied in

MC 14/3. The importance of an AIRCENT to such a strategy simply was not

recognized ty mor- than a few. One tour-star Army general whc held a

NATO command atr that t:.ue tuld us he had recommended retaining AIRCENT

and merging 2 and 4 ATAF with it at one of the ATAF locat.ons. SACEUR

told him that NATO had enough political problems to solve without adding

this f{ssue to the ag.nda. it would appear that both generals were correct.
(d) 1 becewber 1967, N.TO adopted the MC 14/3 strategic concept,

"basel upon a flexible and b.lanced range of appropriate responses, conven-

tional ani nuclear, to a'l levels of aggression or threats of aggression.""

RBut like most other NATO documents, MC 14/3 represents a compromisc subject

.(S) Under MC 14/2 alcrt procedures, the tactical squadroas were
genersted fort nuclecr (RA. Aircraft for conventional operations were to
be made available for tasking by the ATAFs af'ter the strike mission had
been completed. .

*
.(U) Communiqué of the Ministerial Meeting of the Defense Planaing
Committee, 1i Decembec 1967.
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to {uterp: 2cation by fndividuai natfons. 7This {nterpretation comes in
the form of the doctrine and tactics adopted by the natfonal forcey
earmarked or assigned to NATO military commanders. Differences are
resolved slowly and more often by erosion than by outright change. The
serious {mbalance in forces and the differences in doctrine and tactics
between 2 and 4 ATAF became apparent to allicd air officers early {n the
implementation phase of MC 14/3. Attempts wcre made to iron out such
conflicts in order to promote intercperability, but since these differ-
encey wera generated by national strategic perceptions, little wus accom-
plished. Thus the need for centrzlized command and control and the
ability to use NATO's air power flexibly was not forced into tne open
uatil the U.S. initiative of December 1971.

(U) After tws> and a half years of hard and often hot negotiations,
wve again have a Center Region Air Headquarters superimposed over the
two ATAFs. But the differences generated by national a.' {tudes remain;
nor will they be resolved solely by NATO's political and military staffs,
which operate on instructions from home and are limitcd in theix: freedom
of action. AAFUE, {f it is to be more than a paper duplicate of AIRCENT,
faces some hard bargaining.

(S) U.X. opposition to a strong AAFCE has many cJacets. From a
strategic viewpoint, the U.K. historically has favored the early use of
a few tactical nuclear wveapons to warn the USSR and the Pact that further
aggression raised the risk of NATO's escalating to strategic nuclear war-
fare. Theoretically, this early but limited use would ceestablish deter-
rence, give both sides the opportunity to decide whether the issues were
worth th» risk of a strategic exchange, and afford time for a negotiaced
settlement. U.K. agreement to MC 14/3 d.d not mesn that they had changed
their strategic thinking; indeed, the U.K. position has since persisted
through successive changes of government. There are several reasons for
this consistency.

(U) Neither of the major political parties can suggest a returan to
conscription and lower military pay without being turned out of 2ffice.
U.K. manpcwer costs, like those of the other NATO nations, are rising at
the very time the defense budget is being sharply cut. Since conventional

SECRET



PR

SECRET

2

forces are manpower-intensive, both political parties emphcusize nuclear
deterrence and weapon systems with a long-life cycle.

(S) Nor is either political party willing to tell the U.X. public
that they may once again be attacked by conventionai enemy bombers. The
thought of bombs falling on British soil without retaliation againsi the
attackers' homeland is unacceptable. This ponition is locumented by the
U.K.'s refusal to particip~te in the NATO aircraft shelter program, even
though infrastructure would have 3id for 88 percent of the cost involved!
The British also opposed shelters for USAF alrcraft based in the U.K.,
reluctantly agreeing to thea in September 1974, only after grest pressure
had been applied and a rationale developed that could be accepted by the
man in the st-eet,

(S) Both parties see international political utility in being a
nuclear power. As the economic pressures get tighter, neither party is
likely to deemphasize the U.K.'s nuclear status by diverting resources
to improve U.K. conventional capabilities. There 1s also political utility
and prestige in the number of key command and staff positions the U.K,
holds in NATO's political ind military structure. As one of the three
nuclear members of the Allisnce, the British can and do get more key
positions than their cverall contribution warrants. A swvitch ~f espha-
sis to conventional cupabilities would place them in 4 poorer position
relative to the FPG, which already makes a greater contribution to de-
fense of the Center Region. 1Therefore, the British naturally resist
any changes that would challenge their eminence in NATO. Since they are
in deep finaccial difficulties, they will buy wapon systems that give
credence to their prestige position. By doing this they support the
strategy as they interpret it sod in turn impose doctrine and tactics
in supporc of that strategy on 2 ATAF and NORTHAG.

(S) The British have bitter memories of what the Luftwaffe did to
their cities and countryside in World War 1I. Their control of NATO
commands corresponds to their postwar zor.e of occupation, and they will
not give up their pow:.tion in this area without a struggle. They realize
that their air force contributiz= to the Center Region — less than 100
aircraft based in the FRG =- does not support their command dominence of
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2 ATAF, but their determination that RAFP forces will not be commanded by
a8 German is wnderstandable.

(S) In sum, the British have hammered out an interpretation of
NATO's MC 14/3 strategy that is acceptable to both political parties and
to the population at large., It €its their manpower resources, is within
the range of Jefenae budgets likely to be supported, givea them pnliti-
cal stature as & nuclear powsr, and offers a nuclear counterbalance to
an increasingly strong but conventionally armed Cermauy. They are unlikely
to accept any changes that impact on their position of influence or that
cost them more money.

(S) The viewpnints of other nations contributing air forces to the
Center Region do not seem ag set as the U.K.'s. A ranking Belgian mili-~
tary official told us that Belgiuu, more than any other NATO nation,
realized that its forces have 10 rerson tor exist other than to fulfill
NATO military requirements. He noted that the Belgian government relied
heavily on the major NA_O commanders' force goals to structure Belgium's
armed forces. He strongliy suggested that these commandesrs should be more
selective in ectablishing priorities and more forceful in proauizating
doctrine and tactics. His point vas that the smaller nations had no
choice but to follow the lead of the larger nations, and unless SACEUR
and SACLANT gettle the differences between the larger nations, the
smaller nations would be caught in the middle.

(S) Netherlands officials we talked to supported AAFCE but vere
adamant that it de collocated vith AFCENT. They also stressed the need
to collocate Army Group and ATAP headquarters, but it was evident that
they sav tha function of all these headquarters as being planning rather
than operational in nsture. U.S. concepts of intarfacing vffensive and
defensive operations and of timely deployment of available air assets
to any point in the Center Rcgion through modern c: arrangesents vere
sither not fully understood or deemed infeasible. Nor are they likely
to be until elements actually are placed into operation.

(S) Given this smbivalence, Dutch ingistence that AAFCE dbe colo-
cated with AFCFNT is more resdily understood. We also have to remember
that the Dutch accepted AFCENT reluctantly against some internal
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resistance., A NATO headquartere commanded by a Cerman general was not
a welcone neighbor to many who remembered World War Il occupat fon days.
Now that it has been established at Brunnsum and is contributing to the
local economy, therv {s a natural resistance to actions that say endan-
ger its future, The Dutch have an cconomic and political inves:ment to
protect. How would the Dutch government explain that the headquarters
needed so urgently in 1967 wvas no longer necessary? The familiar
Congressinnal pressures generated by base clusures in the U.S. parallel
those the Netherlands would face. These domrsiic political problems,
coupled with their military's position (including top air force officers)
that army and air headquarters be collocated are the basis for Dutch
insistence that AAFCE be located at Brunnsur. We believe these obsata-
cles are real, but that they can be overcome, partly by locating a new
AFCENT LOC Command at Brunnsum (see Chapter V).

(C) The Canadiars have already relinquished the nuclear-strike role
and committed their three squadions (36 aircraft) based in the FRG to the
attack mission. They not only lack the C® to act independently, but are
too small a furce to survive except by coordinated operations. They can
function only in conjunction with other allied air forces and must rely
on & ATAF or AAFCE for direction -- or sit out the war in iiolation.

(S) The FRG's problem in supporting a strong and capable AAFCE 1is
a political une. GAF leaders long ago realized that the artificial
boundary between the 2 and 4 ATAF wus an unnecessary handicap to the
forvard defense of West Germany. With the adoption of MC 14/3, this
separation becace a painful burden. A cowparatively inexpsrienced, ex-
panding German air force was trying to shift to complex F-104C afircraft
and vas sustaining unacceptable losses of aircraft and pilots during
trajiaing. These losses were high encugh co threaten the political future
of any FRG government and were devastating to Luftwaffe morale. When
MC 14/3 added the burden of training for the conventional attack role,
the GAF had to face the differences in doctrine and tactics between the
two ATAFs. In light of their P-104C transition problems, GAF leader: were
bitter over these differences. 'Hovever. botihh the military and political
leaders realized the U.K. sensitivities not>d cbove. Their forbearance
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under these circumstances is a remarkable {ndication of the FRG's lesire
to be a gocd NATO partner. Now that the {ssue is in the open, AAFCE
needs their full support to avoid a confrontation with the U.K. and

other European alli:s.

B. MAKING THE AAFCE CONCEPT VIABLF
(S) How can we overeaome theae obsteelees and r:nize NATO'a national

ate forces as a rational und fully coordirated force wnder AAFCE corrand
ang eontrol? The angwer seems to lie in s series of incremental steps --
within NATO channels when necegsary, but preferably by bilateral or multi-
lateral agreements and informal arrangements. [f we g0 the formal NATO
route, we will run keadlong into the doctrinal and parochial views that
held up AAFCE's organization for two and one-half years. Prile and pres-
tige could prevent changes in national positions and stall progress. Nor
can wve get the job done by waiting on inputs from national military and
political staffs to their internacional counterparts. I{ we do, we will
also run headlong into the question of who pays and how much and end up
arguing over cost-sharing formulas for another two years. Where possible
we would be well advised to seek bilateral and multilateral agreements
and arrangements. There are also a number of air-force-to-afr-force
arrangements that can be implemented and we will suggest soxe later.

(S) But first and foremost of all requirements ie for the l .ited
States to think NATO. VWe need to be better partners to ovr .JATO allies
and seek means tu bolster their confidence in interdependence to overcome
their feelings of impotence against a Pact attack. One of the best ways
to increase allied confidence in interdependent air forces is to make
AAFCE o strong operationai headquarters in peaceti{me. NATO does not nead
another adainistrative layer addad to its peacetime structure; it does
need an operational headquarters to command and control the air resourcea
it now has.

(U) The creation of AAFCE is only a first step; hard work and firm
bargaining remain to be done before it will have the authority aad the
wherevithal to command its component air forces effec’ively. In a sense,
AAFCE has become a test case. If we fail to make 1. a viable command, it
will be a major blow to further efforts to improv: NATO's overall conven-
tional capabilities.
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(S) What is neecded ncw {s to make AAFCE a strong and viable opera-
tional command {n peacetime, capnble of ucing Center Region air power
to full affectiveness and with vptimum flexibility. This requires wmore
than a vigoious naw headquarters. It requires far better command con-

trol, and comunications (C3) than NATO now has.

1. AWACS Can Be a Powerful Lever to This End

(U) The technological breakthrougih offered by an airborne warning
and control system (AWACS) may be precisely the device needed o justify
welding the Center Region air forces into an operationally unified whole.
As envisaged by the U.S,, it would be capable of providing real-time
warning and control of the air battle over the entire central iront. Thus,
an AWACS ia the haida of CINCAAFCE would be a powerful instrusent for uni-
fied command and control, and would also greatly facilitate rationalization
and specislization of national air forces..

(U) The crux of the problem, as always, is how .o fund and man AWACS
in the NATO context, for it is extremely expensive. The temptation will
be to try to fund it as a NATO program, and this me=hod may entail inordi-
nate delay and ultimately a less satisfactory systsm. Therefore, we pro-
pose on pp. 125-126 that the U.S. provide AWACS as part of a trade-off pack-
age in return for allied assumption of present U.S. air-defense tasks in

Zurope.

2. _Adeguate Communications Are Needed for Effective CJ

(U) NATO now lacks tne communicaticns system to receive real-time
intelligence of enemy operations and to direct s noordinated response
that vtilires all available allied rosources. MNor can we reslistically
expect that NICS, or any other system that NATO may support, will mest
AAFCE's needs in this decade. But economy, as well as operational effi-
clency, dictate that we cannot fight s var with independent national
communication systems. Therefore, AAFCE vill have to start with vhat is
currently available from NATO sources and vhat can be gensrated by bi-
lateral ard other arrangements with inceceitsd allles. Although it does
not provide an interface for defensive and offensive operations, there
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is a NATO air defense net that l:nks the Center Region air forces. More-
over, .he FRC has a nationai network of communications throughout the
forwaid area, and USAFE, US/ZREUR, EU'COM, and the Defense Communications
Syetem all have extengive {ixed and some mcbile assets. AAFCE will have
to uese elements of thene combined assets as a foundation for {ts communi-
cations network in the near term. Thu FRG's CIP-67 network of fixed and
mobile microwave statiuns hus been accepted as part of NICS; it will be
completed fir earlier than the overall NICS systea and can play an :im-
portant part in resolving AAFCE's communications problems. If the FRG
and the U.S. agree bilaterally to interconnect their communicatioc systems,
4t will be easier for AAFCE to begin to demonstrate the flexibility of
air power «nd to justify further C} improvements in NATO circles.

3. Joint Peacetime Air Operatione Are Needed

(S) Here i{s vhere "thinking NATO" can pay vff. To help AAFCE, we
recomend that day-to-day USAFE and CAF cooperation and joint flying
operations begin before or as these interconnections are made. If wa
intend to make AAFCE & strorg peacetime hcadquarters, we are geing to have
to exsrcise it -- slowly at first, but continuously and on an ever eapand-
ing basis. USAFE forces can gear thair operations to fit AAFCE's expand-
ing role and provide proof that with adequate C} NATO's air forces do have
the flexibility to meet & wide range of threats on a timely basis. We
have to oomuince owr allies that it makes little sense to ma:ntain owr
defenaive and cffenstve air forces om a comtinuoue alert unless the head-

quarters direoting thoir operations ie at thai same level of readiness.

If we can routinely use joint operations and exercises to demonstrate that
Boerfink meets NATO's needs for peace and war, thin we can quietly deflzte
some of the pressures for & peacetims location at Brunnsum.

(5) Ianvolving USAFE forces to sell the flexible use of NATO's air
forcas has other advantages. Two of our biggest problems are overcoming
resistance to change and intruducing new tec'mology. Allied aircrevs
and youngsr staff officers may well be our best salesmen in both fields.
By intrcducing USAFE squairons/crews into the 2 ATAY area, we can match
U.K. and U.S. doctrine and tactics and let allied air ané ground forces
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conpavre the c¢fficiency of the two operations. We can also give allied
ajrcrews ! lrsthand exposure tu PCMs., This weould whet thefr appetites
for laser and electrooptical guijed weapons and pit pressure on senior
2 ATAF officers, who have shown little {nterest tc date, at leaat to
consider the efficiency ot PUMa {n their planning.

(S) To get the proxram under way, we could seek FRG agreement for
Limited but routf{ne peac:time use of fermin bases in norihern Germany.
(ur objective would be to begin eroding the artificial houvndary between
the 2 and 4 ATAF. Flights of USAFE aircraft based {n the FRG could dr-
ploy to German bases for one or two days of afir cperations with the CAF.
USAFL forces in the U.K. have practiced close air support with CEITAGC
forces from thef: U.X, bases and could do the same with NORTHAG forces.
By beginning to use GAF bases on an intermittent basis we would be
setting the stage forv future "bomb, a3, and go" operations, promoting
interopeirability, and putting a few more breaks in the fence between
the 2 and 4 ATAF. Th: iritial purpose of these operations would he for
USAFE factliaijzation, but subsequently AAFCE could request nuch move-
ments for specific trzining purposes. In later stages, AAFCE coula
incorporate such operations into exercises and eventually work ur to a
tull-scale exercise that tasked all of NATO's air power against a com-
bined air and armor attack by the Warsaw Pact,

(S) Thera are obvious objections to proposals such as these. Poor
communications and differences in tactics will cause problems. We are
going to have tc demcnstrate that flexible deployment is possitle and
that the shortcomings need not be all bad -- gpecifically, they will,
at leaat. highlight the comminications that wve need and permit AAFCE to
take a position on the doctrine and tactics to be followed. (A word of
caution here: We need doctrine and tactics for a NATO scenario, and
differences in U.S. service doctrines have no place in this debate.)

(S, The constraints on demonstruting this ability probably will bde
ths ObM costs invoived, increased TDY funds for aircrews, and flying-
hour limitaticas brovght on by tne enemy crisis. But in this case, the
costs are negligible compared to tre benefits. We recommend a budget
supplament to support increased TDY for USAF crews and an increased
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allocat’on of flying wours == when TUY and (1lving are In support of JWFCE
objectives,

(S) These actions are not likelv to create 4 dramitlc changa {n
the U.K. attitude toward AAFCE or alter its basic thinking on NATO's
atrategy. On the other hand, it would be difficuit for the U.K. *o ralue
vigorous objectiors to obvious improvements that rogt them nothing. In
fact, the new military organization solves some of their pr-blens vis-d-vis
the FRC. llaving gained coumand of the 4 ATAF, the GAF now has ¢ .illet
more in keeping with its contribution. The RAF still mi«intains cowmand of
the 2 A1AF and has gained the key position of deputy for operations lu
AAFCE,

(U) We also need to bui'd on the USAFE and RAF special relationship
that extends back to World War II, to assure the RAF and the U.K. that
our efforts are not designad to reduce their influer-r: in NAIO. We must
also keep the U.K.'s economic difficulties {n mind and seek improvcaent
programs that are realistically wvithin their means Por example, PCMs
must be introduced into NATO's !nventory; we suggest chat a Mlaverick pro-
gram (sce Chapter VI, pp. 268-269) i3 thc type we siould offer the U.K.;
othervise, we will embarrass them and gensrate oprosition rather than
cooperation.

(U) 1ncramental actions such as those outlined above are not guing
to aak® any headliney and are not ,oing to sulve AAFCE's problems over-
night. ilowever, NATO now has nder way several aiy force improveent pro-
grams vhose potential goes far beyond their basic reason for implementa-
tion and whose final value can excced their basic co.t. There is an later-
relat‘onship between these programs apd rationslization tlat deserves
explanaiicn to insure full U.S. support. We will loo¥ at actions to im-
prove force survivability first, because we believe it is one of NATO's
most important requirements. If NATD .- ations can become conficent that
their air forces can survive a coaventional attark even without tactical
wvamning, then they can be motivated to make further improvements.
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C.__USING COLOCATEL OPERATING BASES TO SUPPORT RATINNALIZATION

(U) NATO has too many afrcraft for too Yew bases, especially sfter
massive U.3. augmentation furces .:re depioyed. This mukes allted ais
power unduly vulnerable to WP air tase attack. But bases are almost as
erpansgive as aircraft, and availability of real estate for aew ones is
limited. The answer {u this problea is optimum flexibility and di-ypersal
on the bases NATO does have. This is a particularly serious problea for
tue U.S.

(S) U.S. bases in the Center Region, even ncv in peacetime, hove
far too many aircraft per base, and many more than othar NATO naticns.
The situstion would worsen greatly in the event of a WP attack when com-
mitted aircraft began to arrive by M#l; the subsequent arrival of rein-
forcemant aircralt would further exacerbats th~ problem. U.S. base load-
ing io the Center Region runs from an average f about 50 sircraft at Mt
{o more than 100 per base after planned reinforcemmnt aircraft arrin..
This 1s in stark corntrast to the approximately 36 aircraft per allied
base. Both seriously increased vulnerability and hampered operational
effectiveness must result from this saturation of U.S. bases: The few
heavily loadad bases are particularly attractive targets; runway Jamage
would block large rumbe~s of aircraft; and except in good weath.r and
vwith no damage there wiil be traffic-control problems.

1. The Best ana Cheapest Way to Attack This Prcblem Is to Colocate
U.S. Units in Fxisting Allied Bases

(S) The U.S. has lonp since proposed the concept cf colocated
operating bases (CC™s) on which USAF muuitions and fuel are stored in
peacetime and to which USAF units cen disperse in wartime. The curtent
U.S. "requirement" i~ for about 45 bascs in addition t> presertlyv occupied
USAFE be~es. Thase are intended (1) to permit bed down of forces earmarked
for prowpt deployment aod (2) to provide for sdditional squadrons not now
formally committed tc NATO. The U.S. has identified potential locaticns
in England, Germany, Greece, Italy, ‘the Netherlands, Norway, and Turkey.

.(U) This does not include airlift, special operations, or sir-ses
regcue aircraft.
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Author {zati. n to negot iate COB arrangcmen*s (COBAs) has been given for
48 bases, and nine rrrangements have beei. approved at the working level
tn dare,

(3) U.S. proposals for COls made very little progress until quite
recently. Part of the delay in :‘yummating COB arrangements has been
uormal bureaucratic red tape here and in Europe, but a large part can
also de attrituted to U.S. reluctance to assign additional forces to
NATO. If we can't tell NATO what aircraft are comir.g and thetir estimated
time of arrival, then we cannnot expect allies to place full credence on
their being available in the event of a Yarsaw Pact attack. This is de-
plorable, becausa the U.S. could saturare Europe with reinforcement air-
craft We did it during the second Berlin crisis with Air National Guard
(ANG) units. Dusing October and November 1961, 11 squadrons with more
than 260 aircraft were mobilized and bedded down in European bases.

Jver (00 aircraft flew to various bases in Europe in a single, accident-
free deployment, and <0 F-104s were airlifted. We can do it faster
today with either active or ANG units, and we ought to advertise this
capability in our DPQ submission. It is a matter of building confidence.

(S) Another early obstacle to COB arrangements was the U.S. posi-
tion that host countries should fingnce conatr.ction, maintenance, and
security, costs of munitions- axd fuel-storage facilicies, and in addi-
tion provide such normal bare operating support as base operationr,
crach and rescue, security, axd aids for nsrigation. The facilities
costs for groviding munitions and fuel storage vill vary from base to
bsese, but are estimatcd to run between $200,000 and $500 000 per base.
At the same time, we duclined to msks firm DPQ commitments beyond our
M+ forces (the procedure normally *.sken to inform NATO of the type of
aircraft they can expect and vhen they would arrive). If the U.S. were
to make specific cormitmenta in {ts response to the DPQ, tlhese cos*s
would bec 'ms eligible for infrastructurc payment and othor allies would
share the biil with the host netion. The U.S. recently briefed NALO
political and military leaders on our COB plans end designated seven
additional fighters 2nd one additionsl reconnaissance squadron to
SACEUR's Strategic Reserve in DPO74. But we lost a few years in the
debate over wvhethor to earmark forces and who should pay the bill.
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(S) Furtherm,re, until we complete each COB arrangemunt, we cannot
begin construction of aircraft shelters for our Rapid -Reactor squadrons,
although NATO has agreed to make them eligible for infrastructure funding.
The case for a concerted U.S. push to complete COL arrangements could
stand on the above: survivability by dispersal, an increase in aircraft
shelters, enhanced opcratinnal capability because of reduced aircraft
density at each base, better geographic distribution, increared confi-
dence on the part of our allies, and firm plans for their employment.

But there are additional benefits that add further weight to the case for
COBs.

2. COBs Are a Foot in the Door

(S) They can help break down the fence between the 2 and 4 ATAF.
We suggested earlier (p. 97) that USAFE should gear its operations to
fit A\FCE's expanding role by routine deployment to CAF bases for joint
USAFE-CAF operations. Having CO3s in the 2 ATAF area provides sound
rationale for such operations. Periodic USAFE visits are needed for
familiarization flights to check local flying regulations ard craffic

patterns, %o develop joint operations procedures, and at a later stage to

inspect and exercise the WRM equipment in storage. Such visits would
provide opportunities to practice interoperability by giving GAF ground
crevs experience in refueling and starting USAFE aircraft., With GAF
cooperation, this could be gradually extended to practice weapons-loading
exercises from the prestocked munitions. USAFE could designate a sve-
cific squadron to vork with cach of the COBs to develop rapport and pave
the way for the CONUS-based squadron to be deployed there.

3. COBs Can Help Link TAC with NATO

(S) While the U.S. Air Force 1s now thinking NATO (AAFCE looks at
TAC as & rear headquarters of USAFE, and TAC thinks of USAFE as its ad-
vance wvar headquar ;ers).* it {s equally important for NATO to think of

.(U) This is another argument for earmarking more CONUS-basecd
squadrons to NATO {n our DPQ subnission. Once they are so designated,
USAFE can insiat that AAFCE make definite plans for their wartime ewploy-
ment and that they be counted and used during command post exerciues and
wvar gumes. High-level TAC representation at AAFCE exercises would be
another coniidence-builiing measure.
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TAC's CONUS-based squadrcns as readily avaflatle resources. TAC {49 dus-
ignat ing CONUS-bLased forces for cach European location and training theno
for primary and secondary roles. If the USATE squadron perindically
exercising the COB and t':e CONUS squadron to be deployed there each nad
the same type of aircraft and primary nfnsion, the situation wou'd b
ideal. This wav not be 100 percent possible, but it can be a goal.
USAFE's main operating bases rould then reccive and deploy the CONUS
squadrons that are equipped with aircraft types not nuw based in Europe.
(S) This TAC emphanis on training for Europe needs to be supported
fully by DOD and St.ce, Th2 squadron designated for a COB ehould have
the opportunity for a firsthand visit for familiarization, but this would
call for sizable increases in TAC'as exercise budget. If this {s not
possible, tlv re {s an alternative, Crested Cap calls fur the rcturn of
the four Jual- based squadrons (96 aircraft) each year. TAC is used to
routina dcplnvments of flights of alrcraft under either che rquadron
commander or his operations otriccs., We recommend that, once a CONUS
squadron has been acsigned to a COR, a flight uf four ajrcraft be sub-
stituted for four of the Crested Cap aircraft. True, the "dual-based"
squadrons would not be at full strength, but we would have fulfilled
the requirevent to return 96 aircraft -- and more -- we vould have exer-
cised the COB concept and demonstrated the U.S. capability and willing-
ness rapidly to reinrorce the entire !NATO defense area. In addition,
we'd 'ike to see the squadron comman’er or his operation officer visit
their CO3 every uls months.

4. COBs Pacilitate Deterrent Devloyments in Timc of Tension

(S) We should not overlook the deterrent value and mobilization
flexib.lity of COBs. They offer the political advantage of a rang: of
respor.ses based on our own and the hust nation's Interpretation of intel-
ligence without waiting on a NATO decision in times of increasing tension.
M a low-key basis, we could dispatch fligh:s of four aircraft to each of
the COBs without fanfare. Supporting manpower could accompany or follow
by regular civilian air travel to the nearest civil airfieisd. This ad-
vance echelon could then begin to break cit the prepositioned YRM and to
prepare with the host nation for the reception of the rest of the squadron.
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We would then have more "varm" bases ready fur the deploying forze and
would be placing less of a surge rejuirement on critical tarker and
airlift resources. Such movements sre sublect to ~nemy surveillance,
but no more so than any CONUS augmentaticn of U.S. air bases in Europe,
particu’arly {f USAFE has previously established a pattern of frequent
visits for joint operations.

(S) A strong argument for detailed plans to implement this low-key
responsa 1is the fact that NATO's alert system ‘s complex and subject to
delay while political de:isions are debated (see Chapter VII). We wouid
need only host-nation agreement to begin disyatching advance flights to
our COBs, 1If, on the other hand, we should decide on & full-scale
buildup on the basis of more clear-cut warning, we'd be better prepared
to recsive and ready che fcrce for combat because the COBs had teen
routinely exercised and the CONUS squadrons made familiar with their
European base and trained for thair primary NATO mission.

3. COBs As ..lert Bases

(C) Yet snothexr b:t more expensive way to develop the COB poten-
tial vould be for USAFE to disperse currently assigned aircraft to COBs
in peacetims. While the cost to USAFE would be conridarably higher as a
result of such a step, tha i{zmediste improvement in survivability against
attack without warning could varrant this cost. And the addicional costs
could be mininized by having COBs used for alert aircraft, with USAFE's
regular bases carrying most of the training load. In additicn to the
imnediately reduced vulnerability of aircraft, greater initial capability
should result froa reduced congestinn at individusl bases and from ready
availability of more conventional munitions (the COBs would hava their
own WRM stocks). A final advantage of greater peacetime dispersal is
that it eliminites the initisl nsed to dispe.se as a premodilizaiion
action, a factor that may be importznt in keeping a low profile during
nagotiations aimed at preventing the outdreal of hostilities.
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6. COZn Reduce Vulnerability of USAFE's Convent ional Munitions

(S) In Chapter VI we discuss NATO's overall munitions problems and
suggest crestirg a SACZUR ressrve and introducing PGMs {nto NATO's in-
ventory. But USAYE's aunition-storage problems warrant discussion he-e

because COBs can help solve them. A recent Rand report found that:

Current and planned munition support for U.S. Air Forces in
Eurcpe is dependent upon vulnerable depots and resupply.

The U.S. airbases in the FRG and the United Kingdom have
nonnuclear mmitions-storage capacity for only about 15 days
of a wvar. Over 80 percent of the 60-day prepositionud
stocks will be located at two central storage sites, Morbach
in the FRC and Welford in the United Kingdom, and trans-
perted to the airbases by truck.

The resupply plan calls for these munitions to start
flowing from the depots to the airbases 15 days prior to
D-day. Our study of "munitions support” indicated that
should the flow not start until D-day -- because of lack of
warning or for any other reason -- there would be a 30 per-
cent degradation in cperational capabilicy by Day 20 of com~
bat. And this could happen without an at‘asck on the storage
or resupply systems.

However, the mmitions storage sites, both at tke depots
and on the agirbases, are vulnersble to enemy attacke. At
Morbach, tLhe larse percentage of the total theater munitions
whizh are to be storsd there are located in open bunkers,
linad up like ducks in a shooting gallery.

* bombing attack down ons of these lines, even if it
failed to destroy the munitions, wight damage or litter the
access road enough to seriocusly delay the movement of
sunitions.”

{S) Each COD we obtain will hclp alleviate USAFEZ's munitions sulner-~
ability, because NATO cricteris will permit prefinancirg infrastructure
funding of storage facilities for seven days of munitions for each ear-
marked squadron. This will provide wider dispersal of stncks now held in
the central storate sites and increase the days of on-base supply avuil-
able to aircraft on U.S. air bases (as the number of assigned aircraft
goes dowm, the days of supply per aircraf: will go un). 1In addition, we
favor two more actions:

"
() P. M, Dadant, Findings from Rand Studies ¢! Genaral Purpose
FPorces: A Briefing -U), The Rand Corporation, R-146C-PR, June 1974
(Secrat).
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a. Diversify the types of munitions at each bise to permit maximum
flexibility in combat operatfona. Currently, mcost munitions appropriate
to close air support of ground troops are at the depots, with the bases
stocked largely for counterair and interdiction missions. This s, of
course, inconsistent with any plans to use air tn counter early Pact
armored penetrations.

b. Increase the number of days' mupply at each base to permit a
longer period of tranaportation or weache. disruption without adverse
effect. (This ls really a corollary of the ficrst acticn [a. above].)
Make such provision at the tiie COBs are acquired, if possible, to reduce
additifonai costs to a mininum., COBs are not the total answer, and Rand

and the Air Force are continuing to iavestigate solutions.

7. Using COBs to Develop a Gap-Filler Force

(S) We discussed earlier (pp. 87-88) the need for NATO air forces
to act as a gap filler against a WP armor attack. This concept has much
in common with views cxpressed to us by FRC officials. They felt that
NATO ground forces could give a good acconnt of themselves against the
first wave of a WP armor attack, if they had protection from enemy air.
They were, however, deeply concerned with keeping the WP's second wave
of armor from reaching the battle area before NATO fcrces could recover
from the first attack. ‘they felt that this could he more important than
close air support in the initial days of conflict and suggested that NATO
air forces should develop a close-in interdiction capadility. The USAF
has traditionally considered close-in and deep interdiction to be one and
the same iu doctrinal terms. The air staff has also been studying tacti-
cal counterforce concepts. We suggest that the FRG and USAF differences
may be largeiy semantic, 1f we "think NATO" in terms of NATO's problem in
the Center Region. The point is that the number of avenues of asttack
open to WP armor {s finite, and NATO can make plans in peacetlime to
{nterdict these approaches. These plans can be exercined, tuctics
tested, and weapon loads projected for day, night, and bad weather condi-
tions. We might not predict 100 percent of the approaches hrt we should

come close.
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(5) while naticnal alc forces, erxcept for the USAFP, could not exe-
cute these plans with current resources, Lhey could pe upgraded for the
purpose. For example, laser-guided bombs (LGBs) offer great potential
fcr a gap-filler force trying to {nterdict an advancing WP armor attack.
Our SEA experience indicates that {n 1500 attacks with LGls almost OO
percent of the bombs were reported to have destroyed or damaged the pri-
sary target, only 13 parcent were reported as Jefinits misses, anu for
about 28 percent, the results were not observed., LCBs scored 30 to 70
percent success ugainst bridges, 70 percent against tanks, and 80 perceant
against AAA/SAM. Another interesting finding of significance to a gap-
filler force is that the mission success rate with LGBs appeared to be
conpletely independent of the number of bombs used {n the attack.. There~-
fore, the number of aircraft required for a gap-filler force can be
limited. Laser designators are expensive, however, and are still the
subject of intensive research to improve their all-weather capability.
NATO has been brlefed on the U.S. family of PCMs, but because of the cost
and (be chance that present systems may become quickly outnoded, our
allies have not been pressured to purchase airborne laser designators.
However, the kits to modify general-purpose bombs for laser delivery are
not expensive.

{(S) The number of laser designators that can be made available to
USAFE 1s not known; the total of those available to USAFE and TAC should
soon be enough for a joint USAFE-CAF attempt to develop &n antiarmor force
desigred to delay or stop a WP attack at or near the political border.

We suggest a USAFE-GAF cooperctive sffort in the 4 ATAF arca, with USAFE
supplying the laser designstors and the GAF carrying the bombs. As desig-
nated GAF units develop the necrsaary expertise, the FRG could purchase
and stockpile laser modification kits for general-purpose bombs on their
bases. UJAFE could then switch to training with GAF units in the 2 ATAF
area, where #e¢ have COPs. Modification kits could be stockpiled there

foc use by CONUS base units assigned to those bases and for the CAF units
trained in their delivery. Numerous variations of this proposal can be

*(U) 1bid., R-1460-PR, p. 29.
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developed with the aim of giving our allies confi{dence by demonstrated
ability, introducing PGMs into their air forces on a systematic ond eco-
nomical basis and stockpil’ng modif .cation kits at a number of bases.

If the USAFE-GAF effort proved successful, the CAF could purchase its
own laser designators, and then the USAFE or GAF could begin siullar pro-
grams wvith Benelux and RAF-Germany ai: units. Ia sum, NATO air forces,
like profensional football, need some speciality teams, and w= s.ggest
that USAFE specialize in 'designating targets" for our allies, Ouce
allied aircrews are trained to deliver .GBs and have modification kits
stockpiled on tieir bases, they will soon push for designators as well,
A cozplementary program could be the development of a loran and sensor
system along the lines demonstrated by the U.S.-FRC Mystic Mission

exarcisz.

D. OTHER CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES

1. NATO Needs t» Expand the Aircraft-Shelter Program

{(S) The current NATO program now nearly complete calls tor hardened
shelters for about 70 percent of the DFQ=committed aircrairt, including
U.S. dusl-hased squadrons. It has been extended to include V.S "apid-
Reactor mouadrons, but construction cannot start until firm bed ~town plans
have been made. Thus, about 30 nercent of all nen-U.3. combat aircratt
stil]l have no shelters as of M}, and no U.S. reinfcrcemen. aircraft
arriving between M+l and M+is0 have shelter provisicna.

(S) Any shelter program Lo incresse survivability of U.S. forces

sJst be preceded by action in the COB program, since it simply does not
make sense to build still more alert shelters at already saturated air
basss. Our allies, however, should begin promptly to increase their
shelters, as numerous analyses have indicated that 100 percent sheltering
is cost-effectiv., even 1f the enemy has snelter-tusting -unitionl.'

'{s) A recent Rand study concluded that the casn for sheltering will
be strengthened as improvements in air-to-ground ordnance ar2 introduced,
especially improvements in Pact air-base-attack munitions end NATO close-
air-gupport (CAS) munitions. It predicted that when precision-guided CAS
wvespons become available for ace NATO aircraft, the value of shelters for
all NATO aircraft will be subscantial, 1if not critical. See E, Dews, P. M.
Dadant, F. Kozacka, J. K. Seavers, J. A. Wilsor, and R. A. Wise, Tactical
Airpover in a Mid-Seventies NATO Defensive Continzency (NATO Alpha, (U),
The Rand Corporation, R=-1192-PR, October 1974 (accreg
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With sheltering, the WP wuy find it too costly to attempt destruction
of aircraft on the ground. During the 1973 Arab-lsraell war, the
Israelss got 334 kills in the air versus 22 on the ground. For the U.S,
air forces, given gradual progress in the COB progrer, added shelters
should be programmed to permit 100 percent shel.ering of assigned, ear-
mached, and tefnfurcement aircraft programmed at each rarticular bHase.
(S) We noted (p. 92) that the British have receatly agrced to
sponsor shelters for USAF aircraft based in the U.K, However, SHAPE re-
quirements meake infrastructure funding of sheicers dependent on elther
the host or user nation agreeing to provide active air defense (SAMs,
AAA, ete., including some AWX capability). 7The U.K. nas no* agreed to
furnish the required active air defens:s. The RAF prefers to concentrate
on intercepting enemy aizcraft over the water and would rather see funds
devoted to airframes thun to ground air-defense units. The U.S. posi-
tion has long bc'n that air-base defense should be a host-nation respun-
sibility. and we are not in a position to deploy ground-defense units to
the U.K. == nor '.ould it be a rational use of iesources if we were. On
the other hand, we gshould not have to bear the costs of shelters without
{nfrastructure support, particularly since the EUROGROUP FDIP program
provided $420 million for shelter construction. To overcome this remain-
ing obstacle, we recommend that the U.S, propose a joint U.S.-U.K. ap-
proach to SACEUR along the following lines:

o RAF units will attain an incre-sed level of survivabil-
ity by dispersal to stand-by bascs.

o USAF forces will {imp-ove survivability for M+3 forces
via SACEUR's airfield survivability program.

o To improve U.K. air-defense capabilities, the U.S. will
assign an F-15 squadren ta U.X. basas, even though the
squadron's peacetime base may te in CONUS. (Under
MC 54/1, air-defense assets are assigned to SACEUR in
peace and war. Thus, SACEUR would have the righ: to
call for the squadron's deployment to the U.K. Hovever,
a trilateral U.S./U.K./SACEUR agreement could be devised
to cover circumstances under which SACEUR would actually
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request the deployment. There {s a precedent for this
proposal: The U.S. withdrew two afr-transport squudrons
from France in the early 1960s under a similacr arranpe-
ment.)

o The U.K. would provide increased active air defense of
air bases by assigning territorial forces equipped with
AAA and SAMs,

o In view of the range prohlem faced by the WP air for:~~,
the improvement in survivability gained by KAF dispersal
and USAF sheltering, and the increase {a active air de-
fense provided by the aassignuent of the P-15 squadron
and territorial forces, SHAPE should waive the require-
ment for all-weather grcund defense for U.K. bases.

(S) This pruposal lues require SACEUR to compromise his criteria
for infrastructure financing of shelters. Illowever, SHAPE added the re-
Gquirement for active AWX ground air defense as a goad to improvement.
1ne usefulness of the goad has run {its course with the U.K., and some
compromise is in order. Turkey and Creece might then ask for equal con-
sideration with the U.K., and we would argue for granting them exceptiona
also, for two good reasous: (1) Afrcraft shelters will increase surviv-
ability and enhance deterrence agains: the WP, even without defenses;

(2) they will serve equally well to deter NATO and WP air forces from
attacking each other's airfields.

2. Provide Shelter During Aircraft Turnaround

(S) All U.S. combéet aircraft (we do not kuow about the aircraft of
our allies) must spend approximately one hour outside their shelters
being refueled and reloaded with ordnance, operations that cannot be per-
formed inside the shelters in use at present. Furthermore, with the
1imited number of maintcnance shelters at each base (as contrasted with
alert shelters) either most mainteaance will have to be perforwed in the
open or in unprotected hangars, or thcre will be lengthy delays while

waiting for access to saintenunce shelters.

SECRET

ad



SECRET

111

(S) Shelter design, therefore, needs careful review. Most shele
ters currently {n use are basically intended to house alort afrcraft
nnly, and are of prime importrnce just prior to hoatilities. 3ut thefr
value s limfted during cosiventional combat, since 18 :oted above, they
permit neither refucling or resrming immed{ately after a comhat sortie,
nor easy turnaiound maintenance. Morc {imp. rt.nt, current sihelters cannot
accommodate the A-10, F-15, or loaded F-ll1 aircraft, any or all of which
may peed to operate from these bases Iin che future. What {8 needed 18 a
nev type of hardened shelter that cun be constructed {n sufficient quan-
tity at each base to permit (trgetler with existing shelcers) 12C per-ent
sheltering of aircraft during turnaround secvicing and maintenaace.

This would alsn protect critical maintenznre personnel and some supplies
and equipment. Such shelters will, of course, be morc expensive than
the current desaign (vhich cost about $250,300 each, including ac.ess
ramps, etc,). Perhaps the cost of shelters to house two aircrafct each
and including the other necessary chiracteristi{-s cited above couid be
kept within $500,000 each; this would keep the cost about the sar~c, amd
total aircraft vulnurability while in shelter would increase only
nlightty =—= clearly, though, the vulnerability would be m. :ii lower than
under the pcesent circumstauces.

(S) We nced to protect maintenance and supply persounel and facili-
ties. As noted earlier, current (and planied) provisions for hardened
shelters include only alert aircraft and their aircrews (except for about
two maiirtenance shelters per squadron). Maintenance shons, technical
spare part warehouses, and their skilled persounel are not protected frem
attack. The rvdesigned shelters described ubove would do much to remedy
this difficulty. Because there has been no recent U.S. experience with
nonsanctuary bases in the kind of heavy conventional combat that must be
allowed for in tlie Furopean tneatcr, we have been slow to realize the
need for such protoction.

3. Redu:e Turnaround Time in General
(S) 1In addition to increasing shelter during turnaround, we need

to cut turnaromnd time. Current USAFE and U.S. planning is for a low
sortie rate compared with intelligence 2stimates of Warsaw Pa.t capabilities
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(and known capabilitics of the lsraeli Afr Force). This low rate {3 the
result of a relatively long turnaround time and a planning restricticn
on thw flying hours per month of combat crews. It i{s des.rable that
such sircraft be made available tor their next comb-t missions in mini-
mum t fme, regirdless of whether sheltered during turnaround, and cspe-~
cially until such shelter is provided. An {mportant way to increase Ini-
tial capability and, ind.rectly, survival is to Ducreisc corife rate by
reducing turnarcwond time: The more scrties that can be flcsm during the
first few days against cnemy alvcraft and enemy air bases, the fewer
attacks against -ur own aircraft and air bases; and the less time our
aircraft sperd on the ground undergoing maintenince, the less tikely they
are to be damaged in swh an attuck. Thus, it is narticularly important
tc “ake steps now to miniaize turnaround cime.

(S) Analyses have shown that U.S. aircraft can fly at surge rates
equivalent to thoss estimated for Warsaw Pact aircraft -- J to 5 sorties
per dayv for 5 to 10 days at a time, with full recovery in 2 to 3 days of
stand down. A recent Rand study shows tnat an early surge capability ot
far less thaa wa suggest has a arrked influence un the ground batt.e.
Over 15 days, the lower surge sortie rates of the Rand study increased
CAS sorties by 64 percert and r2auced area loe: by 43 percent.. Put {f
tlis cepability 1s to be attaine!l, it must be planned for and pructiced
with some frequency, consistent with peacatinms safety criteria. Moreower,
if we want to increase our allier' confidence in their ability against
the WP, we should ‘naist that they too, practice surging. It does rot
build confidence to credit WP »ir forces with a surge capability and to
keep NATO's equal capability as an "ace in the hole."

(S) There are several key ways =-- used by th: Israell Air Force
in 1967 as well as in 1973 == in vhich turnsround time for combat air-
craft may be reduced:

a. Norcritical Maintenance Lan Be Defu:ted. This means the post-
ponement of all periodic or phased inspections during periods of h-cavy
flying, until bad weather or tezporary ceasation of flyin, is dictated

*(U) 2-1192-PR.
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by the progrens of the war. Much of the raintenance normally carriod
out {n peacetime i{s not necessary before the miasfon 4nd alio can be

deferred.

b. Some Normal Peaceti-e Safety Precautions Can Be Waiv-'d. U.S.

cegulatior prohibit simultancously refueling and reloading a:rcraft
with weapons. The lsraelis perform tnese functions simultaneously in
combat, and have modifiel their aircr.ft to permit prersure refueling

in 15 minutes or so, inatead of the 30 to 40 we require.

E. ACTIUNS TO F "WIDE MORE RAPID REINFORCLMENT
{U) Next in importance to the -~urv.ivability of in-position forces

and the abili%y to use them flexibly is the ability to augment =-- and
resupply == those forces rapidly. One reason for the overiiding im-
vortance o: more rapid veinforcement 1s the possibility oi attack without
warning. Another i{s thkat a demonstrated and advertised capability to
incrue.se markedly the size of NATO's forces in a shorter time than here-
tofore would be a strong ~dditional deterrent. Since the U.S. {s the
chief piovider of augmentation atrrraft to NATO, this section focuses

on augm:nting USAF forces. We suggest a ~urber of steps that would
permit much preater capability earlier, and in advence of NATO alert if

desired.

1. Augment Existing Squadrons Before Adding Earmarked Squadrons
(V) What is needed for augmentation is a number of conbat-ready

aircraft with their aircrews and the necessary tanker support tc permit
their being ferried into the thizater. To gain maximum benefit from this
action, scme units of each type of aircrvart planned for use 1., the
theater should already te _r.-.‘ 2lace; a% present there are no A-7Ds (or
A-IOI). assigned, although a numbar e~e earmarked, v we suggest asaign-
ing some A-7D unite, even at the expense of some F-4) units, for instance.
This would cumplicate peacetime logistic supporr sor 'mat, but it sets up

the infrastructure base for wartime reception of augm:ntation squadrcns.,

- =
(S) 'we A-10 squadrons are scheduled for assignment, but not
uncil 1980,
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The U.S. could then, in an emergency, simply increase the unit equ.pment
(UE* ~2nd number of afircrows of existing USAFE squadrons. Given some
practice, CONUS units should be able to s.nd perhaps six aircrafc each
to jrin comparable overseas uuits within a matter of hours. The value
of this action is that the recelving units then have an increased short-~
term capabilicy almost as large as the percentage increase in UE air-
craft. The remaining ajrcraft and supporting persoinel cau arrive at
their plauned lestina:ion la*ter, in accordance with thetr M+3 schedule,
and be joined by their advaace unit. This exercise cculd then be re-
peated with aircraft from squadrons now scheduled to come over at D+10
and subsequently. Again some aircraft and aircrews from each des_.gnated
unit should be ready for rapid deplnyment on recelpt oi the initial
mobilization order. The concept could be extended to include Air National
Guard squadrons. The limiting elecents are units with whicn to join,

and tanker support.

2. Adequate Tanker Support Will Improve Reinforcement

and Combat Operations
(S) Tanker support for TAC and USAFE needs careful veview: Current

withhold policy may hrve to Le revised to permit dedication of tankers to
TAC/USAFE, Wil u secondary role of supporting SAC. In times of crisis,

- Lees et

our national decisionmakers will be faced with the problem of what comes
tirst -- reinforcing NATO, or a higher level of SAC readinesc. We suspect
that full examination of all ralevant facts will show a neei for more
tankers in our inventory, and/or conversion of some cargr transport sir-
craft to tankers, so that this element of o'r force does nct become a
bottleneck.

(S) Ve suggested on the preceding page wuys «f augmenting UGAFF
prior to activation of NAIO's formsl alert systea by sending elemen:s of
earrarked squadrors to activate COBs and by ircreasing the UE of Eurcpean-
based squadrons. Indeed, our dual-bused squadrons are pledged to be in
Eurvpe on M-Day. Making the politf:al decis'on to begin early reinforce-
oent could be difficult, but it would ease the tanker load. We should
also seek U.K. agreement for RAF tanker support of USAF units deploying
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to U.K. bases to alleviate the load and to speed up the deployment, as
the 3ttuation may lictate., However, there {s another valld reason to
consfder the desirability of additional taaker support for TAC/USAFE:
The distance from U.K. bases to the political border limits the ordnance
payload that can be carrled. The eificiency of taking off with a large
bomb 1nad and low fuel supply, and then refueling in the afir en route
to the .arget, has been proven by air operations in SEN. Our crews are
experts at {t. In terms of ordnance that can be delivered on an assigned
targe%, tanker support for USAF and RAF forces in the U.K. would probably
be the most cost-effective action that could be taken.

(S) Yet ancther reason for additional taukers is the possibility
ttat mucii of the air interdiction effort will have to be flown from U.K,,
rather than German and Benelux, bas:s. For example, early reverses might
drive allied for:es westward, resulting in the loss of sume of our current
bases. Or, the need .» muke full use of the continenta. hases for close
air support of the ground forces might make it desirable tc fly inter-
diction missions from the U.K., Some adlitional KC-135 tankers permaneantly
stationed in Britain, or 747-type tankers dual-based in "7U5, could pro-
vide *his added capability. Consjderseic;, snould be given to the U.K.'s
providing some of this tanker capability. Over the yeare, the USAT and
the RAF have periodicallv conducted joint exercises to ensure the inter-
onrarability of our tanker and fighter forces. Under the Total Force
Policy, it would make mense to develop and exercise contiugency plaans
for RAF Victor Mark I tankers to support RAP and USAF aircraft assigned

to interdictiru missions.

3. More Airlitc for Air Force Personnel and Equipment

(C) To expedite the arrivel of the full units cf USAF augmentation,
consideration also must be given tc more airlift. Current plans call
for the initisl air force units to be the first to be airlifted -- while
erny units are made ready. Some of the later USAF units probably could
be moved earlier than now planned, inasmuch as the early readiness of
some army units is suspect. Since steps are being taken to overcome the
army shortcoming, additional airlift may be rcquired. An economical
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alternative, as COBs are satisfactorily worked our, is to preposition
some of the bulkier squadron/wing equipment, so that the major airlifte
task i{s trancportation of perscnnel. I[n this cdase, Civil Reservn Adr

Fleet (CRAF) afircraft can handle mort of the load.

4. More Afrlift for Army Units
(S) The airlift of units into the theater i{s not as easily arranged

for the Army as for the Ai{r Force (and getting USAF units out of the way
by the expedited action suggested above (oesn't ease the Army problem a
great deal). Army divisions require substantial amounts of outsized

cargo to be deployed. Some of chis can be carrivd only {n the C-5A., Much,
however, can be carried in modified wide-body aircraft -- the B-747,
L-1011, and DC-10 == as well as in MAC's C-141 aircraft. Preliminary
enalysis indicates that adding about 100 modified wide-body aircraft to
the transport fleet would still perrit combat-unit integrity. If the Army
iw able to make ready its divisions in less time than currently programmed,
then it would be desirable -- in the view of an unpublished Rand stud, -=-
to make CRAF-type arrangements for substantial numbers of these aircraft.
About 100 extra modified 7478 (or their equivalent) could reduce by nearly
50 days the time planned to deploy nine reinforcing U.S. Army divisions
(from M+85 down to M+36).

(C) U.S. carriers now own, or have on firm order, mnre than 380 of
the three types of wide-body aircraft cited above; NATO carriers (exclud-
ing Air France) have more than 100 owned or on order. An extreme suggestion
would be to have the NATO carriers modify these aircraft and put all or
most of their aircratt into a CRAF fleet; perhaps a more reasonable ap-~
proach would be for the U.S. to allocate about 50 modified aircraft to
the fleet, and the NATO countries an equrl amount. Five-year cost per air-
craft for necessary modifications and reimbursement to the airlines for
revenue lost during modification and slightly increased operating costs
for the heavier aircraft are estimated &t about $7.5 million per aircraft.
Costs thereafter would be negligible.
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5. _Create a European CRAF Ag a No- or Low-Cost Improvement

(S) As we try to expedite the depioyment of zir and ground augmenta-
tion forces to Eurnpe, airlift requiremer%s will rise proportionally. As
noted above, our Europran allies now have a sizable air fleet of wide-body
aircraft. While 1lift for outsize cargo 1s a handicap that needs to be
overccme, there is no reason for any delay in the deployment of personnel
assigned to divisions havin, prepoditioned cquipment in Europe -- rhe
Reforger and 2+10 units, Furthermore, we have pledged that the Refonrger
units would be back ir Eurcpe beforz M-Day and have insisted that they be
considered M-Day forces in NATO planning. The U.S. military nave cau-
tioned that failure to make the political decision to return dual-based
forces prior to M-Day would result in delays for other CONUS-based ear-
marked divisions because of conflicting airlift requirements.

(S) The creation of a European CRAF -~ even with unmodified air-
craft -- would enable us to deploy alr and ground units faster and cost
us ncthing. Our allies have expressed doubts about our reinforcement
capabilities; thus, involving rhem in the Sl uanyg cuuia gilve them more
confidence, For example, the allies have asked us to define more clearly
the circumstances under which we would be prepared to return the Crested
Cap and Raforger forces -- an action the FRG would like us to take carly
on. We could answer _his question -- and demonstrate NATO solidarity to
the Pact -- "when we agree that there is a need for their return and you

agree to activate a turcpean CRAF to aid in their return.” This proposal
costs notuing in peacetime, increases our mobilization capability, and
(since our allies are making transatlantic flights daily) is a proven
capabality. Moreover, allied involvement would focus their attention on
our need for reception facilities ard foster their participation in the
forvard movement of troops after lcnding. A European CRAF would be more
useful 1f our allies would agree to a phased program to modify their
wide-body aircraft as suggested above, but it may be more rational to

push for a CRAF first and the modifications later ~- perhaps as a EUROGROUP
initiative. he EUROGROUP te seeking new initiatives, and a European CRAF
with modified wide body aireraft could be an acceptable one. 1t would be
a civil as well as a military improvement; since many European airlines
are nationally subsidized, all the costs need not come from defense

budgets.
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6. Reception Facilities for CONUS-Based Reinforcements

(C) Several kinds of action are necded by the host countries, {f
the expeliting actions suggested above are to work. Since they weuld
involve mastly earmarking existing clvil facilities, they would be an
idcal type of low- or no-cost rationalisation measure. First, ucrial
rort fuctlities and activities need to be expanded and made more effi-
cient, Current peacet!me militar: aerial ports of debarkation (APODs)
are too few and would be far too congested under wartime conditions.

In emergencies, we will have to use existing civil airfields, so NATO
needs to make firm plans and peacetime arrangements for their use. 3ut
this does not mean that the U.S. should have to base peacetim: cadres at
these APODs or that valuable airlift and time should have to be devoted
to bringing over 5000 CONUS~-based forces over to activate the APODs.*
Europe's peacetime infrastructure is geared to providing food, lodging,
onward movement, and entertainment to millions of tourists. Surely,
they can meet or help meet the cmerTgency military requirements for re-
ception facilities, if the U.S. in turn can fiprove force readiness and
reduce deployment times. There is a need for some peacetime preposition-
ing of equipment; storage facilities for this equiprent will have to be
constructed. llere again we have a "which comes first" debate. Storage
facilities are not eligible for infrastructure funding, unless the APOD
on which they are built also has active surface-to-air defense units to
protect it. Host nations object to bearing the zonstruction costs by
themsclves, because the U.S. reinforcements will be defending all of
NATO. They also refuse to provide the active air-defense unita required
by SACEUR's infrastructure criteria. As a consequence, firm arrangements
have not Leen made, equipment cannot be prepositioned, and we are going
to wagte warning time. This is not a new problem -- one of the authors
of this Report worked cn APOD arrangcments in 1966-1967 -- and the lack
of progress is discouraging. We do not deny the validity of SACEUR's
requirement for active air defense of APODs; we do question whether this
all-or-nothing approach is in the best interest of the Alliance. Given

.(U) See NATO Rationalization Potential, op. cit., p. A-1-3,
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any degree of wiarning, ilrm arrengements and prepositioned equiprent
would sipnificantly 1mprove U.S, deployment capabilities .. active
afr defense wag needed.  The cousta Involved are low, aand it s not
rational for NATO to refuse this type of insurance. Wwe suggest that
AYODg Le made eligible for infrastructure fundinv {mmediately and that
host. nations be requested to form reserve/territorial air-detense units
for their wartice proteciion,

(¥) Second, mure intrceowitry troicport needs to be made availlable
for the increased carly work load. Hoth growd and air transpurtation
will be needed. The air portioca might well be similar to our own LGGAIR
operation, where a contract carrier flies a daily schedule between
specific locations, carrying persounel and technical spares of high
priority. The carrier might be a nation needing pusyments into his ac-
count becausc of paciicuiar expenuiturea, or slternatively, he might be
verking off some of his savinga; the point 18 that this item is negoti-
able ir working out rationalization expernses. Arrangemcnts should be
made both for the normal peacetime utilization and the “eavy wartime
vork load expected during carly days of cunventional conflict.

F. USING TECHNOLOGY TO PROMOTE RATIONALIZATION
(U) We see a splendid case for using the modernization of NATO's

air forces to promote rationalization. Indeed, as we suggested in
Chapter I, rationalization will be indispensable to free sufficient ic-
sources for modernization in a period of severe fiscal constraints. More-
over, strutegy, doctrine, and tactics can be influenced as much bty the
weapen systems and technology made availahle tc our alliee as it can by
strategic or doctrinal debates. Here again, the "go it alone" policy and
U.S. apprehensions over aliied lack of security havc delayed the intro-
duction of modern weapon systems into NATO's air forces. This needs to
be changed.

1. Make the NATO Electronic Warfare Program an Example
of Successful Rationalization
(S) The U.S. overcame its reluctance to discuss its latest EW tech-

nology wvhen it established rhe NATO Electronic Warfare Progran (MEWP) ,
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only to find that the sulden policy change a:oused allfied apprehensicns
that it was launching a gigantic sales program. The NEWP has made con-
siderable progress 'mder 0sD''s Electronic Warfare Policy Committee be-
cause this ad hoc body of Joint Staff, Service, and OSD representatives
has been charzed with making the program succeed, cutiing red tape, and
report ing progress directly to the Secretary of Defensc. NATO repre-
sentatives have cttended anuual conventions of U.S. industrial and milai-
tary electronic experts, and Europeans have made presentations on NATO's
electronic requirements and concepts. U.S. industry has cooperated with
OSD to ensure a cocrdinated approach to European military establishments.
The USAF his done an excellent job of helping allied air forces develop
their individual EV programs, inciuding training EW officers in its
regular course ar Mather AFb in Calif>rania.

(U) The NEWP is an ongoing rationalization program. Electronic
varfare is one area wherein the allies have agreed that a cooperative
effort is mandatorr, if they are not to end up jamming one another rather
than the Warsaw Pact. There is probably more agreement on the need for
interoperability and competibility -- if not outright standardization --
in the EW program tran in any other facet of NATO's defense. The NEWP
gives us sucl. 3 good opportunity to prove thszt cuuperation can work to
NATO's overall advantage tha: we cannot affcrd to have it fail. For if
a program off to such an auspicious start falters, it is going to be
diffi ult to generate similar prugrams in areas vhere there is a less
demand ing requirement for total compatibility.

(S) We are stressing the NEWP in this chapter because the USAF
seeng to have the lead in promoting “he program and because EW is essen-
tial to the air battle. We nead success here to promote confidence in
other rationalization measures and confidence that NATO's air forces can
sJcceed in conventional attacks, CAS, or interdiction, against the Pact's
formidable groutd-to-air defenses. We are not sure, however, that the
0SD hierarchy beyornd the FW community realizes how important it is to the
rest of NATO's defense posturs that their progranm succced.
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2. PGMs Can Also Increase NATO's Confidence

(S) We discuss a scueme for {atroducing laser-gujded weapons intc
NATO's inventory on p. J07 and for introducing Maverick on p. 268, We
also noted that U.K. resistance to the increised emphasis on conventional
operotions {n MC 14/3 was due partly to the incrvased costs invnlved.

The RAT s still thinking in terms of h:ndreds of sorties against one
bridge or one choke point and {s putting more emphasis on airframes tha.
on weapons to be huag on its aircraft, in the belief that if {t gets the
platform, the munitions will come later. The cost-effectiveness of PCMs
is being ignured. As Dr. Curcie puts it:

Despite the fact it costs $5000 for a guidance kit for a
$600 Mark 84 bomb, it is cheap in the long run. The Mark 84
guided bomb had a Southeast Asia record of one kill for
every two launches, or about 100 times better than older
iron bombs, with only a 9 to 1 rise in cost.

(S) The RAF Strike Command emphasizes '"deep interdiction" (inter-
pret this as tactical nuclear strikes), but with laser-guided weapons
the group could be the nucleus of a gap-filler force against WP armot
and interdiction points in the 2 ATAF area.

(S) Further, PCMs with special shelter-busting or airfield-destruc-
tion capadilities are urgently required by 1980, il not before. The
Warsav Pact aircraft are or will be sheltered, and this makes the air base-
attack problem muc' more difficult. But to gain air superiority, one also
must atteapt to destroy aircraft on the ground, and this must be pursued
early in the conflict if we, in furn, are to avoid heavy attrition, not
only of our air strength, but of our ground forces.

3. So We Need a USAF-RAF Cooperation Program
(S) AAFCE would call on the U.S. F-1llls based in the U.K. for
attacks on WP air bases; firy have been assiyned this task in previous

NATO exercises. We suggcit a program of cooperation between our 3d Alr
Force and the RAF Strike C..mand. Strike Command would agree to furnish

*(U) Aerospace Daily, May 14, 1974, p. 77.
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£ hours of canker support for peacetime training and for deployment of
our Crested=Cap and Rapid-Reactor units bound for the U.K., as well as
combat support to desipgnated 3d Afr Force units, Strike Conmand would
also agree to joint planning lor a part of {ts force to be used in gar -
filler operations and airfield attacks, The 3d Air Force, In turn,
would supply Strike Command with | laser designatnrs on a hand receipt;
ovnership would remain with the U.S. The payoff for the U.S. would be
tvofold: tanker support (which the RAF wovld otherwise be holding {n
reserve for their strike plan) and increased RAF tuvolvement in conven-
tional operations. <Ve'd b2 letting equipment drive them towards more
rational concep.s and tactics. Bureaucrats can find reisons beyond the
coasts i{nvelved as Lo why this cannot be done. We are convinced th-t the
obstacles can be overcome {f OSD his the will to do so, becauss there
are similar programs in c¢{fect today.

(S) SHAPE, with the U,S. leading the way through AAFCE channels,
needs tu expedite research {into further application of PGMs and sensor
weapons in postulated NATO conventicnal conflicts. There is soume urgency
in expediting such research. Beyond being cost-effective in terms of
target destruction per weapoa launched, PGMs reduce the empl.asis on load-
bearing capabilities of tactical ailicraft, USAF and RAF aircraft in the
U.X., 33 w11 ar aircraft on rhe continent, equipped with PGMs can load
ocut with higher fuel loads for longer loiter time and greater ranges.
NATO is ahezi of the WP in PGM development at this time, but if the WP
achieves a PGM capability ahead of NATO, then NATO's current advantage
in terms of payloads and range against WP aircraft will be lost. There
would also scem to be excellent opportunities for cooperation oc speciali-
zation in the RD&P of improved air-delivered weapons. For example, the
U.S. could specialize in LGBs and EOBs; the U.K. in runway cratering
and airfield denfial weapons, and the FRG in the Jumbo- and Stilbo-type
weapons. In this connection, a forthcoming Rand study, Modern Prectgion
Weapons: Asseseing Their Irplications for NATO,. would be a good vehicle
to foster interest in NATO and in allied capitals if it were released in
NATO channels.

*(U) R-1532-ARPA, by J. F. Digby (Secret).
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4. Remotely Pilored Vehicles (RPVs)
(U) Secretary of the Alr Force McLucas told the National Associa-

tion for Remotely Pi{loted Vehicles that the U.S. Atlr Force is scriously
considering RPVs, having fluwn over 25C0 combat sortfes {n Southeast
Asis, and that "{n general, the results have been ouutanding.". He
noted also that RPVs can be used to reduce manned aircraft attrition in
very high threat environments and that they would be most important in
tha future to achieve significant cost advantages over ccmparable manned
aircraft systems. General Jones, Chief of Staff, USAF, said subsequently
that a current USAF-wide mission analysis of future roles for RPVs leaves
little doubt about their increasing impoctance. HKcth officials vere
quoted in the October 1974 issue of Air Force Mcguzine, which went on to
say that there is evidence that expendable drones proved highly effective
in sucking up great quantities of Soviet-supplied Arab SAMs in the Octcber
1973 Mideast war. Such authoritative statements are bound to whet our
allies' appetites for more factual information and to raise questions as
to why they have not been includad in, or informed of, the U.S. RPV pro-
gram and our (or the Israeli) experience. Here again, we need to "think
NATO" and bring the allies into our planning at the earliest practical
stuge,

(U) This should include the possible use of PCM-carrying RPVs, con-
trolled by manned asircraft or from the ground. If this sounds too inno-
vative, consider NATO's reaction should these devices enter the Warsaw
Pact's {nventory and NATO were faced vith the pcoblem of countering them.
Given the gains in understanding and cooperation achieved by allied
attenlance at the U.S. military and industrial electronic-warfare sym-
pcsiums, we recommend they be invited to future discussious of the National
Association for Remotely Piloied Vehicles. Moreover, if we wait too long
before introducing the U.S. RPV program into NATO channels, we face the
prospect that uny U.S. proposais will be looked on as another "buy Americen'
campaign ~- witness the NATO Electronic Warfare Program and initial allied

reaction to the U.S. rationalization proposals.

*(U) USAP News Release, No. 1774, April 30, 1974.
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(C) Since the Army urd Navy are also involved {n RPV development
we suggest that OSD consider a NATO RFV prcgram and the formation of an
05D RPV Policy Cormittee, organized along the lines of the NATO Elec-
tronic Warfare Policy Committee, to implement the program. Since the
U3SAF has the grestest experience, they would have to iakc a leading role.

G. RATIONALIZING NATU'S AIR FORCES RROIRES SOME SPECIALIZATION

(U) Ue believe that the Dutch specialization proposal dsscribed in
Chapter I is sound in principle. Most allied sir forces are trying to
do tyo much with too little. The smaller allies simply cannot afford

balanced nat{onal forces, especially expensive multimiazsion air forces.
Y.S. planners often fourget that the population of eight NATO nations is
less than, or only slightly larger than, that of metropolitan New York
City. These countries simply cannot individually equip and train air
forces w.th the full range of capabilities required to meet the WP air
threat, especially at a time of severe fiscal constraints. Yet the U.S.
has often given military advice that has led our allies to pattern their
air force structure after our own.

(U) Portunately, the advent of AAFCZ and AWACS and the need for uni-
fied C) will facilitete specialization of the smaller NATO air forces at
the same time that budget pressures drive thea toward it. But the corol-
lary is that the larger NATO air forces must assume certain functions on
behalf of the smaller: The U.S., U.K., and FRG air forces are going to
have to {111 the gaps, with the USAF playing the largest role aiuply be-
causs of its greater capabilities.

(U) 1If the rationalizaticn and specialization of NATO's air forces
are to suczeed, the USAF will have to expand its leadership role. But
this in turn poses problems, beczuse the USAF must e involved in every
mission assigned to NATO's air forces in order to drive NATO toward
needed improvemsntu. For example, ws will never win the CAS debate with
the British if we do not actively contribute sircraft for the CAS role.
Finding the right balance for the USAY contributions will be difficule,
but the criterion should be a balanced NATO posture, rather than a balanced
USAFE posture. This is important for sevecal reasons. First, specialization
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14 suspect, by both military and political leaders. They pointed to
France's vithirawal from the integrated ailitary structure as an exa=ple
of wlhat could happen; now they can add Gicecu. The Netherlands' inabili-
ty to find an altcrnative to the Lance mission, which it declined a1d
which the FRG accepted, is another exam le of the difficulties speciall-
zation must overcome. The military, in particular, have good reason to
be afraid of NATO's cumbersome alert system and what would happen 1f a
specialized force were withheld wvhile nacional political cuthorities de-~
bated the accuracy or validity of warning indicators. PFinally, there is
the yearly cycle of proposed U.5. withdrawals by Congressional critics
of the U.S. force posture in Europe.

(U) Desnite these drawbacks, the economic facts of life dicrate a
greater degree of NATO air specialization than now exisis. NATO has two
choices: Either we plan the best use of available resources, so that the
sum le greater than the individual national contributions; or we contiiue
uncoordinated, with a =otal capability that is less than the sum of the
nationa! forces. Trade-offs are essential. We suggest several below.

1. Accept AWACS As a U.S. Responsibility

(S) 1If we want an AWACS in Europe before 1985, we must accept the
fact that it will have to be a U.S. program Our logic is simsple. That
the U.S. is buying AWACS aircraft is common kaowledige among our allies.
Once they are purchased, there is no more logical place to deploy then

than in Europe. Furope's defense is our so:t urgent requirement, and AWACS
aircraft could be deployed to some other trouble spot as quickly from
Europe as from CONUS. If we wvant a cooperative production program, then
ve can expect several years of debate, first on s cost-shiaring formula

and then on & copreduction formula. Given the difficulty NATO is having
in developing sz agreed infrastructure budget for the next five-year pariod,
we find it hard to balieve that our Zuropean allies will jointly fund an
AWACS made in the United States. On the other hand, it doesn't seem to
maks sense to saste time and money on developing a NATO AWACS when the
U.S. has s systen already under production. Moreover, given the U.K. view
or. NATO strategr (p. 91), ve would forecast their continued insistence on
ewphacizing the early-waruing and low-altitude-detection aspects of a NATO
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AWACS and de-emptasizing the control aspects. This {s another l.astance
waere giving NATO Lthe capability can drive the doctrine and tactics.
We ought to take advcantage of {t,

2. Make Alr Defens¢ u European Responsibility in Return for the U.S. AWACS
(S) This does not mean that AWACS {s not good trading material, or

that the U.S. should give it away. For years the v.5, has been trying to

get the FRC to take over the operation of 412-L radar sites stil]l manned

Ly USAFE personnel, as well as fixed Hawk and Nike defersc SAM -zzu.'

No other free world nation is as dependent on others for its sir defense

as the FRG. This wade scnse in the early days of NATO and bYefore the FRC's

rapprochement vwith the Warsaw Pact nations. Now there is less ruason for
this dependency. It makes little senss for the U.S. to send radar techni-
cians 0 man rudar sites on Cerman hilltops when w could be making more
valuable contributjons. Part of the problem liers in the fact that the GAY
conscript does not religh duty at these remote sites. Moreover, we ques-
tion the need for USAFE forces to participate in the peacetims intercep-
tion and identification of aircraft intruding into allied sir space.
This task, also a holdcver from post-World War 1l oncupation days, has
los: its validity. For example, USAFE has been required by SACEUR to
assume the air-defense responsibilities formerly filled by the French air
force {n souther:i: Cermany. Tuis task couli now be more logically assigned
to the GAF, and USArk squadrons uuo\.nd of the peacetime requiremeat for
polic:.ng the FRGC air aspace. This is not to say that USAFE's r-4Es wuuld
not be available to AAFCE for air defense; on the contrary, these multi-
capable aircraft squadrons would become available for any role in any
sector of the Center Region. Moreover, YRG assumption of air-defense re-
sponsibilities -~ radars, air-to-air interceptors and SAM sites -— will
not creatr alarm on either side of the curtain that the FRG is seeling a
dominant military posi-ion vis-d-vis its allies or the Warsaw Pact.

(S) While the case for FRG taksover of U.S. 412 aad Nike sites 1is
corpelling, the U.S. simply must face up tc the key FRG.objection == that

Y
(U) See NATO Rationaltiaation Potential, op. cit., for further
information on SAM sites.
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taking over these functions would divert too many men and too much money
from other Buadeswehr porograms. O(ne solution would be for the TRG to
man the Nike sites with reservists on the U,S. National Guard modcl..
But more {mportant, we have to offer the FRG an adequate quid pro quo.
U.S. provision of AWACS might s2rve precisely this purpose, and we urge
thut the two be packazed together.

(U) Indeed we would go further and suggest that a sounc form of
rationaiization would be for the U.S. to propose that {n return for
AWACS the allies in general taxe cver air detense. This would involve
greater specialization in air defense -- both SAMs and intercejtors --
for the Benelux countrivs, and to a lesser extent the U.K. and FRG.

This is a l)gical rnle for them in any case; we develop it further on
pp. 131-133. What is needed is a sensible five-year plan to phase in AVACS
as the allies grad:ally taks over more air-defense responsibilities.

3. Accept Ele~tronic-W: rfare Support (EWS) As a U.S. Responaibility

(S) Here is another .ole in which the U.S. might logical.y spe:-
cialize. Electronic-warfare support activities require sophisticated
aircraft and a high degree of scientific skill, coupled wit! great ilexi-
bility in adag:ing to rayid changes in the threat. This argues for omne-
country managezent in the face of an equally single-minded enemy. The
U.S. is the only NATO nation with the technological base to fill this
role in the fcreceeable future. Moreover, since worldwide U.S. con-

cerns °7ill drive us to develop an EWS capability anyway, it is only
rational that wve use this capability to fill the NATO requirement as well,

(S) The NAIO Electronic-Warfare Program's emphasis is on integral
sslf~defense and ECCM. NATO lacks specialized sircraft for the EWS role,
and SACEIR h's listed this as a major deficiency. According to Secretary
Schlesinger, the Middle East conflict demonstrated that our tactical air
forces should be prepared to operate in an intense air-defense environment.
To do so effectively, the Air Force needs an airborne jammer with much

»
(U) This option ‘as suggested in R-1231, op. cit., p. 125, and is
further developed in greater detail in Nato Ratcomaliaation Potential,
on, cit., pp.
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greater capacitv than can be fitt «d into an P-4, Onr EF-iliA, equipped
with an ALQ-Y9 jummer of tha type used in the Navy EA-63, is intended

to fulfill that uquinue.nt.. The EF-111A can also fulfill the NATO
requirsment; this capabtlity, coupled with progress in the NATO EW pro-
g-an, can piovida NATO with far gceatur confidence in its adility to
penetrate and suppress WP ai: defenses. The EF-111A does not have to
stand off, as doos thu EA-6B, but has the range and speed to escort
penetrating forces. Drone aircraft (RPVs) can be fitied with "enhancers"
to give them the appearance of penstrating fighters and can bs further
equipped with chaff and ja mers to dilute the WP air-deferse network of
radars, SAMs, and interceptors. We recommended a NA1O RPV program

above (p. 118); here we recommend a trade-off whereby the U.S. would pro-
vide the EF-111A and allied nations in return would develop RPV units

to aid in the electronic-warfare support mission.

4, Reduce USAFE's Peacetims Reconnaissance Contribution

(8) 24ding AWACS and EWS would increass USAFE manpower needs, but
overall increases in USAFE's personnel authorizat’ons are unlikely.
Thus compensating reductions will hive to be found. Some of these spaces
would come from the FRG's assuaing greater air-defenae responsibilities,
but this will not satisfy all the personnel requirementr. We suggest a
reduction in USAFE’s peacetime force of RF-4g, for several reasons: The
RF-4's capability has beea found to be greater than origiually antici-
pated; the FRG has additional RF-4s that are not earmarked in their DPQ
submission; and the other Center Region nations also have reconnaissance
capabilities and are unlikely to relinquish them entirely. We asuggest
that the RF-4s returned to CONUS be earmark i as Rapid-Reactor units or
be programmed for as early return as possible. Furthermore, since there
is an imbalance in overall reconnaissance capatilities between the 2 and
& ATA? (because of the U.S. RP-4'3 traditicnal assignment to & ATAF), we
recommend earmarking CONUS-based RP-4 squadrons to COBs in the 2 ATAY
area. In turn, the Dutch and the Belgians would thcn not need reconnais-
sanc squadrons and could ues the funds released t> meet other ccitical
needs (see pp. 131-133),

*(U) Amwual Defense Department Jeport, FY 1975, p. 153.
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S. The MRCA Versus a Mlr of F-15e¢ and YF-16s/17s

(S) OASD(PASE) rationalization study discusses the jcint Pritish/
German/Italian development and production of the MRCA and recommends a
less expensive ulrcnfc.. PAGE takes the position that increasing num-
bers of U.S. F-15¢ and F-111la should provide NATO with adequate sophisti-
cated interdiction capability to which the MRCA would have cortributed.
PAGE notes also the MRCA program is in difficulty and that escalation
could drive ths cost per aircraft to $22 million by FY 1978, At the
same tirw, the U.K. and Italiun economies are in deepening troub'e and
inflation continues (estimated by some economists at over 20 percent in
the U.K. and higher in Italy). The rRG recently had to wmake sizable
loans to the Italiun government to staoilize its economy. The U.K. is
about to cut {ts defense budget. Therefore, if the MRCA program is to
go forward, it will have to be subsidized by the FRG., But even if the
FRG elects to build these pianes, the number that can be procured is
going to be less than the 1000 originally planned, since the unit cost
vill have almost quadrupled from the original $6 million ectimete.

(U) The U.K. zeeks an air-superiority fighter in the MRCA, while
the FRG 1is interestad in CAS and intrerdiction. At the same time, four
other NATO nations are also seaking a "lightweight" fighter replacement
for the P-104G; and the U.S. SecDef .1d CSAF have agreed that the USAF
cannot afford, and does not nced, an all high-capability fighter force
in the 11,S. Air Force. Thus, NATO may never have a better chance to
maks a rational effort at a cooperative program. Six natinns (the U.S.,
FRG, the Netherlands, Belgium, Norway, and Denmark) seek a lightweight
fighter, and three (the U.S., U.K., and FR(}) need an air- superfority
aircraft -- which the U.S. has in the F-135.

(S) Scrapping the MRCA program would be a traumatic exercise for
the participants, but the odds are at least aven that it will happen
anyvay. And NATO has survived other similar traumas -~ witness the
U.S.-U.K. Skybolt, the U.S.-FRG VIOL, the U.S.-U.K. Thor, and the U.S.~-
Italian and U.S.-Turkish Jupiter Programs, and the U.S.-FRG main battle

tank.

*
(U) NATO Rationalization Potential, op. cit., pp. C-1-1 and D-2-1.
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(S) Therefore, we reccmmend the U.S. diccuss with tte FRG and the
U.X. a program to purclase a hi-lo mix, with the U.S. F=-1, fulfilling
the high aide. If one of the U.S. candidates for the low side of the mix
were chosen, it would be necessary to expand t. & coproduction formulas
presented to the original four nations geeking a "lightweight” replacement
for the F-104G -~ Belgium, Netherlands, Norway, and Denmark -- and this
coproducticn formula should extend to sharing in the production for other
nations who may become interested in the aircraft at a later date.

(U) %e further suggest that the FRG agree to hLelp the U.K. through
1" e economic difficultics in upgrading its defenses. We have in mind
FRG agreement that the 2250-million-DM losn made to the U,.S. at 2-1/2
percent interast for seven years as part of the U.S.-FRG BOP agreement be
loaned in turn to the U.K. for its unexpired term to permit the U.K. to
spread the acquisition costs of F-15 aircraft over s lorger span of de-
fense budgets. There might be opposition to this by the U.S. Treasury;
however, the FRG loan is related to offsetting deficits caused by our
defense expenditures in the FRG. Using it to finance purchase of U.S.-
produced defense equipment is offset in the purest sense of the word,
vhereas the loan only postpones the time when defense-related deficits
need to be balanced. The U.S. loss of the interest that would accrus
each year would be s small price to pay for the overall improvemeut in
NATO's defense and might well be further offset by the decrease in cost
of F-i5s to the U.S. as the number to be produceld expanded.

(S) At any rcte, the time is at hand to consider s high-lev2l U.S.
initiative to bring sense to the MRCA and the lightweight-fighter pro-
grams. Otherwise the number of F-104Gs that are replaced is going to
decline further, and there is a definite limit as to how often increased
quality can compensate for decreasss in quantity. On the uther hsnd,
both an F-15 and a lightweight fighter could be bought for the cost of
one MRCA.

(S) 1In Chapter V we discuss in more detail methods to overcome the
political aund sconoamic roadblocks to such proposals. But one point is
worth making here. The lifetims costs for spares, maintenance, and modi-
fications of modern aircraft are as importsnt as the purchase price. The
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F-15/LW fighter combination would also make economies of scale (n life-
cycle coasts possible. Since the )ife-cycle costs ofren nearly equal the
purchase price, U.S. agreement to establish and rely on a European
mai{ntenance and supply center for all F-15s8 and LW fighters bhased in
Europe could at least partially offset the economic and poliiical impact
of cancelling the MRCA. Since the FRG will have to subsidize the MRCA
program if st continues, we suggest bilateral conversations with them, and
then with the U.K., to determine their reaction (v such a proposal,

(S) 1f, as some critics feel, :his proposal is too politically sensi-
tive for the U.S. to advance, we suggest 1 contingency study be made so
that the U.S. will be prepared to react quickly in the event that the MRCA
program founders. There is always the possibility that the U.K. and the
FRG are looking for a face-saving way to bail out.

6. Changes in Allied Air Force Contributions
(S) The RAF mix would not be altered by ou. proposals excep: to

make zcre rational use of available assets. We woulrs use RAF tankers to
speed deployments of USAF CONUS-based squadrons to Europe and to rafuel
U.K.--based RAF-USAF attack aircraft to increase payload and range. We
also propose the RAF increase its attack capability by acquiring PGMs for
the aircraft it has designared primarily for the strike roie. The F-15/LW
fighter mix that we have proposed as a replacement for the MRCA would not
have the same deep-strike cepability as the MRCA, but the LYW can be con-
figured for the nuclear role and would provide the U.K. with more aircraft
and a more balanced force than would acquiring the MRCA.

(S) The FRG's Luftwaffe would also maintain a balanced force with
a full range of capabilities. The F-15/LV fighter mix would actually
better fit hevr statud needs for air defense, sir superiority, and the
attack role and would provide the Luftwaffe more flexibility than the MRCA.
Acquisition of PGMs for attack asivcraft should begin now; they can be uscd
Jn current as wvell as replacement aircraft and would be the nucleus of a
gap-filler force against WP armor in the event of a surprise attack or
against WP necond-echelon armor forces as they approach the battle asiea.

(S) The Netherlands air force has stated a requirement for LW fight-
ers, with emphasis on air-defense and conventional operations, dut with

SECRET

- - oo - aea
S B e b B o e B o ol B Semars

B et b A - ottt et et @ 2




SECRET

132

a secondary capability for the nuclear-strike role. NATO ha, agreed.
However, the Dutch intention to ksep a RF-104G recoanaissance mquadron
and an air-transport squadron seem questionable frou a rationalization
viewpoint We would reccmmend that NATO's recce requirement be met froa
U.S.y, U.K., and FRGC resources and beliuve that centralized control under
AAFCE would make this possible with fewer reconnaissance aircraft --
particularly since the RP-104G's capability {a far less than that of the
U.S. and FRG RF=4s and the U.K. Phantom.

(S) Nor do we see much utility in the Dutch air force's mairtaining
A single squadroun of transport aircraft unless they are combined into a
NATO transport command along lines we recommended in a previous ntudy..
Alone, and not agsigned or ecarmarked for SACEUR, they add little to NATO
deterrence or defunse. Combined with the transport capabilities of
their allies and made available to SACEUR for forward and lateral move-
ment of forces, they could play a more realistic vole. We would recom-
mend “hat the Dutch convert their recce and transport squadrons to LW
fighters by replacing thea on a one-for-one basis as an add-on to their
F-104G-replacement progream.

(S) The Belgian cir force requirement for an LW fighter is similar
to the Dutch, but places equal emphasis on cuaventional and nuclear
operations and air defense. These are raticnal roles for the Belg:ans.
But, as in the Dutch case, we question both the Belgiap need fer an inde-
pendent recce capability and the value of a single squadron of C-130
transports, unless it too is merged intn a NATO transport command. Agatin,
as with the Dutch, we would recommend converting these units to an LW-
fighter role. The Mirage V and C-130 squairons are comparatively recent
acquisitions, but since the LW fighters will be cntering the Belgian air
force over an extended period, the transitioa couvld take place at the
end of the F-104G~-replacement program.

(S) 1f the foregoing changes were accepted by the nations concerned,
NATO air forces would gencrate a total capability far greater than cxists
today. NATO would have AWACS and EWS for defense suppression, an improved

*(U) Rand Report R-1231, op. cit., p. 297.
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air-superifority capability in F-15s, and an increased conventional capa-
bility in terms of numbers by the U.K.'s and FRG's purchanes of LW
fighters and by the Dutch and Belzian's converting their recce and
trangport squadrons to LW sircraft. Moreover, standardization on one
aircraft for attack will provide a degree of flexibility far beyond
today's mix., And NATO would have achisved a more balanced capabilar’y
vithout detracting from the sovereignty of any nation. USAF forces in
Europe might be unbalarced in peacetime by the actions we recommend,
but this balance could be quickly regained by the flow of CONUS-based
airoraft to Europe ~-= particularly if our proposals for more rapid aug-
mentation were implemented. These prcyosals would require interdepen-
dence in comtac, but that requirement already exists. Moreover, our
proposed idjustments of missions does not require immediate or major
changes in any nation's overall force structure -- nor are they more
costly. Procurement of aircraft for all the roles outlined above is
already planned; vhat we are suggesting is changing national plans to
buy more of this «nd lese of that so that by the 1980s NATO will have a

more rational air fcrce posture.

7. Promote Joint Trairing

(C) EUROTRAIN was established in 1970 to devise joint solutions to
ZUROGROUP's training needs. Its Chairman, MOD Leber, nnted that EURO-
TRAIN's cost-saving achievements had been disappointing, and suggested
that the real barziers 0 progress wers to be found in the various de-
fense ministries, rather than at the ministerial table. We agree. Tie
U.S., and particularly the USAF, ought to supprrt EUROTRAIN in every way
possible for several reasons beyond the economic savings involved: It
promotes unity and stendardization, leads to commn doctrine and tactics,
and tends to break down the language barriers.

{U) dowever, the U.S. representatires at EUROTRAIN conferences were
selected ad hoc, have lacked instructions as to U.S. objecrives, and have
beaen merely observers. No single ageccy in OSD has been given the re-
sponsitility to eusure full U.S. cooperatiun with EUROTRAIN. There should
be such an agency if for no other reason than to support MOD Leber and
thus promote U.S.-FRG cooperstive efforts.
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(U) The USAF, in particular, has sound reasons fcr full-scais co-
operation., Tralning aircrews and aircraft maintenance parsonncl takes
a significant part of NATO air force budgets. In addition, the cost of
aircrew training is considerably affected by weather, as are training
casuulties and accident rates. For these reasons, fGermany has found it
desirable to corduc: botih undergraduate pilot training (UPT) and much
of {ts operational traiaing ia the southwestern United States for most
of the last decade. Reduced training tine a3 a result of good weather
offsets, to a considerable degree, their travel and TDY costs. The suc-
~ess of this program indicates that a NATO undergraduate pilot training
program in the CONU3 should also be highly suc:essful. EUROTRAIN has
recognized thc advaticages of joint training, as well as the fact that
European weather and geography make a European-based UPT fa-1lity im-
practical, but the U.S. has not offered a CONUS~based program.

(U) 1In the U.S., the total cost of DOD individual training is more
than $6 billion per year, and 15.8 percent of our manpower =-- students,
instrictors, and support personnel -- are engaged in training and there-
fore unavailable for duty in operational unita.* This is driving the
U.S. to joint service training. The Chairman of the JCS recently noted
that a joint UPT program for all U.S. scrvices might have to be consicered
because of declining defense budgecs. As Senator Barry Goldwater, one of
the atrongest supporters of air power, put it: 'We are the only natfon
in the world that has four air forces. Can't they be trained by the sume
lource?"*. It the U.S. needs this type of "economy of scale,” the Euro-
peans need it far more. Moreover, the USAF leavned in Korea and in SEA
that a hot training base is invaluasbla and caunot be built up overnight.
A NATO UPT base in CONUS world give the U.S. and NATO a wider training
infrastructure; it could also prevent a base closure or help preserve
separate UPT service programs. It seems ironi~n to us that Japanese Air
Lines can start a cormercial UPT in California because weather and geog-
raphy make it more practical than training in Japan, whereas the U.S.
bureaucracy cannot solve NATO's UPT proble-n.***

‘(U) Annual De fense Department Feport, FY 1975, p. 197.
*.(U) Air Force Magczine, Octover 1974, p. 78.
*** W) WNew York Times, October 18, 1974, p. 10.
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(U) foreover, the U.S. has recently launched research programs for
flight simulators to include air-to-surface and air-to-air combat. This
is a major improvement, but our smaller 1llies will find it economically
difficulet to keep up with the state of the art on these simulatars on an
individual basis. Despite savings in aircraft flying hours and reductions
in accident rates, the costs of these simulators for a limited unumber of
pilots could be prohibitive. Therefore, we recommen! consideration of a
NATO air-combat-tactics school in Europe where live and computer-simulated
coibat operations can be practiced. At the Tenth Euro/NATO Training
Conference, the PAF representative made an impressive case for an air-
combat-training facility in Europe and a NATO air-combat training squadron
along the lines of the USAF's aggressor unit.' We feel that strong Euro-
pean support could be generated if the U.S. were forthcoming in vffering
assistunce.

(S) We would recommend Tymbakion, site of the NATO Weapons Training
Center, as the European location., It would give us and NATO a vehicle to
continue cooparation with Greece as they work their way out of the Cyprus
situation. Moreover, it increases the U.S./NATO presence in the eastern
Mediterranean. An alternative location wruld be 2Zaragoza, but Spanish
approval is nor likely to be forthcoming until Spain is admitted into NATO,
an event th:t probably will not take place until some time well after a
change in Spain's current government, because there is no certainty that
the post-Franco government will be acceptable to all NATO nutions. To
introduce the proposal now might be detrimental to the U.S.-Spanish base
negot{ations just getting under way, because there {s no NATO quid p:o
the Spanish quo. At any rats, there is economic urgency to solving
the UPT program and a political need to support MOD Leber's efforts in
EUROTRAIN in return “or the support that the FRG has given other U.S,
efforts in NATO foruma.

(U) Technical training, likewise, could benefit fiom centralization
and standardizatior., especially if NATO nations select a U.S. aircraft as
a common replacement for the F-104G. But beyond the coste involved, the

*
(U) Report om Tactical Leadershiy Training. Minutes of the Tenth
Euro/NATO Training Conference, June 1974 (Confidential).
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major advantage of joint training, particularly flying trainirg, is in

the longer-term gains in standardization of tactics and doctrine, in-

creased interoperability, and development of a common language for cl.
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IV. RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

(U) Any serious look at NATC's aa''al posture shows the same kinds
of probleas that we raised in the ground and air chapters. NATO does
not really hsve a balanced collective naval posture, but rather & col-
lection of 13 national postures (including France). In fact, the go-it-
alone syndrome seems :ven strenger in NATO's nuvies than in its ground
and air forces, though the seriousness of tuis problem is somewhat miti-
gated by the fact that the U,S5. Navy so dominates the NATO naval picture.

(U) But the same technical and ecoromic squeeze that affects the
rest of NATC't capabilities is operative in the case of NATO's navies.

As a result of this resource bind, the gap between the requircments et

by NAYC commsnders to meet present missions aud the resources available

to overcoms the deficiencies is simply too great to be bridged. Hence,
there is no viable alternative to modifying present naval missions.

Tough choices will have to be made, 1nince force improvements deemed essen-~
tial will have to be funded mors through trade-offs rather than add-ons.
There 1s also the gurstion of how well NATO's sea power fits NAT's pri-
ority neecs under its nresent strategy. And finally there is the question
of the relative pricrities to be given to sea versus land and air power

in a period ol sesvere rescurce constraints. All this means that NATO's
navies cannoct be exempted from the raiionalization process.

(U) 1In saying this, we are fully awvare of the pclitical durcau-
cratic and other obstacles entailed. Strong naval traditions and the puil
of non-NATO missions will make otherwise rational trade-ovffs difficult to
schisve. In particulsr, the U.$. Navy, the most powerful in NATO, canno*
be configured primarily fcr NATO miscions because of its truly global role.
But, in other NATO navles this caveat is far less compelling, and trade-
offs less difficvlt to justify.

——id
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A.__"M3Z CASE FOR NAVAL RATIONALIZATION

1. The Technical and Economic Squeeze Precludes
Fulfilling Present NATO Naval Missions
(U) Roughly about 28 percent of a)lied defense expenditures and

18 percent of sllied manpower (uxcluding French) were devoted to naval
expenditures in 1974 (see Table 1). fut excluding U.S. naval vutlays,
the remaining allies spent only about 15.6 percent of their budgets and
allocated only about 12 percent of their manpower. Given the resource
bind, {t is hard to see how these levels could be significantly increased.

(U) Yet rieing costs of sophisticated modern equipment are squeez-
ing navies even more thrn other services, because the former require more
capital {nvestment. Moreover, generally longer lead times are involved.
Hence, most European allies have been unable or unwilling to support
sdequate operating expenses or modernization programs for r.avies of the
size they currently have. Some liave chosen to maintain current size
in terms of the number of ships, increasingly becowing technically obso-
lescent. Others are opting for smaller navies with attecpts at modernti-
zation. lience the tendency has been for European NATO navies to survive
from year to year with declining effectiveness, either from obsolescence
or reduction of numbers, while nevertheless spending an average 15 percent
of the national-defense budgets. The foregoing process is accelerating
the trend toward smaller navies. It is doubtful that these more-or-less-
unilater~l force cuts are being made with sufficient view to minimizing
damage %o or possibly improving overall NATO capabilities. Rather, they
seen to be arbitrary responses to inflationary and budgetary pressures,
as noted {n Chapter J.

(S) Meanvhile the gap betwsen traditional NATO (and national) state-
ments of force requirements versus existing iL.pabilities has continued
to grow. As the Military Comuiti¢s commented in its report on 1975-1980

force proposala:

Unless criticel defic’encies in NATO's maritime forces in
survivability and ASW are corrected, there would be a grave
risk of heavy losses at sea, in consequence, the ability to
timely resupply Europe would be seriously endangered.
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(U) The magnituds of these deficiencies fs shown in Table 2, which
lists major rlements of the ACLANT and ACE requirements and proposals,
intentions to meet them, and related shortfalls from sblective require-
wents. The "total requirements" column represents those force levels
which, if achieved, wuld result in acceptable ailitary risk. The "pro-
posuls" columns shov vhat the NATO commanders believe to be within the
capabilities of NATO countries, consistent with NATO ministerial guid-
ance. The "earmarked" column indicates intentions for the years shown
and the ";equirements shortrall” column shows the 1ifference between in-
tentions and "total requirements." Figures for ACLANT are given for both
1973 to 1978 and 1375 to 1980 as an iundication of changes that can occur
in a two-year planning ¢ ,cle. Moreover, Table 2 does not include the
mass of qualitative improvements that were requested by the NA1O command-
ers but would represent an additional budgetary strain if undertaken.

And the numbers of units shown in the "earmarked" column provide. an opti-
aist{c picture of allied naval data in terms uf likely actual operational
availabilities and individual 'nit effectiveness.

{(C) These substantial shortialli in NATO naval capabilities prompt
us to examine the requiremencs e .pressed by the NATO commands. Although
they have been reasonably objective in stating requirements with respect
to traditional planning, i.e., tasks to ba undertaken more or lesas simul-
taneously, some quantitative inflation is undoubtedly introduced by this
practice. (SACLANT does allow for phased -- successive or alternate --
employmeat of some units.) The requirexents are ge:craced on the basis
of functional task orgauizatious, such as strike fleets, surfaze action
groups, ASW groups, ant{-SCBN groups, underway-replenishment groups,
amphibious groups, and convoys (military and mercantile), with little
indication {n t'e documents examined of the linkage of the functions per-
formed to NATO strategy or the timing and iatensity of the hostilities
presumably vnder way in Europe.

(S) Except for a key statement to the effect that one result of
the shortfalls in ACLANT naval forces would be delays in the arrival of
tha strategic resarve for Allied Comnand Europe, SACLANT's evaluation,
in his force proposals, of the impict of the shortfalls 1is almost entirecly
related to ASW problems. He noted the following:
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a. .ittle midocean ASW capabiiity.

b. Simultaneous surface esacort svpply only of strike fleets,
underway-replenishment groups, and anti1-SSBN, antisubmarine,
and surface action groups. Surface escoris would not be
available simu!taneously with the above to protect the am=
phidious task force, strategic reserve convoys, Iceland con-
voy, mercantile convoys, or fishing fleets and oil rigs, be-
cause of excessive risk to strike fleets.

c. Submarine shortages preclude an optimum Atlancic submarine
barrier, as well as simultaneous provision of submarinen for
aining, North Sea pickets, blockade of Russian perts or
strike fleet escort.

d. The number of maritime patrol aircraft available would per-
mit only 41 to be continuously on station. These could per-
form anti-SSBN tasks, but if so used, would preclude ade-
quate protection for the strike fleet and undervay-replenish-
ment groups. No maritime patrol aircraft would be available
for military and mercantile convoys until after the hostile
submarine threat ws well didnishel (presumably by attri-
tion, although no time factors were given).

e. Cruiser shortages would result in reduced antiaircraft and
su-face protection for carriers and inadequate gunfire sup-

port for the amphibious task force.

(C) SACEUR's quaatitative force proposals for 1975-1980. contain
even less rationale. They are basi:ally s statement of units desired,
with mininum explanatior. Of 572 specific proposals for qualitative
improvement of ACZ forces, only 71 relate to maritime modernization and
replacement and only 14 to ~xtcrnal reinforcements.

(S) CINCCHAN's force pxopusnls*. are perhaps the sketchiest. For
example, his rationale for ASW groups is:

®U) ACE Force Proposals, 1975-1930, October 1973 (NATO Secret).

'
*(U) Presentation of ACCPAN Force Proposals, 1975-1990, to the
Defensge Pianning Committee, January 1974 (NATG Secret).
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The number of ASW groups operating togother with mari-
time putrol aircraft must equate to the number of cnemy sub-
marines estimuted to be operating cont inuously in the ACCHAN
arca. This ‘s assessed to be a maximum of six submarines in
the Plymouth/Channel area and two in the southern North Sea.

(U) Two helicopters are also required for each group. Various
nunbers are given for ship requirements, depending on whether or not
underway replenishment is available. No close escort for coavoys is
pianned in the ACCHAN area.

(C) The force proposals of the NATO commanders are, of course, in-
tended to !ntluence the allocation of resources for defense by the allies,
It 1is difficult tv establish what attention has been paid to an optimum
reconziliation ot forces, resources, and strategy. In fairness, it wust
be said that quite a few dafense ministers and their military leaders
would be ciagrined if the NATO commauders did not picture large force re-
quiremerts and country shortfalls for NATO, since this would deprive them
of important arguments in their dealings with the poiitical and treasury
officials who control national pursé strings. Potential harm arises, how-
ever, if the shortfalls shown are so large that they discourage any im-
provements. This had become the case with the NATO goal and review
system used before 1964. The current system, evolved between 1964 and
1967, appears to be in the same danger.

2. How Well Does NATO Sea Power Fit NATO Strategy?
(U) 1f the deficiencies of NATO sea power are such that it is hard
put to meet even existing NATO requirements, it encourazes us to ask how

wvell these requirements fit into overall NATO strategy. Maybe NATO is
tryinz to do too much with too little. i{le NATO land and air commanders
are corncerned primarily with how to contain conventionally an initial WP
bl.tzkrieg, much of NATO's sea power seems to be structured on the bauis
of a longer war concept, with hostilities lasting vell beyond 90 days.
(U) NATO naval commarders naturally stress the need for strong

allied sea power (especially incruases in tl=: European segment) based on
such factors as: (a) the growth of the Soviat Navy and its continuing
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socernization; (h) the increasing maritime interests of the U.S. and the
other allies -~ North Sca and Middle Lasc oll, particularly, are cited;
(c) the reduced U.S. capability resulting from cuts over the past four
years and the need for European gap fillers; and (d) the long lead times
for naval system development and acquisition, underlining the need for
imradiately available forces rather than force potentials that could be
realized only long after a need arises.

(U) 1In keepirg with the foregoing, and with an emphcsis somewhat
different from that of U.S. globally based missions, NATO commanders see
their main naval tasks as:

&, Protecticn of high-value U.S. military traasits, e.g., CV task
forces, amphibious forces, reinforcement transport (envisioned
as primsrily a U.S, task).

b. Protection of merchant, i.e., economic and lo_istic support,
shipping (envisioned as primarilv a multinational task).

¢. Protection of intervention/interposition forces (envisioned as
lowver intensity confrontation with cr without Soviet involve-
ment). Presumabtly, other NATO naval force aissions are sub-
sumed without specific mention. These would include support
of the land battle, minelaying, minesveeping, and coast and
strait defense or closurs.

(U) Hence, a major role of NATO sea power, by traditional Alllance-~
oriented thinking, is co ensure the reinforcement and continued logistic
support of NATO Europe. Howevar, {f NATO Europe wvere to be overcome in a
conventional war befors such support was to arrive or became necessary,
this role would be irrelevant. On the other hand, if the duration and
intensity of hostilities were such that sasborne support becamea the criti-
cal Zactor in NATC success and this support could be cut off by the enemy
prior to NATO success, NATO sea power would obviously have been found in-
adaquate. Taking zll current estimates into corsideration, the probability
of the first of these outcowcs is much greatar than that of the second.
However, Alliance naval task definitions and force proposals (.hough
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admitt>dly i{nade mate) appear to be aimed primarily at prevention of
the second outcore. Despite other military estimates that NATO vulner-
ability in Europe could lead to eurly defeat, the Military Committee
representative at the NATO Defense Planning Committee discussion in
February 1974 of SACLANT force proposals said: "For the West, it was
clear that in any future conflict resupply by sea would play as impor-
tant & role as in the past.”

(S) Since the importance of surface shipping carrying re¢inforce-
wents, military vesupply, and economic support to the outcome of a NATO/
Pact war depends cn ths length and type of war, " iming of M- and D-days,
and shipping irtensity relative to these factors, several U.S. rtudii s
have examined this fssue. Although the studies vary in their timing of
D-Day re’ative to M=Day, most agree that the first ships carrying Army
equipmen: will not arrive at European ports before U.S. M+30 because of
time spent in preparing for overseas movement and the voyage itself. If
D-Day were to occur at U.S. M+23, consistent with current U.S. planning
guidance, early seaborne reinforcement forces vould not only arrive aftec
hostilities had begun, but would be at sea when the Soviet submarine
potential was highest.

(S) Most of these studies ccver a 90-day period in which militarv-
cargo shipping stays about level for each 39-day increment, bvt economic
support shipping (starting at D+30) about doubles in total shipping in-
tensity from D+30 to D+60 and doubles again for the final 30-day incre-
ment. Thus, the bulk of shipping is found to be at sea alter D+30, while
the shipping of grestest value toward "outlasting the Pact in the first
phase of an assault" might arrive only after the assault was well under
wvay. The word "might" is used since the studies agree that early shipping
losses would be high against Suviet submarine opposition. For exawmple, a
2973 study irdicatec that, between D-Day and D+30, the equivalent of two
division sats ~- or 65 percent of the Army equipment moved in that 30-day
period — is lost, while a total of three division sets -- or 28 percent
of the Army equipment moved — is lost between D-Day and D+90. Aldi-
tionally, 27 percent of Army dry cargo is estimated to be lost by D+90.*

*

(U) S. K. Cedeyan, Vulnerability Analyses, U.S. Reinjcscement of

NATO (U), Jonns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory Planning
Analyses CGroup Report 52-73, March 1973 (Secret).
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(C) Study nutcomes vary, of course, dependent on the assumptions
and scenario details, but all are e3sentially {n agrzement on high
sealift losses and lateness of arrivai relative to D-Day. The relevance
of sealift to war outcome would probably be even more questionable under
the timing factors proposed in the NATO Military Committee frr a NATO/
Pact relative force capability study. Emphas'!s is pruposed on three
studies sherein D-Day would bLe: (a) Pact M+5, NATO Mi3; (b, Pact M+10,
NATO M#4; (c) Pact M+22 (full mobilization and forward reinforcement),
NATO M+9. A fourth study (presumably to cover U.S. guidance) would look
at Pact M+30, NATO M#21,

(U) In short, NATO's naval concerns seem out of kilter with itcs
other primary military concerns abnut early NATO defea: on the continent.
Defeating the WP submarine threac and keeping open the SLOC for resupply
of Europe are a hedge against s longer war, not a major contribuvticn to
defending Europe in tha first place. It is undeniable that keeping the
sea lanes open would be essential if a NATO/WP clash lasted more than 3C
to 60 days. This is a desirable hedge if NATC can afford it. But the
real issue {s different -~ it is whether, given the resource bind con-
fronting NATO, we can afford to divert so many scarce resources to buying
this hedge at the expenm of o"her, perhaps higher priovity needs. More-
over, as we saw earlietr, NATC nava! deficienc: 3 ace such that even the
hedge miusion will be difficult to perform.

(S) 1Thus the NATO navies are caught in a capability box -- they
appear too emll ‘or a long NATO war and too Lig (in termes of their
demands wpon resources) for a shor: NATO war. Nonetheless, most NATV
naval force planning i{s still directed toward traditional "balanced"
optiaizasion of exis-ing crpabilities, not toward rational resvurce allo-
cation in a system that tdkes acccuxt, on a total-force priority basis,
of both needs and resources relative to perceivea enemy capabilities.

Yet existing naval shortfalls are so great that if the sllies were to
meet the total naval "requirements" ~et by the NATO commands, the resource
allocations needed would impoverish their ground and air forces. Even
£1lling the smaller shortfalls relative to the 1975 to 1980 "proposals"
(last column {n Table ?) would cause such strain an to affect ground and

air force i{mprovesent programe.
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(U) This ra’ses basic questions ibhout such traditional appr .aches
as that of the NATO Military Com.ittee comment in its report on 1975 to
1980 force proposals (cited on p. 138), which accepts i(imely resupply to
Europe as a fixed requirement, and warns that: "Unless critical defi-
cienclies {n NATC's maritime forces in suarvivability and ASW are corrected,
there would be so grave a risk of heavy losses at sea” that this would
be endangered. If NATO can't meet such a requirement, shouldn't it be

reviewed?

). Some NATO Ground and Air Deficiencies Deserve Priority over Naval
in Terms of NATO Scrategy and the Perceived WP Threat
(U) For many reasons, NATO's naval posture has developed largely

independently of NATO's overal.s needs. There has been little assessment
of the comparative priorities in filling ground, air, and naval needs.
However, even a cursory reading of AD-70 auggests that NATO's conven-
tional shield deficiencies are even more seriovs than its maritime
veaknesses.

(C) Moreover, NATO's deficiencies in ready ground forces have been
reinforced over time by the adoption cf a concept of forward defense and
a sirategy of {lexible respouse, with increased emphasis on conventional
counters to possible Warsaw Pact iggrassion. Logically, this should have
led to greater allocation of res...rces, not arbitrar.ily, but on a rela-
tive priority basis, to ensure effective and ready ground forces and
quickly available reserves, meshed with appropriate air and naval support.

(C) Other chapters of this study make a strong case that many of
NATO's nonnaval deficlencies are more serious tliau its naval problems.
This seems particularly the case with gseveral sma)ier continental RATO
allies. Netherlands, Belgium, Greece, Turkey, and evep tli U.K. and France
have such critical gaps in their ability tu me~t high priority grouad re-
quiremerts as to raise serious questioas as to wvhether they should be de-
voting so much of their total defense resources to less criticai naval
missions. 1Z we accept the well-publicized assessment of NATO military
suthorities and most analysts that NATO has a conventional combat force
inferiority in the European Center Region vis-d-vis the Warsaw Pact forces
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structured for armored and air blitzkrieg, it logically follows that,
unless NATO capabilities tu contain or defeat a WP attack in its early
days are {mproved, NATO :onventional naval forces apparently postured
for a replay of World War 1II could be irrelevant to the outcome.

B. OBSTACLES TO NAVAL RAT.ONALIZATION
(U) But any effort to resslve these probleas will run into acute

political and service obstacles. Strong naval traditions and the pull
2f non=-NATO missions in many countries will make otherwise rational
changes dilficult to achieve, NATO currently lacks the centralized
direction, authcrity, and ability to achieve the pricrity-ranked alloca-
tion of resources in accordance with an integrated Alliance-oriented
policy. This lack would greatly hamper any appropriate diversion of re-
sources from naval to other forces, or vice versa.

(U) The fact that two of the three major NATO commauds ace naval
has tended to foster parochial service thinking thrnughout the yexrs.
Thus SACLANT and CINCCHAN, having almost nothing but naval forces under
their coamands, have done theicr planning through a blue:wster filter.
SACEUR, on ths other hand, has focused primarily on ground forces and
tactical afir f:cces. The NATO Military Committee has nolL performed as
22 objective (ntegrating reviev team (see p. 286). With the NATO Council
and committees thus dependent on ths mejor NATO commanders for specific
military advice and force-level recommendations, this plaanning atmos-
phere hus inhibited development of credible triservice plans and
proposals.

(U) Many NATO countries have a long naval tradition, which woula
mske their politicians and burssucrats reluctant to call for th: ecomo-
aies or increased effectiveness that 2ould be gained through rstionali-
zation and specialization of their naval forces. Furthermore, national
defense authori'ies would be reluctant to accept as part of an Alliance
triservice concept the idea that their naval forces should be tailored
to criteria of mutual support in order to make a more relevant contribu-
tion to deterrence or defenge,

(Y) A nev complication fs the desire of many allies for NATC/

darsav Ta't m.tual f-rre redxtirne. “cwe hrpe that YAFR vil] generate
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defense savings. We agree vwith those vhu take the position that to have
equal security any MBFR savings will have to be devoted to modernizing
the remaining forces Nevertheless, mutual force reductions might actu-
ally stimulate uuonauution..

(U) Anothe= obstacle to naval ratio.alization {s the special time
factors involved, given ths lo.g lead times required for naval ccnstruc-
tion. Changes in NATO strategy and posture are governed by the rate of
change in ailitary technoloygy — approximately s 7- to 10-year cycle.
Changes in naval forces and posture are c¢ven more sluggish, since the
larger ships have a 20- to J0-year platforn life and represent a capital
investment that governments find hard to iguore or discard. The drain
on defense budgets increaser if periodic modernizatiun is undarraken,
since it costs almost as much to update the equipment in ships as to buy
them as pure platform.

(U) But perhaps the greatest ‘mpediment to rationalizing NATO's
aava. pnsture is ths often {nherent conflict between national and Al'iance
siss{ons. The possibility of having to operate alone cannot be excluded,
espacially for the U.S. or for countries with residual overseas terri-
tories or odbligations, such as the U.K., France, Portugal, and the
Netherlands. Others, foreseeing a need to defend the sources and suprly
routes of POL or other rav materials, offshore oil :‘igs, fishery areas,
etc. ~- wvhather or not thes Soviet Union is a factor =- aiwc are reluctant
to give up their balanced and independent naval capability. Greece and
Turksy have special interests {n maintaining independent naval capabili-
ties, not necessarily consistent with NATO interests.

{U) TPor soms Alliance members, the increased Soviet global naval
Jresence is & main concern. Thaey picture sea power as providing new
leverage to the Soviets for attalning limited political/econoaic cbjectives
by focused actions at sea. They rightly point out that through sea power,
especially outside of the NATO area, the Soviets caa exert pressure on one
particular nation vithout apparent threat to the territarial integrity of
the others in the Ailfjance, at the minizum a wadge to split the Alliance.

*
(U) See NATY Raticomalisiticm Potential, op. cit., p. 9, for addi-
timal viewe m rat{onalizaiion and “BFR.
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(U) So the traditionally conservative advocates of independent
{as opposed to interdependent) naval forces argue that below the crisis
level at which the Alliance is willing or able to rcact {a concert,
nations wust be capable of deploying power on a national basis. Thay
acknovledge tiuat specializatfon within the Alliance for sea-based
nuclear deterrent forces may be appropriate, since concerted ::tion at
that level is obviousl:, {involved. Varying, of course, with the needs
of the individual nation, they hold that overspecialization in conven-
tional naval forces could preclude national reaction and provice the
Soviets with freedom of action, or at least leave a capahility gap,
which the Soviets could exploit.

(U) The fallacy in these arguments for fully indepenlent naval
forces {s that essentially none of the allies (except the U.S. and,
possibly, the U.K. and France) tas sufficient unilateral strength to
counter Soviet naval forces, especially in distant warers. None of them
has adequate mobile support capabilities to sustain such a mission, even
2f able to deploy significant temporary combatant strength to a distant
area. The naval forces of these countries become relevant in a contin-
gency involving the Soviet Union only in the NATO mutual-support -.ntext.
They become rat{rnal only £f vet-:. i -~ _ _s{;rity ranking of NATO reeds.
Interd =« -iio .3 @ fact of life, however much it is ignored.

(U) Chauvinistic as it may mound, the U.S. is a major exception.
It confronts « ‘egitimate dilemma over how much to posture for NATO
needs as opposed to other pressing concerns. But the U.S., too, faced
wit'. budgetary, personnel, and inflation prollems, now also puts depen-
dence on the Nixcn Doctrine hope that military assistance will f11l the
gap between continued policy objectives and reduced U.S. capabilities.
And under the total-force principle, which seeks througl .e concept of
comparative advantage tn effect cosc-effective specialization of U.S.
and allied forces, one stated objective is the restructuring of our own
forces with the objective of compleumenting allied capabilitius more
effectively. NATO considerations dominate in U.S. declaratory policy
and formal force planning. But because of its global role, the U.S.,

in the search for efficiency, mist take care to avo'd the woret situation,
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in which it {s left with significant gaps {n its capab!lities -- gaps
that are erplofitable by any potential enemy, not just the USSR.

C. CGUIDELINES FOR RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE
(U) 1If NATO's naval forces are too deficient :o0 purform present

naval missions, and {f the resource bind prevents sufficient add-ons to
remedy these defic{encies, there is a strong case for rationalizing
NATO's naval posture.

(V) The guiding principle for any corprchensiie rationalization
effort migt be to ackncwledge the interdependence uf the YATO allice in
the naval as well as other rtelda, and to reastructwre NATO'e naval
Josture in accord with a total-force corcept, rather than through unco-
ordinated changes based primarily on individual national requirements.
Only in this way are enough resources likely to be freed for trade-offs
to ncet essential naval as well as other newds. Consonant with this
guiding principle are three braad categories of rationalization ateps

wa see as needed:

1. Given the technical and economic squecz+: coufronting all NATO
ngvies, meeting even minimal essenttal aaval missions will re-
gquire greater emphisis on cost-effectiveness, interoperability,
gtandardization, and trade-off of more marginal capabilities

to permit meeting higheyv priorit: nival needs.
(U) Clearly, some smaller NATO navizs in pa~’ _.ular need to pull

i{n their horns or lapse into ineffectiveness For example, in a more
rational allcocatior of tasks, the main concern of larger navies would
be the protection of ocean sea lanes, vhile smaller navies would pro-
tect coastul traffic and counter locsi attacks coming from the sea.
While over time thig would eliminate the blue-water naval capability

of many NATO navies, this evulution is under way in any event. The in-
creasing costs and technological requiremente discussed earlier preclude
small or medium powers froa ever again becoming global ses povers.
Ccastal defense and control of local waters with relatively less vulner-
able and leas xpensive craft (e.g., misuile boats, swmall submarines,
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and ainecraft) will orotably be their max{mum sustainable force capa-
butttu.. Even the subrarine, the traditional weapon of weaker naval
powers, will follow this pattern, since only the SSN has an appreciable
survival capability against modern ASW at long distances from home base.
Similarly, only the large powvers will be able to foot the bill for the
large surface ships needad for overseas intervention forces, and even
these ships are becoming increasingly vulnerable to coastal defense and
interposition capabilities of small local navies as SSM, ASM, and shore-
based misnile systems improve.

(U) With thesa considerations in mind, NATC naval forces, espe-
¢ially those ot the sriller allies, should be restructured on a regional
basis to increase their effectivenvss in coping with the local Soviet
naval threat. Special attention should be given to eliminating or modi-
fying those elements that are not relevant or significantly contribut.ry
to the NATO mission and strategy. Then, the resources freed should Je
rcallocated either to improving the effectiveness of sea forces or to
enhancing NATO ground and air ~ffectiveness, depending on NATO priori-ies.

2. Since present NATO naval missions are beyond NATO capabilities,
these miasions themselves need changing.

(U) If NATO's naval capabilities are indeed larger than needed for
A short war but too small for a longer war, then NATO naval thinking
needs to be brought into i:onfordty with the rest of NATO strategy. For
example, a rationalized SACLANT mission would not call for so high a
degree of sea control that it creates impossible naval requirements, as
at present. Instead, NATO should adopt policies and taks measures that
reducs the need for sca control, projection forces, and sea lanes pro-

tection forces during tha early days of a conflict. Fcr example., NATO
could plan to live on accumulated stocks in the first 3C to 60 days ot &
var to minimive shipping losses and the reed for early convoys and their
escorts. Similarly, NATO could plan on more use of sea-based or land-
based prepositioning and airlift during the same critical period. Grester

- —
(U) See NATO Rationalization Potential, op. cit., p. D-1-1, for some
specific forca mix optione for the FRC, Greek, and Turkish navies.
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stress could be placed on peacetime strengthening of the indigenous
flank forces, rathar than on costly and problematic post~-D-Dcy amphibi-
ous intervention (see pp. J15-316). By such means, allied naval needs
cot:ld be reduced during the criticel early period of a conflict, while
alloving time for ASW forces (ecpecizlly barriers) to attrit Pact sub-
marine strength. This 1is not inconsistent with the U.S. Navy's sea
control mission; as Vice Admiral Turner has described 1t, ses control
1s the capacity for sea denisl plus the capacity to assert one's own
ability to use certain ses arcas at chosen tin-..

3. The relative oriority to pive to meeting naval as oppused to
ground or air deficiencies, within a balanced total-force

coucept, needs review.

(U) 1If NATO's other deficiencies, especially for meetirq initial
defengs needs, are even more serious than its naval deficicncies, then
soms resource shifts seew, desirable, in accordance with the principle of
doing first things first. We are not arguing that NA.O is oversupplied
with naval forces, but rather that it may be even more undersupplied
wvith other high priority forces. However, a caveat is needed. No matter
hov logi:al a case can be made for such diversion of resources, the
practical likelthood is not great. As Table 2 shows, only the U.K.,
Norvay, Netherlands, and Portugal among the Europear allies are today
devoting 20 percent or more of defense resources to naval forces. Thus,
the room for additional cvts is limited. Moreover, naval resource allo-
cations mcy not be fungible in terms of transfer to meet other -ompeting
needs. On the other hand, such countries as the Netherlanas, Belgium,
Gresce, and Turzev have ground/air deficiencies which seem so much more
serious than txwir naval deficiencias that the case desar-es to be made.

(U) Admittedly, it is much easier to take a generalized case for
rationalizaticn of NATO's naval posture than to devime practical and
politically acceptable ways to achieve the disired results. Utopian
ideas such as apportioning defense tasks so that some countries would
concentrate only on naval forces and others on air or ground forces are

.(U) Vice Admiral Stansfield Turner, "Missions of the U.S. Navy,"
Naval War College Reviaw, March-April 1974, p. 7.
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hardly feasible, except poussibly in the long run. More practicai is tv
seek the conuvergence of the desirable and the feasible ilirough incre-
mental stenrs. Hence, we take such an incrementul approach. Our aim 1s
*0 move toward the three objectives se” forth above via regfonal con-
solidation, better meshing of individual country defense eftorts, and
the elimingtion or modification over :iue of eleme:ts contributing only
marginally to NATO's higher priority needs.

(U} For exumple, if NAIO members other than the U.S. were able
to reduce expenditures on elements marginal to NATO's priority needs by
about one-third and drop frov about 15 percent to 10 percent of total
defense budpets, then according to Table 1, about 1.6 biliion 1974 dol-
lars annually would be freed for reallocation. If such saviags wrre
at.ainable, and i{f chey were nnot lost to the defense area, “he ratiorali-
2ation options in this and other chapters would certalnly gain in
feasibility.

(U) The remainder of this chapter offers specific suggestion. for
1ationalization/specialization uf NATO naval forces. Some may be mutu-
ally incompatible, cr impracticahle to ..pply simultaneously or in corbina-
tion. Nc order of priority i{s intended, nor {s there any assessment of
cnst, time factovs, or political merit. In effect, we cra suggesting a

2nu of options that would require further study in depcth hefors being

regarded as feuiblo..

d. MODIFYING CONTINENTAL NAVAL FINCT1CNS

1. Europeun navies shoula optirize against Soviet naval capabili-

tivs within regional comdand arvas aad eliminate forces incin-

sistenr with this policy.
(U) Tie U.5., the U.K., and Canada would provide cper ocean naval
capadbilities. This option would be the NATO equivalent of the U.S. Navy
hi-lo mix (see p.194). With a NATO hi-lo mix, the Eiropean allies would

'(U) NATO Rutionaliautim Potential, op. cit. Section [I1 contains
dollar estimaies on potentiil resource reallocation which could he schieved
through rationalization. Annex -1 contains specific navul force mix
ch-nges and associated costs for the navics >f the FRG, Greece, and Turkey.
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"counteroptimize" against the Soviet Navy as the Soviet Navy gupposedly
has ~pcimized against the U.S. Navy. Nava. force levels would be gen-
erated within a total-force prunciple that takes account of the capa-
bilities of NATO air forces in the various regional command areas. This
ragional consolidation apnroach would avoid the extreme of single nation
specialization and permit the Europeans to concentrate on a narrower and
leas costly range of capabilities. However, it would still allow at
least opuical adherence to the view that protection of shipping in terri-
torial watecs 15 a nactional responsibility. The Europeans would provide
the "10" end of the mix by concentrating on fast miss{le boats, strait
closure, mining, and sinesweeping. The U.S., U.K., and possibly Canada
would provide the "hi" end of the mix, i.e., the broad range of open
ocesn capabilities involving carriers, large surface combatants, and
ocean ucorts.* Savings by the Europeaus could te diverted to improvement

of ground and air fcorces.

2. The “strait guarder" nations should improve thoir sirait closing

capabilities.

(U) Much of the naval acticp between N'TO and the Soviet Union
could take place fairly close to land because of the geographical loca-
tion of Soviet Navy bases. Crucial choxe points would be the straits
through which the Scviet Baltic and Biack Sea fleets must pass. This
situation points to the utility of small cocbatants armed with SSM or
torpedoes, land~baved air with ASM, and minelaying capabilities by sur-
face or alr (shor:-based SSM stiould also be considered). Since the
U.S. Navy plans a relativeiy small number of high~value siips for NATO/
Pact confrontations, the U.S. will be more Jlependent than in the past on
allied guarding of the straits through which the Soviet Navy must de-
ploy or return for refit. Zhus Germsn, Denish, Greek, and Turkish naval
forces could make more effective and prubsbly less expensive contrvibutions
to an allied ¢effort by baing assured "strait zlosers" (see pp. 179-190).

'(s) NATO Raticnalization Potential, op. cit., p. E-&-1, suggest:
that the Dutch should also improve their cpen ocean capabilities. We
belisve that the Netherlands Center Region forces deserve priority over
naval forces, (See p. 135).
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Oller stralite or strategic passages, e.g., Gibraltar and the CIUK zap,
vill probably have to remain the concern of the U.S., with some U.K.
asaistance, because of the nature of the effort ‘nvolved {n their

closure,

J. Eliminate atiack submarines, other than U.S.. not optimum for

strait closure, barrier operations, or regional area coast

defense.

(U) Provide, through integrated commands (o. coordinated exercises},
the necessary submarine services for peacetime ASW training exercises of
the forces of the countries eliminating submarines.

(C) The NATO alljes, other than the United States, currently have
about 100 attack submarines in the active category. Of these only eight
(U.K.) are nuclesr-propelled; 32 more can be classed as long-range
postwar types. None of them is equipped with the most modern sonars or
weapons. The British SSN, for example, are still armed with World War II-
type torpedoes. Except for those larger submarines that might have utilicy
in barriers and certain small submarines that could be useful in strait
closing and coastal defense, retention of the remainder appears inconsis-
tent with NATO priorities. The custs of truly effective rodern submarines
are skyrocketing and the elimination of marginal craft could release
resources for allocation elsevhere. Especially hard to justify on the
basis of type or number are the submarines of Canada (three), Denma-k
(six), Greece (six), Italy (eight), Netherlands (six), and Portugal
(fouc). Presuwably some of the submarines of Germany (18), Norway (15),
and Turkey (12) could be useful in strait closing and coastal defense,
consistent with a regional specialization conccpt. At least some British
submarines (about 29, ‘ncluding 8 SSN) could be useful in certain barri-
ers, especially if equipped with modern weapons and sonars.

E. REMCVING THE ASW ALBATROSS FROM AROUND NATO'S NECK

(C) Except for U.S. carriers and non-U.S. mine warfare units, the
bulk of NATO's sea power is ASW-oriented or designed to be ASW-capable.
Representative 1974 figures indicate that out of 527 NATO-committed and
national major comhatant units, no less than 450 are ASW-designed or

cspeble:
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Allied surface ships and attack sutmarines ..cceeeeovees 347

U.S. surface ships and attack submariaes,
available by MF3I0 ..vvvsecercccccsssscesoncsseneasse 180
Jotal 527

1974 ASw=Oricnted or Designed Ships
Surface ships, non=U.S. seeccesvesesssrrsnsses 171
Surface gships, U.S., by MF30 ..vvereccceseasnes 137
Attack submarines, 0on=U.S. cesvesrsccceaccsss 108
Attack submarines, U.S., by MF30 .....c0000ese 34

Total 450

(U) The foregoing totale do not include AJW-capable aircr.ft nor
is there any indication of the quality of the forces. Table 3 presents
8 best estimate in this direction (U.S. forces listed in Table 3 are
global totals, not necessarily avallable to NATO by M+30). Table & pre-
sents a breakdown of ASW forces, comi:ted and national, probably avail-
able to NATO by M#30 (U.S. forces are those designated by the U.S. to be
available by M+30).

(U) The continuing retention of large numbers of naval units de-
voted to ASW is largely a result of (1) experience in World Wars I nd II,
(2) the perception of the Soviet submarine torce as a major threat to
reinforcement and resupply from the United States, and (3) the flov of
supplies and raw waterials for populations and industry. In addition to
other obvious tasks, such as pootecting U.S. carriers and military rein-
forcements, the NATO cormanders today appear to envisage:

1. A full-scale attritional var on the sea line of communication.

2. Operations sgainst enemy ballistic-missile submarines, on the
premise that all ensmy submarines are fai: game at any stage
of a var aud that reduction of enemy SLBMs would de a damage-
limiting precaution.

3. Possible limited engagements involving enemy submarine acticn.
(War limited to ocean areas is often conterplated.) In this
case, fuli-scale surface transport or full-scale ASW operations
would probably aot be involved.
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(S) Table 3

1974 NATO ASW FORCE ESTIMATES (U)
(NATO-Committed and Nriional Uni=:3)

NATO? b
Less U.S. U.S. Total
Surfice ACWE
AAW/ASW Escorts
Good ASW 17 70 87
Fair ASW 2 2 4
ASW Escorts
Good Postwar 64 66 130
Fair Postwar 57 7 64
Good World War 11 7 50 57
Fair World War Il 6 5 11
Poor World War 11 18 0 18
Total Surface ASW 171 200 372
Submrinesd
SSN 8 62 70
Long-Range SS
Postwar 3 12 44
World War 11 15 = 15
Medium-Range SS 19 -- 19
Short-Range SS 34 - 34
Total Swwmarines 108 74 182
ASW Aireraft (UE)®
VP Long-Range
Difar-Data - 90 90
Difar 4 135 139
Lofar 115 123 134
Nbsclete 8 - 8
Total VP-LR 127 348 371
VP/VS Short-Rangef
Difar -— - -
Lofar - -— -
Obsolete 62 —_— 62
Total VP/V5-SR 62 -- 62
Helicoptcrs, Shore-based '
SH-3 Size 47 32 79
Smaller 56 - 56
Total Helicopters 103 l 32 1 135

Footnotes appear on p. 159.
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"2ble J Footaotes

SOURCES: Naval Order of Battle, DIA, NAFIS, DP( Responses, OASD/PAE
Data.

&NATO less U.S. totals estimated by M+10, not necessariiy avallable
for all NATO commands.

bU.S. global totals, not necessarily available to NATO by M+30.

®Surface Escort Definitions
Good = ASW heliconter or +10-KYD range weapun, e.g., ASRCC,
MALAFUN, IKARA
Fair - Tube-launched homing weapon or midrange trainable weapon,
e.g., U.S.-Alfa, U.K. Squid, Limbo
Poor - Short-range weapons, e.g., Hedgehog, depth charge throvers,
depth charge rails.

dSubmarine Definitions

Long Range - +10,000-nm range
Medium Range - 5,000- to 10,000-nm range
Short Range - Under 5,000-nm range.

®ASW Afrcraft Definitions
VP - Patrol aircraft, large
VS - latrol aircraft, ~mall (only non-U.S. shore-based listed)
HS - {elicopters
Difar-Data - Range, bearing, classification, computer assist
Difar - Same as Difar-Data, less computar asaist
Lofar - Bearing onlv, noise classification.

fNon-U.S. VS are shore-based, U.5. VS (not shown) are sea-based.
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3) But we believe that these missions, and the force requircuents
they gererate, are like an albatross around NATO's neck. Can even to-
day's cumulatively massive ASW forccs perform all these missions effec-
tively? 1If not, will the technical and economic squeeze permit NATO ses
power to rectify existing deficiencies vufficiently to:

1. Parait much surface transpor: of U.S. augmentation forces and
necessary supplies, especially in the crucial early stages of &
NATO/WP couflict?

2. Peraft aassive rav material shipments from overs:as to feed

European and North American requirements?

We understand that SACLANT has ulready made clear that he would not be
able vith present fo-ces to provide the early convoy protection called
for in present U.S. plans for NATO reinforcement until he had won the
battle of the Atlantic.

(S) But comparing SACLANT's requirements alone against current defi-
ciencies (see Tables 5 and 6) shows the sheer magnitude of the costs which
vould be involved in reducing SACLANT's ASW deficiencies to the level of
"acceptabie risk" in terms of current coucepts. Even 1f all comm’t*ed
and national forces through 1981 were allocated to SACLANT alone, his
"requiresments" could not be met. Furthermore, all these forces obviousl,
would not be 80 allocated, as it would strip SACEUR and CINCCHAN of all
ASd forces. Tables 5 and 6 show further that there are not ouly quanti-
tative shortages, but serious qualitative ones. The other major NATO
comanders fice similar, albeit less merious. problems.

(S) Even in the most optimistic estinates and studies, the chances
of effectively controlling the modern cubmartae in the cricical earlv days
of a full-scale NATO/Pact var are luw. Although these studies usually
indicate that the Soviet submarine xorce {s effectively eliminated in time
(some analyses estimate Soviet submarine liszec of about 78 percent in
the first 90 days), they tend to piey down certain realities, such as the
vaste of sophisticated wespons on false contacts, shortage of ASW wcapons,
attsition of ASW forces, and low ASW effectiveness in much ot the non-U.S.
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(5) Toble 5

SACLANT ESCORGT REGUIREMENTS AND AVAILABILITIES {U)

(NATO Global Tntals Include Only Those U.S,
Escorts to Be Available by M+10)

Requirements 1973-1678{1975-1430 Availabilities
Escort Requirements 530 476
Current or Planned
Cscorts available, 1974 189 - Avatlable to SACLANT
(coummitteq and national) by M+10
Escorts planned, 19C1 - 210 Estimated availa®’'e %o
SACLANT by M¢302
NATO Global Total, 1974 303 -
NATO Global Total, l3e. - 306 (a)
NATO Global Total, 1974 285 -—
(gocd and fair only)b
NATO Global Total, 1981 - 306 (a)

{good and fair only)b

8sources: OASD/PAE and NAFIS.
b}ood and Fair ere defined in Table ), tootnote c.
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(S) Table 6

SACLANT SS/SSN AND VP REQUIREMENTS AND NATO GLOBAL TOTA:.S (U)

\NATO Global Totals Include Only Those U..s.
Unfts 2o 8e Available by M+)0)

19731978 | 1975-1980
Submurines, Utesel and Nuclear
SACLANT Requirements 175 214
NATO Global Totals
All SS/SSN, 1974 142 =
Modern® SS/SSN, 1574 127 -
All sS/ssN, 1981b - 144
Modern® Ss/SSN, 1981 -- 136
Patrol Aireraft, warje
SACLANT Requirements 432 444
NATO Global Totals
All VP/V3, 1974 380 -
Modern® VP/VS, 1974 310 -
Al1 VP/vs, 1981 - 329
Modern® VP/VS, 19810 -- 311

‘.'OICV-’.'-

bl981 estimates are from OASD/PAE and NAFIS.

cI':qulpped with Difar and Lofar.
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NATO ASW force. In fact, many of the studles depend on advance esti-
mates of et fectiveness of ASW weapens that are not yet in production.

(U) Traditional ASW tactics of area searcl. and point defende will
probably uot be sccessful against the modern submaiine, especially the
JSN.. Cuch tactics certainly will not be effective against the SSBN
ruaning quiet and avoiding allied ASW forces. Strategic AW e sed on
barriers and mines vill probably be more effective. But if pamsaye of
such barstera does not occur until 50 or 60 days after the var begins,
assuming tiat 2 prudenc enemy has predeployed his sutmarines, the
effects of barrier attrition may aever be realized in time to aftect
the cutcome of a war, especlially a blitzkrieg.

(U) There also appears to be another kind of artificiality in
estimates of Soviet submarine losses. Some of the studies“ appear to
evaluate Soviet submarine operations as akin to the Norweglan lemning
suicide phenomenon, {.e., the submarines vill run blindly into whatever
ASW grinder the allies happen to devise. Some schemes to reduce the
need for escort forces and also reduce shipping lusses - for example,
those that aim to minimize s2alift by prepositioning and airlife, until
ASW attrition has taken its toll of Sovict submarines — depend for
success on the lemming phenomenon. Unfortunately, NATO advance prepara-
tioas sufficient tc make such delayed sealift the difference between
NATO victory and defeat would be well-known to the Sovie.s. The Soviet
tiavy would undoubtedly revise submarine deployment scheduleu and opera-
tional plans. In any NATO/Pact war, it is more likely that operations

*(C) MoLern surface ship sonars, the SQS-26 (U.S. only) as well as
the best sonar in non-U,S. escorts (SQS-23 equivalent), are usually in-
effectise below the surface ducts, {.e., in the depths where SSN operate.
Atteapts to penetrate vith variable depth sonar (VDS), towed array sonai
systems (TASS), and 1light airborre multipurpose systeus (LAMPS-escort-
based helicopters) improve the situation, but only marginally.

*S) For example, in "CAPLOC," A Study of the Capability of U.S.
Lince of Corrmuniration and Support Forces in Reinforcing NATO (U), Studies,
Analysis and Gaming Agency oi the JCS, July 1973 (Secret), three-quarters
of the Soviet submarine force are estimate! sunk in 90 days: of the total
sinkfugs, 9 percent are on D-Day, 47 percent ir the first 30 days, 27 per-
cent in the seconc 3O days, and 17 percent in the third 3) days. Other
studies, such as SEAMIX I and MARAC-G, portray similar Soviet submarine i
attrition.
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will follow the pattern of the Vivtnamene war -- the eunemv cuntrolling
his ovn lusses by making or breakiug contact at uts caolce.

(C) To further complicate t!'e probiem and to cast some doubt on
NATO ASW force rc uirements, even such apparently sacred ASW measurces
as the convoy svstem are being questioned as valid tactics in the evolv-
ing environment of sophisticated surveillance systems (including satel-
lites), long-range pasaive submari.e sonar capabiiities, SSN, and the
trends towards larger carge ships. T[he eneny will prodably aot hesi-
tate to use such relatively expensive and, perhapr, scarce weapons a1
the 55M ugainst modetn latge sealiii oulps, in view of the fact that
one supertanker carries as uuch POL as a ful., World War Il POL convoy or
that only thre> large contaiaer ships can carry a mechanized division
set of equipment. Grouping in convoys would help to solve enemy target-
ing problems.

{(C) As our surface cargo fleets diminish in numbers of ships and
as 1lift requiroments increase, ship sizes increase tov meet the demand.
Shipowners are forced i{nto the efficiencies of large ships, as opposed
tc the flexibilities of traditional sizes. According to an i{nternal
Rand study, even now, for reasons of peacetime efficiency, ovesr 70 per-
cent of U.S. Army cargo and tonuage shipped by sea to Europe is contain-
erized and moved i{n large container ships. We cannot afford magsive
sinkings during wartime as w2 learn to cope with modern submarines,
especially if the war is protracted. According to naval historians,
German submarines destroyed some 3000 ships witn a totsl displacement of
14 aillion tons in the Atlantic in World War II. Today the U.S. 4erchant
Marine numbers only about 569 active ships, ¢f which only about 335 are
useful for defense or general cu'go.. Although plans exist to utilize
allied ships and so-called effectise U.S.-controlled ships (flags of con-
venience), there is doubt that -- even {f male avallable -- significant
numbers could pe in use prior to MH60 or MH9C. (Only 45 out of 423
flags-of-convenience ships are general cargo vessels. All but 1l are
to be reticed by 1976, and these are refrigerator ships.)

*(U) Sealift Procurement ond National Seasurity Study (SPANSI),
OASD(SA), August 1972 (Secret).
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(V) Admittedly, NATO must retaln an A capabflity hedpe agafast
the possibiliiy of u long war. Oae .4 the ditficulties fn aeciding con
maval torce structures (ships have such long 1iie aad require long lead
times for constructfon and titting) ls that {t requires working {n a
time scile of decades on the basis of politizal and telhnological fore-
cait, the reliability of which {s much shorter, perhaps onlv several
vears. Thus, sea ,ower, particularly ASW, {s akin to tnsurance The
quest fons, however, on howv nuch insurance ({.e., whit should ASW for-e
levels be) have cuanged. The old question was: How much protectin,
to prevent unaccedtable losses over time? The new question, fa face of
the techafcal and economic squeeze confronting NATO, is: w2 = Vol

ootpmaported By oerrlaoe aiilp, ard in vhat tite Jroe, to le relevot

.
-
-
1

SATO'g top priceity mizaion of deterplng or, U7 reccgeiry, aefeiting
a g baet Lldtarrie3?

(U) The problem of estimating an adequate ASW hedge (s not just
confined to ships and aircraft. The mounting costs of manpcwer adde a
nev dimension. Normal naval training, for example, is not envugh to
qualify personnel for the complex ASW task. ASW specialists and forces
requilre coatly special trafning In tactics, sernsors, and weapons -- all
of which vequires time and constaut practice and caanct be mastered {n
short order to meet a sudden emergency.

(U) Ome criticism in the selection of ASW hedge forces would be

the estimated ASW effectiveness levels versus costs in money and manpower

of the varfous ASW components. This approach must be used with caution,
stnce ASW capabilities are synergistic and estf.aates of component ef-
fectiveness are influenced by this phenomenon, consciously or uncon-

sciously. Nevertheless, the first cut in Tgbie 7 below 1s suggestive:
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(C) Table 7

U.S. ASW COMPONENTS AND THEIR "ERCENTAGES OF ALL U.S. ASW
OPERATING COSTS, MANPOWE®, AND SUBMARINE FKI.1.S (U)

Operating
U.S. ASW Component Costs Manpower SS Kills
Carrier a/c 11 15.4 11
Surface escorts 49 61.4 17
Submarines 30 13 49
Patrol a/c, land-based 10 10.2 23

SOURCES: Expendfture aud manpower percertages are derived from an
unpublished 1972 Rand study. SS kill percentages are frca an OSU draft
document , Vava’! lsauca, rYOP, August 1972 (Secret).

(C) 1t should be noted that the kil' percentages are for a cam-
paign, presumably a 90-d:y perisd. This would, of course, mean that the
very high kill score attributed to submarines would nnt apply in the
early, crl:ica: ?:ya of a wvar, since most of the kills by U.S. carrier
submarines would probably be against enemy sutwarines returning Lo vage
between D+30 and D+60. Carrier aircraft kills will probutl: be less than
irdicated in the 1972 OSD paper, since CVS no longer exist and carriers
(CV) will probably carry smaller numoer of ASW aircraft than tle full
hunter-killer se:s of the CVS. Additionally, the surface eccort kil's
may bs overstated as eneay submarines imgrove their SS¥ capabilities and
rely less on torpedc attacks, which would require them to approach within
surface ship sonar range. No estimates were svailable on mining costs
and effectiveness. The nevly developed CAPTOR mine mighc, for exaxple,
add to bdarrier effectivenass against trausiting enemy submarines. Kills,
however, would be in Lhe same time framc as those by barrier submarines,
i.e., between J+30 and D+60. Despite tliese observuations on changing ASW
effec:iveness, however, the cost wnd manpower perceatages slould remain
fairly valid. With improvements in sonobuoys (directional instesd of
omiacirectional) and data-procsssing gear, the percentage of kills by
laud-baged patrol aircraft will probably increase relative to other ASW
cosponents, especially early in a war.,

(S) Taking into account all the foregoing factors and the current
overall NATO/Pact ASW versus submarine balance, achieving acceptable

SECRET

R, gt o 4 B e Vvt g e o




SECRET

168

shipping losa levels within the megt critical time limita of a Momtor
Region war would probably require a digproporti-nate resource o rmit-
ment that promiges either too little or too late a re'urn relative to
NATO'e ma'n migaion of deterrence and initia’ defenge. Such added re-
sources are not iikely to be available in any event. Other means must
be found to remove the ASW albacross {rom around NATO's neck. We sug-

gest below six measures:

1. (U) Iniciate "time-phased allocation of appropriate U.S. Air

Force assets to assist in maritime warfare.
(C) The necessary NATO ASW hedge may lie more in the i{mprovement

of land-based air ASW capabilities and maintenance of submarine capa-
vilities than in maintenance or increase of current levels of surface
ASW. From Table 7 approximations, this approach would appear to cost
the least in money and manpower, and wculd certainly stress those ele-
ments of the ASW teaw that are least vulnerabl: to the moderr enemy
submarine and probably the most effective Heace, in keeping with the
total-force principle and as a back-np hedge against protracted war or
U.S. Navy maldeployments or area deficiencies, suitable U.S. Air Force
units should be equipped (modestly and preferably on a modular basis)
and trained to assist in maritize warfare, both in NATO/Pact conting~n-
cles and elsewhere. Air Force units s0 readied could be cormitted on a
phased basis, {.e., greater nuubers of specially trained units would be
made avaiiable {f probability of primary mission usage were low and vice
versa. Certain Air Force units ave already capable of rminelaying. Navy
and Afir Force officials also agree that Air Focce units would probably
be capable of deploying sonobuoys, relaying sonotuoy data to VPs, i{n-
flight refueling of VPs, and relief of VPs from surface search. Other
potential Air Force maritime activities could include: participation

in operatious where navy sssets are weak or time constrained; assistauze
in the NATO area when full NATO participation does not occur, e.g., Arab-
Ierc2li, Yugoslcov, and Greek-Turk‘sh contingencies; and assistarce tn
other tnan Atlantic or NATO-area contingencies, e.g., Indian Ocean,
Southeast Asia, etc. Afr Force Reserve and Alir National Guard units
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would be especially apprcpriste for procracied war hedges i{n defense of
military and cuvil support convoys after D+30.

2. (U) Reduce the requirements for sea-lane-protection forces by

sea-bused prepositioning ot u.S. equipment and stocks in

Europe, and increased airlift for personnel and resupply.

(U) Since protection of the sea lanes provides the rationale for
the bulk of NATO naval forces, reducing sealift requirements would {n
turn reduce force requirements. Also beneficial to the Center Region
posture would be schemes to reduce reinforcenent times, minimize the
vulnerability of equipment and s*ocks (either being transported or pre-
positioned) and enhance the probability that credible readiness levels
could be achieved prior to D-Dsy, thereby gaining deterrent relevance.
All these might be uselul hedges.

(U) Adoption ot sea-based prepositioning, akin to the old C5-A/FDL
concept, could be flexible and advantageous, both to the U.S. and NATO.
This type of prepositioning would depend on the use of modern container
or RoRo ships, three of which can carry the equipment and limited resupply
for a mechanized divisinn. If the loaded ships were already in NATO
ports, they would avoid ocesn-crossing hazards, be less vulnerable to
early or preemptive a'r attack (by virtue of being fully behind NADGE
and well removed from easy presmptive attack) than equipment atored in
Germsny, and would be available for use elsewhere on the continent or in
the Middle East on short notice (as opposed to politically-tied equipment
stored in Germuny), The troops to use the cquipment would be flown to the
vicinity of debarkation ports wvhere marrying-up could proceed under
relatively secure conditions.

(U) Evea if the ships were to Le kept in U.S. ports in & ready
state, the time to debarkation in Europe would not exceed eight days. A
1971 Rand .tudy. indicates that ten-year costs for .8 .hipl." vhich in-
cludes a 20 percent backup, wculd be about 0.6 billton dollars. by

.(U) T. ¥. Kirkwood et al., High-Speed Surfice Effect Voniclea fcr
Military Deployment and Luvply (U), The Rand Corporatican, R-616-ARPA,
October 1971 (Confidential).

7
(C) Fifteen ships would suffice for the {nitial five-divicsinn set
aov envisaged in U.S. sealift plana. The other three ships would be a

backup termictting cquipment rotation, training or contingency use elsevhere.
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comparismn, a force of 114 C-5A aircraft, with the same deplovment capa-
bility as 15 ships, but over 25 days, would have a ten-year cost of $5.7
billion (including a 20 percent backup). Aircraft acquisition ccsts ex-
clude the cost of C-3As already procured, about half of the number necded.

(U) Reexamination of the cost-effectiveness of sea-based preposi-
tioning and airlift also appears warranted in view of changed Civil Re-
serve Alr Fleet capabilities since 1971." Other possibilities, such as
optimization for NATO of stationed U.S. Army supplies and equlpment“
and arrangemnts for joint use for training of CONUS Army equipment by
ready, reserve, and inactive forces (to avoid dual equipment sets), also
serit examination (see pr. 52-53 of Chapter II).

(S) Othir elements also tend to make sea-based prepositioning more
attractive than {n the past. The first is the possibility of NATO/Pict
MBFR agreements, which could also serve to reduce the U.S. prepositioned
equipment levels in the FRG. As nov visualized, the MBFR area wou.d nnt
encompass British, Italian, ~r Portuguese ports, and would not come under
MBFR restrictions. Another element is the high vulnerability of preposi-
tioned equipment and stocks in the FRG to easy and early attack by the
USSR, According to a 1973 ltudy.". and depending upon the relative
timing of D-Day to M-Day, depot stock losses would range from 40 to 85
percent by D+30. Equipment losses would viry from 44 to 77 percent, if
troops assigned to equipment Jid not arrive in time to disperse it before
enemy attacks began. A JCS study ;roup.* roting this vulnerability. has
stressed the {mportance of seeking dispersal sites and improved air defense.
A »rre mnundane benefit of the ssa-bssed prepositioning is the increass in
dispersal sites nov inhibited by real estate restrictions in Europe.

.
(U) Anothar Rand study asserts that modifying CRAF 747-type air-

craft sufficient to deploy prngrammed forces according to present schedules

could be accomplished for $1 to 1.5 dbillion, a figure approaching ship costs.

1)
(U) Economies in equipment, supplies and support could be achieved

by “specialfzing'" U.S. Army stationed forces for their potential combat
areas, rather than alhering to general-purpouse-force {lexibility concepts.

See Ragtructuring VAJO Forocas to Corpensate for MBFR, op. cit,
(1] ]
(U) Dedeyan, Vulneruability Analyscs, op. cit.

’(U) “CAPLOC," op. cit.
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(U) Adoption of any prepositioning schemes beyond current levels
would increcase the possibilitics tor postponing surface support shipping.
This, in turn, would reduce tihw effectiveness of predeployed Soviet sub-
marines and increase submarine sinking loss raifvs, as many submarines
would have to return, without score, through NATY barriers. As noted
varlier, however, the Soviets would undoubtedly alter deployrent plans
as they became avare of NATO's gambit. Thus, submarine k'lls would
probably not be as high as othervise estimated in the early days of a
war. If thc Soviets chose to keep submarines in port early in a wvar be-
cause of low target opportunities, this also would improve barrier attri-
tion vhen they finally did deploy.

3. (U) PFast sealift between M- and D-days would also reduce the

need for sea protection forceg.

(S) 1f NATO can count with confidence on a likely 23-day interval
between M- and D-days, as is accepted in U.S. planning guidance, then a
vhole series of possibilities for fast sealift open up. The U.S. Navy
has snalyzed these in its provocative SEA EXPRESS udy.. vhich suggests
that {: would be quite feasible at little cost to move the unit equipment
of all nonprepositioned active U.S. Army divisions to Eurnpe topether

with their combat support and 40 percent of their service suppcrt vithin
23 days after M-Day (see pp. 53-54).

4. (U) Arrange for military forces to have sssured access to
gumegtic POl reserves in time of emergency.
(U) Recent DOD studies covering support shipping requirements for
& NATO/Pact war indicate that a large portion of the shipping would be
devoted to POL transport. Other uudlc-“ and OECD surveys male before
the October 1973 Arab-leranll hostilities indicate that domestic POL re-
serves in the NATO Europesn ountries varled from 45 to 30 days of normal

peacetime requirements. Aftrangements could be made for NATO forces to
heve access to domestic POL stocks for emergency supply. This should have

.(U) Projes~t SEA FXPRESS, op. cit.

“(L‘) P. 8. Buck, Supply and Distribution of PCL to Tactica!l
Forces (U), Institute for Defense Analyses, WSEG Report 204, June 19/)
(Secret).

SECRET



(This Page 1s UNCLASSIFIED)
172

the effect of reducing early shipping requirements, associated escort

requirements, and losses of tankers.

5. (U) Modify container ships and tankers to carry ASW heliconters,

(U) As noted on p. 196, the sea control ship (SCS) {s a core {tem
in the lo end of the new U,S. Navy hi-lo aix, designed to assist in the
protection of undervay-replenishment groups, amphiblous ships, and other
convoys in & low-air-threat eanvironment. The Secretary of Defense has
noted deficiencies in the capabilities of e¢mbarked helicopters for con-
tinuous ASW and nurveuhncc.. Similarly, the capabilities of the cur-
rent generation of V/STOL for local dafense against air and missile
att~ck have Leen criticized. 1If the problea is mainly one of numbers of
helicopters, the Navy ahould madify comtainer ships and tankers to curry
AW helicopters. According to s British source, with some decking instal-
lation and diversion of about 575 of the 2300 containers in a 43,000-ton
container ship, each ship could carry six Sen King helicopters along with
modular maintenance facilities and weapon 1tongo.“ A poseibility of
trade-off could also exist for reduction of the number of initially
planned SCS (eight st $120 to 150 million each), in order to improve
less wvulnerabls forces designed to hedge against the possibility of a
protracted NATO/Pact war.

6. (U) Increase thse frequency with which U.S. Coast Guard ships

vith an ocean-going ASW capability exercise as integrated units

yith U.S. Navy ships.
(U) In view of the proclaimed shortage of escort ships, the Navy

should arrange to increase the frequency of {ntegrated exercises including
those Coast Guard ships with an ocean-golag ASW cepability. Such a prac-
tice could heip insure that these ships would suffer no capability time
lag in & peace-to-war transition. With some equipment additions, about

27 Coast Guard cutters could be involved; 12 cutters are schedulud to

have navy patrol frigate capabilities in FY 1975.*“

.(U) Ammugl Defense Department Report, FY 1975, op. cit,
"
(1) Navy Intemational, December 1971,

[ 1 1]
(V) Amnual Dufer.ce Department Feport, FY 1975, op. cit.
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F.__COMMN LOGISTICS, STAMDARDIZATION, AND COMPATISILITY

- ———— -

(U) As might be expected, equipment, communicat fons, procedures,
and the like vary so widely among NATO's naval forces that cormon em-
ployment 1s exceedingly difff{cult in many cases., Althuugh it is a time-
honored military axfom that logistics 1is a function of comeand, in NATO
It remains for the most part a national responsibility. Over the years,
the N*TO commanders have evolved logistics staff elements and {nforma-
tion=collection systems that assist them {n performing their peacetime
taskes of plianing for war and exhorting alliance membery tc meet wili-
tary “requirements.” Esphasis has been mainly on natfonal war-reserve
stocks, although urgings to achieve interoperability of equipment are
increacgingly popular. But NATO cormanders have no funds or reso.rces at
their disposal for logistics purposes, nor suificient informstion or
authority in peacetims to insure effective coordination of natioral
logistice systems when the commauders assume operational ccmmand in
wvartime.

(C) Economies that might be achieved through scandardizauion or
even interuvperability are similarly difficvlt to achieve. According to
4 former chairman of the NATO Military Comaittee, the NATO navies have
more than 100 different types of ships above destroyer level, 36 differ-
ent kinds of radar, 40 different kinds of large-caliber naval artillery,
and 80 on, so that {f a multinational fleet were to be put into opera-
tion, stocks would have to include 40 different kinds of amtt!on..
The Deputy SACLANT has pointel out that because NATO regrettably stan-
dardfzed on an older flange coupling, NATO ships require up to one hour
dead time for refuelliing operations, vhich greatly increases vulrera-
bilicty during rcfuclta;... Nor does NATO even have a stardard systea
for tdentification of aircraft as friend or foe (IFF); as & result, in
a vecent NATO exercise, 1O of 56 friendly meritime aircraft "shot down"
wvere actually accounted for by our own fighters.

(S) Even in wmine varfare, whure technical cooperation should be
relatively easy to achieve, the reccntly established Standing Naval

ry
(U) GCenazral Johannes Steinhoff, "NATO Enters Crucial Phase,”
Armed Foreces Intemational Jowmal, June 1974.

o
(S) UCNATO 9586, November 5, 1974 (Confidential). He noted that
the nonstandard USN system requires only 4 to 5 minutes to hook up and

2 mt’.utes o disconne~t.
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Force Channel found that the mine craft of four Jdifferent nations (Nor-
vay, GCermany, Selginm, and the U.K.) have different communicaticn
cquipment, different mireswceping gear, different spares, and different
maintenance periods. The operational problems are obvious .n that the
lack of standardization, for example, forces individual ships to return
to home port for spares, instead of permitting the U.S. practice of
cross-servicing at sea..

(U) Situations such as those described have prompted NATO's
Assistant Secretary General for Defense Support to specify in order ot
priority (and probable reierse otder of feasibility) the desiderata for
cooperative de lopment, precurewent, and ie<ting of naval armaments:
(1) standard{zation, (2) interoperability, interchangeability, and (3)
compatidilicy.

(U) The scope of logistics is so large, incorporating, as tcught
at the U.S. Naval War College, everything that isn't strategy or tactics,
that analyzing it comprehensively is beyond the range of this chapter.
The political and economic obstacles to R/S may even be more potent in
naval logistics than elsewvhere. Nevertheless, NAT" already has achieved
some measure of standardization in 3uch matters as cimmunication pro-
ceduras, replenishment at sca, formats for operation orders, and ASW
tactics., There are certain other areas, specifically in communications,
armaments, and shore facilities where ratfonalization may be less incom~
patible vith national parochialism than the ideal of logistics integra-
tion across the board.

1. Exploit opportunities for regional pooling of naval supply,

maintenance, and other logistics operations, and encourage coali-

tions of alliance members in combined development, production,

and evaluation veatures.

(U) Perhaps the greatest NATO naval-forces economies could te
achieved by terainating the NATO policy that makes logistics a national
responsibility. In particular, overhead and many other :osts that are
high in the European naval establishmerts because of the imall scale of

[ ]
(U) ACE Naval Commanders Conference, Sea Breeze '74, SHAPE, May 1974
(NATO Secret).
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the s2parate naval programs could be reduced by reginnal leogistic
pooling.

(U) Poturtially, for most types of support and maintenance opera-
tions, there are significant economies of scale. Multinational naval
focces composed of similsr elements could provide greatest operaticnal
effec>ivenuss at least cost i{f bases, maintenance, and supply faclili-
ties could be combined. 1f the forces were to be consolidated, head-
quarters savings would also be affected. A practical first step could
be the centralizing of supply management for s‘milar navies so as to
{ncrease purcharing power, promote standardization, reduce irventories,
and lower storage zosts.

(U) The achievement of combined support and maintenance systems
has been hampered by the lack of effective standardization of equipment.
Although, to date, national sovereignty and intercsts have blocked real
progress toward standardization, the growing technical and economic
squeezv might outweigh these difficulties. The NATO Conference of
National Armament Directors (CNAD) possibly provides a ready forum for
agreement on standardiced designs of major equipmints before individual
uations embark on costly developments. In keeping with some earlier
suggestions in this Report, appropriate fields for exploration of
standardization possibilities would be: C3 equipment, surface-to-
surtace missile systems; ghipbcrne weapons versus missile attack; and,
for navies retaining sub.rrines, tactical submar:ine-to-surface niunes.'
Standardization of ASW weapons, gun ammunition, and fuels may also be
feasibla. Agreement on standardized designs could lead to further econc-
uies in research and development, production, evaluation, and training.”

2. Survey NATO and national shore-based facilities and missions

and consolidate where piacticable.

{(U)" Further NATO naval-force economies could come from consolida-
tion of shore-based naval facilities and migsions. ASW and reconnaissance

M

(U) Standardization of SSMs and SAMs would be a useful first step:
Reports indicate that European navies alone have 16 different missiles
of these types.

)
(U) The NATO Sea Sparrow SAM, involving production by the U.S.,
Norway, Denuark, Italy, Netherlands, and Belgium, is an example.
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aircraft and their hases, comamunicaticnr, facliitics, and undervater
fixed arrays should receive early attention. The afrcraft and {aci)i-
ties involved in such missfons as ucean reccnnalssance and ASW are
logical candidates for consolidation., Some experfence with coordinated
operations has already been gained by NATO forces in the editerranean
ttiough the NATO Marftime Afir Command; such coordination should be ex-
tended on a continual basis. Consolidatica possibilities exist also {n
the cosmuriications f{cld. In this case the objective would be to

elicinate duplication of sinilar facilitties,

3. Press standcrdization or at lewst coupatib{lity in the highest

priority areas.

(U) The consensus at the October 1974 CNAD meeting and among the
top NAIO naval comminders was that more common %} were of utmost pri-
ority. The MNCs have repeat>dly stressed that corplete interoperability
is a requirement, {f workable command and control of multlinational
forces is to be realized. 7YelL NATO has accomplishel all too little along
these lines, in contrast to the high degree or naval standardization in

ths WP forces.

(S) The lack of intcroperability in the communications field alone
is appalling. For example, the U.S. and U.K., have ongoing programs for
satellite aystems wvhich sre not interoperdble with each other or with
many NATO ground terminals. There is no NATO rtandard shinboard secure
voice equipment nor even a standard rodulation schome. Cryptographic
incompatibility nakes difficult secure teletype communications be*ween
U.K. gships and snore stations >f other NATO allies. Existing ADP systems
do not permit a free flow of data without time-consumang adaptation of
the product of one ystem to that of mothcr..

(U) The CNAD agreed that lack of interoperable and secure communi-
cations and data links wvas a serious shortcoming and that solutions
should be sought urgently. NATO needs interoperability betweea its two
main systems of data links, and ultimately a common language for all data
links of all services. The CNAC also agreed to press on C) standardization

.(U) CINCLANT NO3020 to JCS, .lune 17, 1974 (Secret). Also USNATO 5195,
September 24, 1974 (Secret).
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in general and on standardication of the next generstion of intiship

[ ]
aissiles.

G. COUNTRY-BY-COUNTRY REALLOCATION OF RESOURCES
(U) In this section we suygest various {ndividual country resource

"
shifts to the net benefit of the Alliance. * Through adjustments of

this Lype, suffizient cumulative reallocation of resources aight be
achieved over time significantly to enhance deterrence and defense in

the high priority nreu.". In keeping with our premises of a NATOU ki-lo
mix, regional consolidation and area/force specialization, two zain
questione have been asked -- what should the rcle of each country's navy
be in light of the overall total-force situation and relevant constraints,
and vhat naval posture is best suited fur that role? The various sug-
destions represent compromises needed to achieve a btalanced NATO naval
posture (which, of course, may be at variance with iadividual country
desives).

(3) As OASD/PAE has pointed out, most European NATO navies now
have rn excess of old, expensive, but generally poorly armed surface
ships (of destroyer size and larger) with limired effectiveness against
Fact forces. These should be traded off as a first priority for addi-
tirnal sircraft and SSM-armed fast patrol boats. Becausc of liaited
resources, single-purpose wveapon systems and smsller naval craft -- rather
than larger, more costly and probably more vulnerable multipurposs ships
== should be s:uued.*

(U) Since we also believe that a rational total-force policy would
provide for reallocating some European resources nov devoted to naval
forces to weeting even more serious ground and air deficiencies, we sug-
gest belov where cuts in irndividual naval focces mighc be made.

*(U) USVATO 8586, November S, 1974 (Confidertial).

.

’(U) This suzvey is baced on available intelligence, especially
the NAFIS series, responses to DPQs, and consultation with knowlsdgesble
DOD o*ficials.

#4%(U) See also OASD/PAE, op. cit., pp. D-1-1ff. and pp. E-4-1ff.
(Secret).

Y(U) OASD/PAE, op. cit., Aonex E-4.
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(S) Bclgium has 32 mine varfare sh’ps that are capabie of effec-
tive but limited minesweeping; these would operate in the CINCCHAN area.
Five hslicopterr may be available for mine location, air-sea rescue, and
patrol assignments. There {s no AAW, ASW, or winelay'!ng capability.
Personnel: 4400 men (300 officers, 4100 enlisted, of which about 35
percent are l5-month conscripts). Only 70 percent of Beolgian naval
forces arc in operstional status. Belgium has ordered {our 1800- to
2009-ton destroyer escorts, with delivery estimated “etween 1977 ard
1979. A special naval baain for these is planned for completion in 1976
#c a cost of $2 million,

(C) Given Belgium's maritime poténtial, locetion, and the higher
priocity need Lo strengthen its corps sector in the NATO forward sh: |,
building four DEs appears to be an unfortunate diversion of resource-.
Equipnent planned to be inatalled will provide only -.oor ASW capsbilitv.
Rescurces could be shifted to {mprova Belgium's ground-force contribu-
tion to the Ceater Region, but her existing minesweeping capability pre-
served.

2. Canada
(5) Canadian Atlaatic-based units are committed efther to SACLANT

or to the Canada-United States Regioual Planning Group (CUSRPG). Per-
sonnel inclule 14,000 officars and men,

1974 1981
DDH. m“ S0 s sssesersersesvenrs e ‘ ‘
DE/DEH
md 20 09 8 2 0008008 PP0 P BOBORSNNTOTSDNE ’3 13
'ﬂ‘r 0000000000800 00000 000N TS J J
SS-LR. PO!tvlt Sese0ss0sess st R J 3
VP-LR
Difal’ 000000000 00000000 00000000 -— 26
Lof.r 0000t s0esssscePRLIIRINOIEIELE 32 e
VS-SR 000000000 c0sgssssBOROIOIOIPSIOEER 23 -
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(C) Twelve escorts are usually {n the Atlautic and ctcn the
Pacific. Canadian aSW forces are considered well trained, with good
effect ivenesa, especially against conventional submarines., Abrut 14
of the escorte are equipped with either helicopters or ASROC and vari-
able-depth sonar and should have marginal capabil!:ies against nuclear
submarines. Despite new conatruction ard modernization of individual
units, Canadian ASW forces totsl numbers will probably decrease.

(U) The escorts usually stationed in the Pacific would not be able
to assist in the early critical days of a NATO ‘clantic contiugency. All
but one division (four escorts) could be transferrel to the Atlantic.
The commitment to CUSRPG (about seven escorts and five VP) shculd be
terminated and all Atlantic destroyers committed to SACLANT. Another
option would be to reduce escort levels over time, raisc maritime patrol
aircraft lcvelu.. and shift any saved resources to air-transportable
croop capabilities. The throe Canudlan submarincs, used largely for ASW
training, could be eliminated. These are used mainly for ASW exercises;
1f they were decommissioned, Canadian ASW unit3 could exercise with

U.S. forces.

3. Denmark
(S) All Danish forces are committed to SACEUR. Perconuel strength

1s 6460 (1495 officers, 4965 enlisted).

1974 1981

DB, POOT cevccvcscnnccarccs 2 2 (No standoff weapons)
Patrol craft, Coastal ..... 13 15 (Minimal ASW capability)
S§S, Coastal cvcvcenccnasans 6 6 (2 new 1n 1980)
Minslayers

CO..C.l [(EE NN NN NN NN NN NE N E] ‘ ‘

m.hor. sevesesaceossacense 3 3
Fast Patrol Boats .ccvcevee 11 18
Minesweepers

c“.ul AN E RN NN N N NN NN N NN ] 8 a

x“mr. 8806000000008 000 e ‘ ‘

.(U) OASD/PAE, op. cit., p. E-4-2, recommends the purchase uf a

sdditional 20 P-3C ASW patrol aircraft out of funds made available by re-

ductioas in the Canadiaa Army. This shift of reaources would appear to
e ‘nconsistent vith NATO priorities, especially in a short war concept.
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(S) Tae Danish Navy ls a feeble conglomeration of old and new
ships, considered only about 50 percent effective in closing the Danish
Straits, and then only if sufficient time {s available for mobilization
and atr defense is provided by other allies. Therc is high dependence
on conscripts, whose training is poor (although training of regulars is
gnod). Now conscript service {e boing reduced from 12 to 9 months.
Danish coasts are essentially undefended, except for several 150mm
batteries and some mines, Lf laid. Eight new fast patrol boats now
under construction, to be delivered by 1978, will be equipped with wire-
guided torpedoes and probably 3SM. These should have a high combat
potential.

(S) Denmark's escort types and submarines are of doubtful effec-
tiveness in the Baltic approaches. Resources should be shifted to
improve strait closure capabilities.

4. Germany

(S) All forces are committed to SACEUR, although German escorts
participate from time to time in Standing Naval Force Atlantlc opera-
tions. Except for these operations, current ASW, AAW, and mine-warfare
activity is limited to waters adjacent tn West Gersany and the southern
region >f the North Sea. Personnel {nclude 36,150 (4950 officers, 31,200
enlisted, including 6400 in naval air). Twenty-five percent of the en-
1isted men are conscripts with maximun }5-month service.

(3) German escortr are assessed “n be of low ASW and AAW effec-
tiveness, except possibly for three UDs equipped with ASROC and Tartar
missiles. Other escorts are equipped with World War Il wveapons. The
ASY air arm has fair tc moderate capability, but no minigg capability.

By the Lestern Europzan Union Treaty of 1954, Germany is limited to
wvarships of less than 3000 tons, except for eight destccyers. The larger
ships are operatiocnal only six months of the year. Eighteen new coastal
submarines are being constructed. Reserve flotillas and amphibfous
transport units are being elininated. Thirty old fast patrol boats are
being replaced with 30 new uvnes (20 to be wquipped with SSM). Navy F-104Cs
are being fitted with ASM. Four Jdestroyers are being fitted with SSM.
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DDG, Good +vvcuvnnanasecnne 3 )
DD, Falr ..cocicvesvenncsns 4 4 (10 be fitted with S:5M)
OD, WW1I, POOF ccceevnnnn., ) -
DE, oid 6 6
SsC 18 18
PCC - 10 (N_ ASW capability)
PTFG - 20 {No ASW capa™{.ity)
PHM - 10 (No ASW caps’ility)
PTFG, 0Oid 39 ==  (Phasing out, 1973-1385)
Minegweepers

Coastal 42 36 (Additional 4 MHC

Inshore 47 30 possible)
VP-LR Lofar

MK2 Atlantique (or S~3A) -- p

MKl Atlantique 12 12 (to 5 in 1983)
F-104C 18 ?  (MRCA after 1976)

No minelayers

(C) Some of Lhese changes are part of the FRG 1975-1980 force-
restructuring program. But modernization of four Hambur; clart. .estroy-
ers with SSM seems questionable in view of Soviet Baltic capabilitiea.
Unless these DDs are to be uged elsevhere, the FRG would prabably do
better to follow SACEUR's 1975-1980 force proposals and equip all of
its newv patrol boats with SSM. SACEUR deems guided-missile patrol
boats '"to comprise one of the most effective means of providing coastal
defunse t¢gainst surface ship operations, including amphibious ass.ult.
The current inadeqnate numbers of these units for use in the Biltic
Straits constitutes a critical Northern Region dcficiency.".

(U) The larger German surface ships, especially the i1 destroyers,
would appear to be highly vulnerable i assigne’ solely to Baltic nd
Northern Region tasks. Under a reglonal specialization concept, Cermany
wuld in the future concentrate on smaller, less vulneralle craft,
aissile boats, and lund-based air, for exampie, to attack enemy naval
forces and installations in the Ba’zic and North Seas approaches. Any

L]
(U) ACC Force Propoeais, 1975-1880, op. cit.
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savings could be shitted to Center Region force improvemen.s., An ifrmedi-
ate alternative would be to shift the ercort types to ocean esort =la-
sfu2 uncer SACLANT. The effectiveness of thils scheme wrsld fepend, w-
ever, on evcort capabilitien, lcalistic-mupport arcangements, and compa’ .

bility with other Atlantic eacorts.

5. Greece
(S) All Greek forces were {n the SACELP-Sauth arca untfl Augunt
1974, vhen Jreece withdrew {ts military forces from NAT . Personneid

numbers 16,900 (2050 officers, 14,850 enlfct~d).

1974 1981
Escorts, Good (DEG) ....... .- I() (1€ tn "9172,
DD, WWII, Guod «.cvecccanses 3 l
DIy, WWII, Fafr ..coceeosvens 1 3
DD, WWII, P00r .covvsossccs 7 -
DE, Old suceveervoncvoncnss 4 -
PCE, Coastal .evecevecnrnes k) 2 vtoor ASW)
SS=LR, WWII cociveocvcssoce 2 2(?) (May phase out by 1989)
SSC, Cerman ...ccoovecovasne 4 4
PIFG cvecsvncccescn-sassnas ) 8 w ASW capatility)
PTE oele/ero o oo)e s atels|e stats slsters'si= 12 17 (Yic ASW capability)
Minelayers .cccovocec.oanee 2 2
MSC covesnvoostoscnssessnen 20 14
VP-SR, Obhsolete .ccvvvenees 19 [ (Phased nut by 1982)

Greece also has 12 amphibicus ships and about 108 miscellaneous amphibi-
ous, auxiliary and service craft.

(S) Greek Navy ASW and AAW arc gererally poor.. Surface escort
types have poor ASW equipment and add little to Alljance capahiliries
for sea-lane protection. The utility to NATO of the Greek submarines is
also difficult to visualize. Capability sgainst Soviet Navy ships is
limited and marginal at best. The Creeks plan to increas: surface escort

"
(U) According to Navy intermattonal, July 1974, p. 7, Greek destroy-
ers spend two-thirds of the year in port and, for the most part, run only
on "day exarciges."
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are Lty to cight or nine and submarine sirergth to elgint, It cubmarine
g St tncreased, the old World War 11 U4, aubrarines will he
eol inatest. Bl ave been requested for four fast patrol boats and
e to tive DE tor 1977-1978,
() Cencooteation by Greece on fast misuile and torpedo doats and

fneewitar  cralt would apperr more sensible. The Greek naval pregran
seeme Mighly expenaive from a NATO viewpoint, given moure pressing
Arcund= and afr-detense deficleicles. If Green (and Tutlish) escort
toroes wre mude tully capable of Mediterranean ocean escort functions,
they could productively carry out sea-lare defense t.uk-.. But the
large amount of resorurces required to modernize Greek ships for these
cunctien, and to provide adequate logistic support would be an unfortu-
nate diverston of { nds from the prisority task of atrengthening local
Southeastern Regfen ground and air defenses and building adequate wvar
reserve stocks. Accomplishment of these priority tasks would virtually
climinate the need {n the carly weeks of # war for sea-lane defense --
baged on refnforcing the Region -- and might deter local conventiuvnal

attack entirely in the event of a larger NATO/Pact conflict.

6. Italy
(S) 1tuly's sizeable forces all operate in ACE's Southern Region,

Personnel 1is 43,600 (4014 officers, 19,586 enlisted men, including 655
naval {nfantry and 850 naval air). Sixty percent of [talian Navy en-
listed men are conscripts.

(S) Only the ships listed below as good and the four SSC are con-
sidered modern., All the other ships are obsolescent and would probably
not be effective in war. Current ASW capability is considered low.
There is a shortage of well-trained manpower, Inadequate logistics are
considered a major weakness. Ouly two-thirds of the Italian fleet is
operatioual a* any time. Two nev SSK are under construction and should
be in service {n 1975-1976. Orders have been placed for two new DD
types. Italy plans increased use of ASW helicopters and may fit them

®
(U) OASD/PAEQ Op. CLto. po D‘1‘20
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197
Crufsers ...occvve-cotsnnns
DLG/DUG, Cood seevsevsnnons
LG/UDG, Falr seceverensnen
DL, WWII, Fafr ccceccevenes

~ W Nt ‘

4

)

5

2

1
DN, Postwar, 7afr .ciceeess 2
DD, WWII, Falr ¢coecocnnsnss bd --
DE, Good ceovvevcncncnnsrse 6 8 (1981 list inclides 2 DEG)
DE, FaLP ccevevvcnctccnronne 4
Patrol craft (antiship) ... 9
SS=LR, DOBIWAT .cc.vvecorss p]
SS=LR, WWII ..ecevcecnscosne 2

SS=MR sscossssncsrossssanes .- 2
SSC veeesvvrosscscsscnscnns L} 4
VP=LR=LOfar secsccsvcsannns 14 23
YP=SR, Obsolete .....covsee 18 == {(Phased out by 1979)
Large helicopters ......ees 24 24
Small telicopters ..cecoves 15 15

Italy also has 61 mine-warfare craft, 6 amphibious ships, 71 am-
phibious craft, 44 auxiliaries, 65 service craft, but nc minelayers.

with ASM. A number of new gunboats are planned to be equipped with the
OTOMAT SSM. The two squadrons of Atlantique VPs (seven per squadron,
a total of 18) should be ready foc operations in mid-1974.

(C) The Italian crutun. equipped with SAM are understood to have
a wvartime role, initially, as Sixith Flest escorts. The role of the cother
cruiser is less fir-." Although ths cruisers participate in NATO com-
bined exercises from time to timc, informsl raports indicate that con-
tinual problems nccur in maintenance, C3 compatibility, and logistic
support., In light of these reports, ovarall NATO priorities and the
probable marginal role of Meliterranean naval fcrces in a NATO/Pact con-
flict, the cruisers appear t2 be an inappropriate use of resources. The

- .
(U) Two 6500-ton cruisers with SAM, one 8850-ton cruiser with
helicepter and ASROC.

e
(U) Navy Intermational, April 1974.
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tattonale for the larger, long-range [tallan submarines, the amphiblous
ships, and craft appears similarly dubjous. Hence, Italy would appear
to be a prime candidate for resource shifts, especial’y to small craft
optimized againat the Soviet Navy, such as PIMs or FPAe., Whatever
savings could be realized from reduction of .taly's marginal naval units
might better be applied to less expensive, syecislized naval forces to
counter Soviet naval forces, to air defense, to increase lov war reserve
stocks, to {nf-sstructure projects, such as shelters to reduce the vul-
nerability of land-based atrcralt, and to increased operations and exer-
ciscs to improve the combat efficiency of all forces.

7. Tha Netherlands

(S) About one-third of Netherlands ships are committed to CINCCHAN
and the remainder to SACLANT. Personnel strength is 18,900 (2300 offi-
cers and 16,600 enlisted) plus 3000 Marines (200 officers, 2800 enlisted)
of vhom 800 are stationed in the Antilles.

1976 1981
CLG siveeeseccescssarconsns 1 - (Phased out 1in 1975)
DDG, Good .ecveeennssnscens - 2
DEH, Good «.scevcossncee oo 6 8 (Possibly includes 2 DEP
in 1976)
DD, Fair ccvececvccnsnccesne 10 2(7)

Pc!/sc 906 00000000000 P0O0OCCDS 11 11 (11 co..t.l uw)

SS-LR ees00scsessssrss R NL

m 200 08900000 0000000000800 s

m/mc 08 0000000000000 000 31 26

MSI cecccoccovrccncacsssccsses 1 2
Lllldm. Crlft _— V?-LR eses 12 12
Atlantique

Difar (or new type VP) (16 total by 1983)

Lof.r 00 0008000000000

o |
[- -]

Nept-une
LOf'r eevesesscsoesevee 10 Sl (Ph‘“d out by 1980)
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(S) Dutch ASW forces are considered of good combat effectiveness
againat convent ional submarines. Lxcept for one fleet oiler (and another
fitting vur), the Cutch Navy has no separate mobile logistic suppurt and
{s thereforc dependent on rsefgtance from other allles fur distant opera-
tions. Une rubmarine (on a rotating basis) operates with the British
Navy == 14 weeks at a time. The Netherlands Marines train with aad oper-
ate with the British Marines.

(S) PFuture ASW capabilities will de planned around fewer, but more
capable, land-based \SW sircraft and {ncreased surface ASW capabilities.
The Netherlande is replacing its crulser vith two large ODG of over 6000
tors and is also considering additional sudmarine purchases. The DDGs,
vhich will come into service in 1978-1980, will be equipped with Harpoon
SSM, Tartar SAM, and ASROC asW missiles. [lurchase of an additional four
such DDGs is also under considerat.on.

(C) But the Netherlarde simply iacks che resources to deploy effec-
tively naval forces of this magnitude vhile stil]l mesting jts even higher
priority requirement to rectify ths veakness of the I Netherlands Corpe
allotted to the NATO shield (uee Chapter I1). Thus, despite the strong
Dutch naval tradition, we believe that such resource sllocations would
serve to starve the Army vhile funding the Navy, a tendency certainly out
of kilter with the perceived threat. The DDGs appear excessively lurge
for national and Alliance purposes, but che Dutch prodbably justify these
ships vith their vestige of ouversess possessions. Unless nev or curreat
submarines are effective for ASW barriers, they too appear excessive. Ve
regaid the Dutch submarine forcc as a prime candidate for trade-offs,
since its main function seens to be to train Dutch ASW forces. fustifi-
cation for the Dutch Marines is also hard t~» ¢4 ir & NATO context.
Shift c¢ freed resources to improve Center Ragion antitank and attack
afir capabilitiea appears badly neelded (see chapters Il and 1II).

8. Norvay
(S) Norwvegian DEs are committed tc SACEUR, presumably for coastal

detense, since they have only fair ASW capability. The Air Porce aans
the P-13 maritime patrol aircraft, all of which are committed to S.CLANT.
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feraonnel streagth te F600 (1660 of ficers, 6940 enlfasted), whi  h {n-
cludea 3OO0 office' s amd 1600 men {n the coast artil lery,

1974 1981

DEy FALT tiivnevnvnnrannane 5 p] (35Ms by 1976?)
L 2 2

S55C tecrneniennscns sarenes 15 15

PTGL tivvvnneonnonsassnnnns 26 26

L S 20 0

MMC civvvvsnosonsnnsnscnnes 3

MSC tivervescnannsssssnrens 10 10

VP=LR lofar ...ceececnccncs 4 )

(S) The Norwegian Navy has only minimal capabilitles to defend the
coast against amphtbious attack and to protect coastal shipping. Only
€2 parcent operational, the other 38 percent would take 15 to 45 days to
become combat ready. Norway has been coasidering the purchase of new sub-
marines and about 14 newv guided-missile patrol boats with SSM and wire-
guided torpedoes. Funds have not yet been allocated. The five Norwegian
d~stroyer escorts vould appear to be a target for resource shift, unless
they are equipped wvith SSM as may happen. Improvement in SSM-armed
small craft and land-based air ASW capabilities would seem a higher
priority need,

9. Portugal
(S) The entire Portuguese Navy 1s of lowv capability and marginal

cozbct effectiveness. Ounly half of the eight DEs are committed to
SACLANT. Personnel include 19,500 (2000 officers, 17,300 enlisted, and
200 cadets) plus 3900 Marines; 7800 men sre stationsd overseas; 40 percent
are conscripts.

(S) Except possibly for several DEs, the Portuguese Navy is con-
sidered incapadle of effective wartime operations. Four PCEc have been
ordered from Spa'ln for delivery in the uid-1970s. Now that Portugal {is
giving up its colonies, an opportunity existe for rationalising its navy
to optimize ite NATO role. Since no Portuguese units are assessed ®o
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1974 1981
8
4

DE, Falr=PoOr «.csvescecsss 8 (Two DEs are inactive)
SS=MRI L il s /afatateTele laxs oxelatetele 4 (Margirally operational)
{3 08B d 00080 BT aT e I0C 6 10 (A1l in Africa)
18 loob Fo00000 600 0o 0 oAb OC 8 3
PGUEG ciofeleiercrsiorelslolelols = o © s[s]s 13 20
VP-LR

Obwolete cecvccoscnnncsss 8 - (Phased ovt by 1977)
MSO sscvsassessccossansanss 2 0 (Manned by Air Force)
MSC tsvevvvsvoccsarssnnssos 11 6

Portugal also has 1l amphidbious and service cratt. This includes
7 LCU which can lay sines.

have high or even moderate capability, Portugal might be induced to scrap
fts ineffective DEs and submarines ia favor of higher quality suriace
escorts, mins craft, and effecti{ive ASW patrol aircraft specialized to
assist in the control of the Straits of Gibraltar and agproaches.

10.  Turkey
(S) Turkay's Navy, although probably the best of thc three Turkish

services (vith the highest ratio of long-service personnel) is sostly of
less relevance to NATO needs than ths other services. Although all of
the Turkish Navy is in the SACEUR Southeza Region, n» units are formally
committed to NATO. Personnel strength, including 3000 Marines, is 2500
officers, 5000 petty officers, and 32,000 conscripts. Only 29 percent of
the total are afloat. Some ships ars 20 to 30 percent overmanned.

(S) The Turkish Navy has only marg'nal straits control capability,
a sericus deficiency since this is the highest priority naval uission
from a NATO viewvpoint. With a deteriorsting aine stockpile and minelayers
reportedly inactive in peacetims, it is estimated that five to six weeks
would be required for Turkey to closs the straits == 1if sir defenses were
sdequate, vhich they reportedly are oot. Turksy's ncval plans seea to
have Creek, rather than the WP, forces in mind. In addition to the new
ships noted in the list below, eight utility landing craft will be ac-
quired by 1975. Four DDs and two DEs are to be equipped with SSM.
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1974 1981
DE, Postvar, Filr .ccccvnes 2 4 (8 by 19857)
DD, WWII, Good «vvevsevsess 4 4
DD, WWII, FaIT ccevvecvresns 2 2
DD, WWII, POOE sevevcacsese 9 3
SS=LR, WWIl .cosveccccarnes 10 8
B S CIeITere) o oioionolois 1o o sisnensise)eraie 2 4 (1000-ton German types)
PCE tocevvroscecsssssnnssas 4 4 (Coastal ASW)
PC tevvessssseosoncnsanssee 6 ) (Coastal ASW)
POM tvcecvsnnnncrosonsnssse 2 2
PTE cocvesesnersssseonsrooe 11 13 (1981 list may include
4 PTFG)
NMC, New ..covvsncsssccsnse 1 1
V1 B R0000EC000 00000000 7 7

MSC tcoeervnccsceorannsonses 16 16

MST seececscossncsnsscscsss & 4

VS-SR, Obsolete .cocevocens 12 12 (Manned by the Air Force)
Turkey slso has 62 amphibious craft, 40 auxiliaries, and 47

service craft.

(S) But Turkey's ground and air deficiencies are so serious that
a strong case can be made for trading off naval resources to meet them.
GCranted that the Cyprus probleam and other long-standing Greek/Turkish
difficulties make this doubly difficult, at least aid suppliers like the
United States and FRG should not contribute to the Turkish imbalance by
providing naval aid of marginal overall utility to NATC. Turkey's
destroyer types and ten large ex-U.S. World War II submarines would have
low survivability and effcctiveness in the Black Sea. From a purely
NATO viewpoint, most such ships (except those with SSM) could be elimi-
natcd to provide resources for improved strait-closure capabilities,
especially in mine-warfare craft and fast patrol boats armed with effec-
tive SSM. Turkey might also consider purchasing more small submarines,
similar to those the FRG is building. '

(S) We see Turkey's highest priority naval needs as strengthening
its strait-closurs capabilities. Like most other European NAIO countries,
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Turkey should give flrst priority to ant{ishipping, missile-armed air-
craft and patrol boats. OASL/PAE recoumendations for Turkey ({f funds
become avaflable) call for command support facilities, 40 A-7E air-
craft, and a fleet oiler, in that order of prtority. But, in vicw of
NATO priorities, should Turkey really allocate scarce funds for comauni-
cations support for deployed forces (about $2 mililon worth) and a fleet
otler to facilitate "independent escort operations for major surface
combdtantl.". The contribution of such improvements to enhancing local
strait-closure performance — not involving deployment or "independent

escort operations” -- is questionable.

1l. United Kiagdow
(S) The U.K. commits the bulk of its naval forces to SACLANT, but

also furnishes some ASW forces to SACEUR's Southern Region and to
CINCCHAN, as well as some mine-warfare forces to CINCCHAN. Some 65 per-
cent of the British Navy is earmarked for NATO by M+l5. One or two DEs
are stationed in the Caribbean, and a similar number kept in the ANZUK
force. Cast c¢f Suez, the U.K. maintains one DLG, five DE3s with auxiliary
support, and one 3SN, when available. Personnel is 83,000 (10,200 offi-
cers, 62,5800 enlisted), including 10,300 in the fleet air arm and 8:00
Marines.

(S) British ASW forces are fairly adequate against conventional
submurines but obviously too few in nuumber for protection of the sea
lanes co the U.K. without much U.S. aasistance. The fleet air arm is be-
coming all-helicopter, for local escort only. Short-range AAW Seacat
missiles are fitted in all escorts, except a few old DEs. Seaslug
med {ur~range AAV missiles are fitted in eight DLG/DDG. Submarines, even
the SSNs, casry World Yar II weapons. Plans exist to {nstall SSM in
surface escorts. Submarinas are equipped for minelaying; no surface
minelayers are active. For NATO flank-reinforcement nissions, the am-
phibious ships and craft can carry a reinforced brigade, but the U.K.

Marines are considered to have no sustaii 1 combat capability. 1If, as

*
(U) OASD/PAE, op. cit., p. E-4-6 and 7.
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cv 9060 2 0RO LIS ESIION NSO ‘
cLll 6 85 85068 0000020800 2
DLC/DDC. Good ivirirereennn 11
DE. Gowd sev st esers s e "‘3
DE. '.‘r 6B B RSOOSR E DO DOS 16
SSN 080 08 0V DN SINNOLE OIS RNOENL S PRNDOOSE 8
SS‘LR eesisessstassr 0o 21
PCMETeTeterers Neksiskole oIeeRefskeRotole]e
?TF C R B B BE BN B B BN BN RN LB BN BN BN BN BN RN B A 3
MHC seceevvconcisntnnnsvnosnne 15
MSC tvecovvscsscnnrssacnnes 20
MSI cvoeevvenrsoncrsocoacere 5
VP-LR

thﬂr RN TR RN A WA N ——

Lof.t o0 s rBNEOREEBDO NS Js
Helicopters, shore-based

SH'J @00 e 110800000000 23

SH-J‘O R IR N NI Y S 3 B ) 11

wa’Ps csseesssssses e 23

Lynx 00escsseevscssrs s bl

The U.K. also has 11 amphibious

about 270 auxiliary and service craft.

19
48

13
19

13
10

41

2]

18
22

(Phased out by 1978)

(To be replaced by thru-

deck cruisers when

funded)

(1981 list may incluae

11 DEG)

(A total of 15 is planned)

vihiiaed by Alr Force)

(Phased out by 1978)

(Phased out by 1979)

(By 1977)

ships, 48 amphibious ~raft, 'nd

some observers believe, the Royal Navy will befor» iong lose all the

larger ships capable of controlling an amphibious assault, then it will

either be completely dependent on U.S. C? support or unilaterally in-

capable of such aan assault.

(S) The keel has been laid for one thru-deck cruiser (CAH) to be
equipped with SSM and CAM anu carry heli.opters and V/STOL aircraft.
Three CAHs were planned for 1980-1982 delivcry, but funds have been

held up. About 12 DD5/DEC arec under const-uctjon or planned.

Since the

U.K. military withdrawal from East of Suez and the reorientation of U.K.

defense policy more completely toward Europe, 1t i difficult to see
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exactly vhat the Royal Navy role is supnosed 20 he. Its size (still
third largest) and nature »til) Lear wvitness to past great-power status
and a wrldvide role that has cesentially disappeared. Britain's eco-
nomic problems and drastic curtailment of all types of gsovernment spend-
ing vill maks it imossible for the U.K. to maintain {ts current mari-
time position.

(U) Nonetheless, the recent U.K. defense revievw seems to have
placed emphasis on retaining balanced national forces rather than on
Alliance missions. It now appears that the U.K. will withdraw further
to the West and abandon its naval commitment in the Mediterranean, vhere
it norzally keeps nine ur more naval combatants. The defence review
also indicates a probable shift in capabilities frua protecting long-
haul shipping (such as tankars from the Mideart) to protecting Nor'h Sea
oil rigs and pipelines. It also calls for reduction nf one of two heli-
copter shipe (LPH) and one of two landing craft (LPD). This will impact
on U.K., ability to launch an saphibious force even in ailacent waters --
for example, to deploy troops to Norway. It sseas to us that after the
programmed cuts the reduced capability of the amphibious force mikes {t
of doubtful value to the U.K. or to NATO. Rather, it seems like sn ex-
ample of an across-the-board cut wvhere everyoae is rcduced somevhat,
rather than one of facing hard priorities. The reduction of diesel sub-
marines (SSK) to 14 by end-1978 1is more rational, but the pruposed re-
duction of mine-hunters and minrsweepers will impuct heavily on NATO's
alieady limited mine-warfare capabilities. The reduction of maritime
patrol aircraft from 41 to 26 is not compensated for by the retention of
34 shore-based ASW helicopters. which the U.K. had previously planned to
phase down.

(V) It would 4eem more rational for the U.K. to maintain and wodern-
ize 3ritish ASW capabilities as the ecastern anchor of the sea-lane proiec-
tion hedge forcn.. To this end, we recommend actinns such as putting

.(ln The British aight also consider consolidation of shore facili-
ties as an economy move According to Navy Intemmational, July 1974.
P. 3, the dockyard labor force 1r 1962-1963 was 57,800 to suppoct a fleet
of 513 wvarships, while in 1974, 46,800 men in four dockyards sup,or:ed
oaly 333 warships. This fleet decline of 35 percent is not matched by
the labor force declinc of only 19 percent, and adjustments should le
possible.
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helicopters and V/STOL on oil rigs i{nstead of allocating scarce escort
tesources, and reconsidering the value to NATO of its reduced smplitbious

forces versus the valie of audernizing and maintaining its maritize

patrol aircraft.

12. UNITED STATES
(U) Since the U.S. Navy is sized 'nd confijured for a gloval rather

than a primarily NATO role, it is diff. cult to develop rationalization
options based primarily on NATO contingcncies. The U.S. Navy nov speci-

fies three main naval generai-purpose force missions:

(a) Sea rontrol, including the protection of the sea liues of com-
mmnication for both projection and supporc traffic.

(b) Projection of force by sea-bused air ard amphibious forces.

(c) Presenze, or the naval comntributlon to U.S. political, eco-
nomic, and military objectives by visible, geographically
relevant, and controlled display of potential strength or in-
volvement — the modern version of "gunooat diplcmacy." The
preaise lg that forces for the presence mission would come
from the tnveatory decigned for the other two missions.

(U) It has become spparent to the Navy cthat without tre introduction
of new concepts and defensive technology, the increasing vulnerability of
the carrier (especially to antiship missiles) would vapidly degrade its
usefulness in the profection mission, particularly in the context of a
MATO/WP var. But in other contexts and in areas where U.S. base availabil-

ty 1s sparse or lacking, carrier forcee may be our main reliance for pro-
jection or presence missions. However, the tremendous increases in costs
resultant from the offensive, defensive, and propulsion technology necessary
ts> be trul; "general purpose" iu automatically forcing a reduction in num-
bers of carricrs coincident with overall shrinkage in overseas U.5. base
availability. As increasingly expensive baskets for increasingly expuensive
eggs, the carriers may be becoming too valuable to risk in ary but

ry
(U) Until epring 1974, projection was the priority U.S. Navy
miesion.
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anti-Soviet contingencivs. And in these, the ASM and SSM threat may
mike flight-deck survival dubious.

(U) These factors, in combination with a changip~ pattern of U.S.
global commitments, add new complexities to the carrier questiun in
terms of cost-effectiveness and relative priority. The 12 carriers that
the Navy plans for on a continuing basis (15 in F¥ 1975) are dif‘icult
to justify on the basis of strictly NAIO considerations, in view of
their vulnerability and limited contribution to the key Centar Reginn.
However, the Navy is exploring the possibilities for improving conven-
tional deterrencc-defense agsets by the use of sea-based air to surport
the Center Region land battle.. This would be in accord with rur view
of proper NATO priorities, especially in the first 30 days of a MNATO/
Pact conventional war. PBRut the SEA CLAMP schene, by restricting carrier
vperations to relatively small sea areas, would probably increase their
viinerability, 1f the Sovists predeployed attack gubmariies into the
i1 ‘aas prior to establishment of ASW barriers or were able to mine the

Teas.

(U) But the most .mportant area warranting reviev in terms of
rationalizing the U.S. Na'y contribution to NATO lies in the ASW area.
The force posture of the U.S. Navy, especially the attention paid to ASW
capabilities, also reflects an assumption of a protracted war in NATO
Europe and the consequenc nsed for large forces to protect the sea lines
of communication. %Ye have questionsd wt«ther this assumption is consis-
tent with an optimum NATO strategv, particularly given the fact that our
allies are not preseatly capable of suntaining a protracted conflict
(see pp. 143-146).

(U) The complex and interlocking protective tasks involved in
direct defense (escorts), intcrdiction (air and submarine burriers), sea
area control, and surveillance have also caught the U.S. Nasy in thc
technical and economic scueezs described earlier (see pp. 138-163). * The

*(U) OPFAV "s%\ CLANP” presentation.

“(l‘) Escort- ars becoming so large and expensive that they th~m~
selves have become worthwhile targets, even in the presence of larger
ships. Yor example, the Spruamice-class dertroyer (of which 30 are
planned) 19 56) feat long and displaces 7800 tons. This is about twice
the size of the majority of current escorts and larger than many pre-
World War II light cruisers. If this tendency continues, can we look for
smaller cingie-purpoxe escorts to escort the larger escorts?
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Navy hopes tn ycquire a suificicent number of ship units to ceope with
widely spread contingency pos-ibilities, while retaining rclevaat capa-
bilities in the face of the squeeze, via ity hi-lo mix coucept. Only
a relatively small number of expensive, high-capabiifty, multifunction
sutface units 27e allocated for conirontations with the most capable
cueny, i.e., the Soviet Union, in situations "lere t{he ¢nemy can use
his full range of capabilities. This "hi" part of the lavy mix would,
of course, include the large carriers and the most capable cacorts.

The bulk of the Navy (the "lo" part of the mix) wousl be conpused
mostly of single-function surface units cr unizs that cou.d be tullored
by modular equipmeat design for capabilities to fit the nced. These
units would be designe. to cope with eriemy capabil {ties of less ccope
than those confronting the "hi" part of the mix, i.e., "lo" threats, and
could include sea conirol ships (SCS) and less expensive ocean escurts.
The "tailoring" capability would permit the use of the "1u" part of tne
aix for specialized presence, projecticn, or arra control missions,
either alone or {n conjunccion with the "hi" units,

(U) In many ways, the U.S. Navy has anticip.ted the technical and
economic squeeze and the need to modify forces [or maximum effectivenezs
and consistency with global realfties, with.n political and fisca) con-
straints that have forced a 45 percent reduction in forces alince 1969.
The hi-lo mix concept and the sea control ship are exampl2s (f this inno-
vativeness. Another example {s the concept of the flexible-load aircraft
carriar (CV) as opposed to the traditional attack carrier (CVA) and ASW
cacrier (CVS) arraugement of foraer years. But the hj -lo mix scheme is
sontroversial. PFeatures suzh as the curreaily available (AV-8) V/STOL
aircraft for the planned sea control ships {(three of each) are considered
by some to be of dubious military vi.ue, while the planned load of heli-
copters (. 4) is deemed insufficient to maintain a continuous and effective
ASW patral..

.(U) Matral &. R. Zuwalt, then CNO, disclosed in early 1974 thut
the Navy is adding some 30 feet to the proposed length of the sea confrol
ship so that 25, rather than 17, aircraft can be carried. Such changes
are sesp t. incriaee buildiag costs to over $150 million, instead of the
original $100 million estimate. They also vlll tend to arouse the suspi-
cione of the other services that the SCS wi.ll eventual.y grov into a true
carrier, complete witbh catapults, arrestiry gear, and Jdefensive arrament,
features aot nov planned. (uongressional action in the sprinyg of 1974
eliminated funding for tha SCS rY 1975.)
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(S) The SCS, of course, i{s a Navy compromise to cope wit.. la~ge
numbers of dispersed Soviet naval forces that could threaten glob.l sea
lines of communica%ion. At the moment, only large carriers may be able
to cope with Soviet surface cruise missile ships, but large carriers
are nov few in nuaber. This situction makes it difficult to provide
demonstrable opposition to videspread Soviet naval forces. Although
the SCS may be the answer in a political ,resence sense, questions have
arisen as to its capat‘lity to vithstaad atteck from SSM (surface or
submarine-launched) o. ASM. Many stulies indicate that even the CV will
have problems 11 this regard. If the CV canno. cope, the value of the
SCS with relatively low performance, no integral defcnse, and undersize
air wing becomes questionable. Additionally, the SCS, without the S3A
aircraft, is expected tc have only margicy: AW effectivenesn, duc to
liuiied effectiveness of current sonchbuoys and dipping sonar.

(S) Another NATC rationslization option wvarranting reviev would
be the adjustment 2f current force deployments to put more ships in the
Atlantic at the expunse of the Pacific. Nct only are Atlantic require-
ments of higher priority in a NATO/WP conflicc, but we question the
vurrent planning sssusptZlon that in this contingency hostilities would
also occur simultaneourly {a the Pacific. In all likelihood, the CPP
would remain neutral in the event of a NATO,'Pact clash and Japan might
well 40 the same., 1t ‘s also quite possible that the USSR would not wish
_ to become incolved in a two-front war. Under these circurstances, it 1is
difficult to see what the U.S. could expect to gain fzom initiating
hostilities in the Pacific., Current plan to deploy seven of the Navy's
planned 12 atrcraft carriers in the Pacific, and othar Pacific depioy-
nents as well migiit be reconsidered 1n this light.
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V. RATIONALIZING NATO LOGISTICS

U) 1t NATO is tr field a credivle defense at acceptable cost, it
must ratinnaiize its present -umbcrsome logistic posture, We are speak-
f1. here primarily of wilitary logistic functions. NAI does have an
elalorate arruy of civil logistic bodies but these are concerned mostly
with mobilizling and allocating civil resources Lo the war effort, and
deciding on civil versus military allocations. Indeed, tlidis NATO
logistics apparatus is eo spr=ad vut end includes so many agencies
that, as one senior NATO mfilitary logistician compiained, it is diffi-
cult to know which does what or which to g o to for decisions.

(U) However, .n the military side, despite the large number of
NATO agencics and bodies involved in various cspects uf logistics, NATO
does not have a lcgiatic posture —- what it does have is a nusber of
separate national logistic postures, most of them quite inade uats and
probably lackirg sufficient capability to aupport even their own planned
forces within assigned :cctor... Since there {s also no military logis-
tic organization capable of reeting the needs for out of sector deploy-
ment, even in the Center Region, it is hard to see hov national forces
could be logistically supported if deployed out of assigned mectors.

In vartime, moreover, the separate nationsl LOCs would become so futer-
nived s ro crvate a lo~firtic nightaare, with no authoritative NATO
ailitary body to impose priozittes or to sort things out. In shnrt,

ve believe that NATO lacks the sinimum essential logistic backup to per-
mit it to carty out even an initisal conventional defense (aee pp. 204-205).

(U) Thus, finding ratiosal solutions to .:'ATO's complex multina-
tional logistic problems is indispensable oan grounds of effectivene-~s
alaus. Any cost savings probably would be z:dcnt... Houevar, given

.
(U) This 15 ths clerr thrust of SHAP} analyz:s; i individual
country postures, as wa re2sd tiwem,

..(U) A similar conclusion was reached in the most penctrating
analysis of NATO logistic problems and options in two Adelphi Papers,
No. 62 on AMilitary logistio Systems in NATO: The Goal of Integration,
Part I: f:arwmic Aspects, Deccmber 1969. and No. 6, Part IT: Military
Asvects, June i970. ELoth ara by ‘eoifrey Ashcroft, an Assistant Secre-

tary in the Briiish Minietry of Defence. He writes from consideradble
ckgrouna knowledge of NATO, and this chapter is gireatly inudebted to

is vork,
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the resources bind, which {8 a ke premise of this study, rectifylug
logistic defictencies will probably depend on {dentifying cost-saviug
trade=ofts.  Eve. more {oportant, the add-on costs of rectifying
existing logistic detlciencies on a purely naticnal basis are probably
30 great as to drive VATO toward mult{lateral solutfons as the only
cost-effective course avaiiable in a period of severe cost constraints.

(U) Fortunately, lopistice also offers one ot the most promising
arvas for achievinyg greater etfectiveness and even cost-saviag cffi-
cienzfes via R/S, 1f only becaure so little has been done to date,
This {s partly an intuitive judpment, based on our feeling that nany
(though not all) logistic mittecs arve loss subject to doctrinal or
parochial natfonal or service objections than comhat-force structure
and employment.  Thus, NATO allfes faced witiv tight budgets seem more
ltkely to compronise on ratfoualizing logistically than to cut nationa.
combat forces or standardize weaponry., Moreover, some forms of logis-
tic support would seem well sufited to combined HATO, rather than indi-
vidual allied, cffort because they entail cumaon-user supplies like PCL,
transport, or pott and depot facilities, which can readily be usec by
several national forces.

(U) But first it is cssentias to define what we mean by (. :io-
# . Ashcroft pofnts out that there {s no single hard and fast uefi-
nition. Rather, it is an clasti- iterm that can be interpreted broadly
to irclude "all {unctions other than fighting, tactics, or straters,"
or narrowly confined to maintenance, movement, and supply of '.oops.*
For the sarme reasons as Asucroft, we too will restrict the scope of this
chapter primarily te maintenance, transport, and supply functions, leav-
ing for Chapter VI sich lssues as joint R&D, equipment standardizatf{on,
and weapons procur~ment. In effect, our primary fccus will be on what
the Loglstic Subgroup of the NATO EWG has termed ~ nowrmer [5:70!7 e,
rather than orn ;e janpe [ogf0rica. We will further focus on logistic
funct fons behind corps rear boundaries, rather than in the fsmediote
corbat a:eas, and mostly in the Ceater Reglon (since geography alone

mibcs the flanks a rather diffcrent problem),

]
(V) Part 1, op. cit., pp. 2-4,
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i\_:_ OBSTACLES TO LOGISTIC C(IJPERATIQ_.‘_{
(U) We find it surprising that logistic cooperation has received

so little attention in NATO over the past 25 years, particularly in the
crucial Center Region. We have found that NATO and national lngisti-
cians seem cn the whole nore open-minded and willing to go further
toward logistizs rutionalization than authorities in most other fields,
Indeed, they appear willing to go further thar their naticnal authori-
ties, with their larger reservatiors about R/S in general, wil! as vet
permit. But NATO and national logistic planners are not receiving the
high-level support and direction needed to devise more rational and
economical support arrangements. So it behooves us to begin by asking:

Why not?

1. Logistics As a National Responsibility

(S) The long-standing "'doctrine" that logfitics is a naticnal
responsibility has been the biggest obstacl t -- and, indeed, an
Ilrornnlad excuse for = {naction. From the ¢ .cset ot NATO, it has in-
hibited common logistic approaches, many nations having vsed i: as an
excuse for inaction or to justify opposition to increased logistic
cooperaticn., MC 36/2, the basic document outlining the division of
responsibilities between national commanders ani allied commanders, re-
quires that each nation must arra:ge for the support of its forces,
This requirement {s a far cry from a specific injuncticn that each
nation must itself provide all such support. While the orinciple that
logistics 13 a national responsibility was expressly set forth in
MC 86/2 and 8:/4, the puidance in these documents pertained primarily
to specific areas of logistics. The principle has subsequently been
interpreted to iuclude all aspects of lcgistics and has been used by
nations when they seek an ascape from proposals they do not wish to
accept for other, more parochial or less defensible reas:ns,

(U) The wderiying reasons for this doctrine are deeply imbedded
in the national particularism tnat has dominated NATO (sce Chap.er I).
National political and military authoritizs have becn as reluctant to

give up autonomous coatrol of support forces or supplies as they have
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been to give up control of combat forces. They also worry ahout getting
a fair share of any produc:ion o~ supponrt program for their {nductries.

(U) Another erplanation advanced i{s that in the early days of NATO
the U.S. {nsisted that nations support their own forces as a means of
getting the allies to contribute more (since the U.S. was already supply-
ing much of their equipment under MAP)., At the time, hovever, many
Europeans argued the advantagea of logistic integration, as an essential
aspect of integration in general, which reached its high vater mark in
1954 with the abortive proposals for a European Defense Community.

(U) After this debacle, logistic integration was studied again in
1957-1960, €ollowing a NATO summit resolution in December 1957 calling
for standard{za”ion and integration, particularly of logistic supvoort.
But this “as rejected again because of the formidable political, economice,
and financial obluclu.. Only the FRG, vhich was of course rebuilding
{ts military establishment from scratch, vas {avorsbie. In fact, it pro-
posed in 1960 that an integrated logisti~ system be created, including
"integrated logistic centers within major allied commands, che provision
of common storage, logistic support. stocks of spara parts, and mainte-
nance for all advanced weapons systems, and an integrated depot siructure
‘n Central Butopc."" But ueither the NATO military authorities nor the
other allied governments were willing to grasp this nettle.

2. Lack of NATO Initiative

('!) Indeed, Ashcroft is particularly critical of the NATO military
authorities, who could have been expacted to see most clearly the gains
in military effectivensss from common logistic systems. Nor have NATO

or national polit.~al authorities done wuch; in fact, they have often
failed, for parochial reasons, to support military efforts to achieve
greater efficiencies within available resources. Witness the death of
the military's effort to generate standardization by promsulgating NATO
Basic Military lsquiuunu.“. The current efforts by the Coanference

.
(U) See MC 86/1 (Revised), Yinal Jecistion, 9 December 1960.
"

(U) Ashcroft, Part 11, op. cit., p. 4.

1Y
(U) Some 49 NBMRs vexe promuljated before the scheme was adbol-
ished {n 1965 because "not ons NBMR had resulted in the commoo production
of an item specifically desig.ed to meet 1it.”" Asheroft, Parc II, op.

cit., p. S.
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of National Armaments Directors (CNAD), a civiliar orgarization sup-
por.ed by military experte, have suffered from lack of natfonal sup-
port as well, Even the foreign and defense ministers recognized this
fac. when speaking of the CNAD's pregr.es:

They recognized that more political support would de neces-
sary to overcome the obstacles to greater cooperation. lhey
agreed to the nesu for a more positive approach in order to
echiieve the financial and operational benefits of more vide-
spread adoption of jointly developed and prcduced equip-ent.'

3.__The Allfance's Nuclear-Oriented Strategy
(U) Moreover, since the Europeans in particular have relied mort-

ly on the U.S. nuclear usbrella to dete: war, they have ssen no over-
riding need for unifiad logistice. Even if aggression did occur, they
have not really expscted to have to fight for more than a fev days be-
fore nuclear eercqlation. And eomehov this avesome eventuality vas to
bring about early war termination, so tha. the incalculable logistic
cansaquences need not be prepared against. This was accopted strategy
during the firs. 20 years of the Alliance, and NATO's infrastructure, POL,
munition stocks and storage, WRM, communications, and other necessities
of war were geared to this predoainantly nuclear strategy. For example,
one aircraft with one nuclear wveapon was expected to destroy one enemy
airfield >r one choke point such as 8 key .ailvay marshalling yard.

(U) Today, NATO has accepted that the present balance of U.S. and
Soviet nuclear capabilities places increased emphasis on MNATO's conven-
tional capabilities. But NATO has not accepted or even fully calculated
the increased demands s conventional defense places on NATO's infrastruc~
ture ana logistic support capahilities. For example, to destroy an enemy
airfield or choks point by conventional means requires attack by nuvhers
of aircraft vith diverse bomb loads against specific aiming points --
aircraft, runvays, radars, SAMs, aad antiaircraft weapons, JOL storage,

and command centers to nave a few., In ail likulihood, it would - -+ * °

.(U) Final Corrnniqué of tne Ministerial Session, Brusse e
ber 3-4, 1970, paragraph 19. See also Schlesinger's Statesc:': to .me
1974 pPc.
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repeated attacks to keep che installation out of commissfion. All this
devands more POL, more bombs, more maintenance and repair, more spare
parts, and hence more 'ogistic support. Howeves, NATO has been notably
ambfvalen* about accepting the increased logis:ic requirements inherent
in 1ts reviged MC 14/ strategy, pactly because of continued residual
confidence in nuclear deterrence, partly because {. doesn't want to face
up to the cos.s or changes {nvolved.

(C) Instead, the alliance buys "days" of supplies instcad of -tuck
lewls tailored co target objectives and potential supply losses. In
effect, there has Leen a cultural lag that will continue until SHAPE and
national authorit.es accept the fdea that calculations of NATO's WRM re-
quirements should be based on the prujected level of effort and the
targets to be killed.

4. The Go-it-Alone Syndrome

(3) In many respects, national logistic planning still rcflects
wtat one senior U.S. general has termed thes '"gu-it-alone" syndrome. In
part, this has been perpetuated by the reluctance of such major allies
as the U.S., U.K,, and France to see their forces tied down in ways that
1imit their flexil-i1ity for use in other contingencies. Some smaller
powars follov suit and use their intereetsg in former colonies as their

excuss for independent support gystems.

(S) Tiw U.S. logistics posiure, in particulaz, is still based on
going it alore. For axample, instructions to USNATO on the NATO atudy
of military specialization in logistics specify that:

Thu United States considers thut the responsibilit,
placed upon its forces to vetain the capability for U.S. uni-
lateral military action anyvhere in thair grographical area
of responsibility makes it imperative that tlie United States
retain coatrol of resources vital to the support of U.S. com-
bat fources. This consideration should be paramount in any
negotiations vhich may evolve on this subject as a resulC of
ths ongoing AD-70s study, speclalization efforts, or U.S.
offeet negotiations. In reaching tuis conclusion, U.S. con-
sideration has been given to the fact that in NATO war it
may be necessary or desirable tu rely on appropriate NATO
commanders for protection of certain LOCs.
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And:

The NATO precept that each nation is responsible for
arranging tor logistic support and administration of {ts
own forces, whether assigned to NATO Command or not, is
politically and militarily pragmatic.*

(S) EUCOM's current responsibilities for contingency operations
do call for a degree of unilateral capability, but we should not let
this contingency requirement prevent our participating in NATO or in
bilateral logistic programs that wil! either generate significant econ-
omies or improve NATO's overall capatilities. The current DOD Planning
and Programming Guidance Memorandum (PPGM) already states that plans
should not contemplate large-scale withdrawals of U.S. forces from
Europe for other contingencies. This is a step in the right direction.

(U) We would go one step further. 1If we do not plan .or such
large~scals trinsfers of our Europe-based forces, we should be able to
betier tailor our theater forces for MATO defense. Whit is needed is
a clear-cut national position on the role U.5. forces are to play in
NATO's defense. We suggest this position be that there ie no concept
of a unilateral U.S. defense of Westerm Europe, and the U.S. will rely
on ite allies for logistic support wherever feasible. Until this policy
is accepted, 0SD's Total Force Policy is not going to work for the
United States, and until it works for us, it is not going to work for
NATO. Nor will U.S. military authorit.ies here, or NATO staffs, think
in terms of a NATO defense with our all‘es, rather than a U.S. defense
of designated sectors.

(U) All che ahove criticismy are nothing new, and mray wnre of
gsimilar authority could be cited. Indeed, the inefficiencies of NATO's
logistis postire are widely rccognized. But not unt{l now have hoth
the need and the economic pressures for change aphreared to be great
enough to stimulate widespread interest in remedial action.

y
(U) State to USNATO Airgraa No. 175077, dated 11 September 1973
(Secret).
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B, THE CASE FOR NATO LOGISTIC CCOPERATION
(U) NATO i{s now coming to tealize that it can no longer afford the

outaoded luxury of leaving logistics a national responsitility. To do
so is increasingly inconsistent with the future viability of the Alli-
ance. The most coapelling arguments to this effect are summarizea below:

(S) 1. At present, NATO might actually lack the conventional
lugiatic posture to fight ¢ffeotively, even for the first 30 daye.

FPirst, vhile Jeficiencies in key stocks are greatest in the Southern
Region, many also exi~t in the Center (for example, SHAPE's 1973 Logis-
tic Estimate shows that only 7 of 17 categories of critical Dutch ammuni-
tion items are up to JO-day levels). Plans are being made to r~ctify
such deficiencies by 1977-.978 and to update NATO measurements of re-
quired days of supply. But experience shows that slippage is endemic in
logiatics. Second, even if stocks were available, SHAPE estimates that
it would taks 5 to 20 days to move them forward to planned defense posi-
tions, s critical defi:iency if NATO were exposed tc a short-warning
cttack.. Again, plans are baing made to overcome this deficiency via
funding forward storage gsites nnder the NATO Infrastructure Progranm;

but it is difficult to fini land in the FRG. Third, the proiiferaticn
of different nutional weapona systems, differant calibers of w-an,
different supply and commo systems — many lacking in iutercnangeabili.y
or even compatibility -- creates a logistic nightmare in the crucial
Center Region.

(U) Fourth, the present systen whereby logistics rcmains a national
responsibility adds to this logistic uighitmare, since the many Jifferent
lines of communication to the national corps sectors would quickly becoue
inextricably intermingled in event of a NATO/WP conflict and create
another weak link for enemy exploitation. As for the U.S. ground forces
in Geraany, they do not, in fact, even have a wartime LOC ot this moment,
since one was never recreated to replace the loss of the LOC across France
in 1966. In effect, MATO lacks the logistic capability to respond suffi-
ciently flexibly to the many offensive options open to the Pact.

.(U) SHAFE comments on 1975-1980 Force Proposals (Secret).
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(U) 2. OUn the ciher haad, the frerauat™y trportanse of sonven-
tional NATU capabilitiee lictates tneregsed atiention to logietics.
Conventional defense is tuch more logistically demanding than nuclear
varfare., Moreover, especially during the first crucial few weeks of
a NATO/WP conventional clash, before major wartime national logistic
establishmeats could be set up and before the sea lanes could be cleared
of a high level 2of threat to shipping, major reliance would have to be
placed via mobilizing t:s imsense pool of European civil assets. Thiw is
doubly so in event ol the worst-case contingency -~ surprise attack --
vhen -he need would be greatest buth for ma:imum {nitial combat force
availability and for fastest deploynmt of combat rather thdan supjort
forces and supplies.

(S) Moreover, as stressed in chapters I (p. 4) an:. Il (pp. 37-18),
AFCENT must be able 5 employ its forces far more flexibly than at
Jresent planned or feasiblz, 1f the "maldeployment" problems cited by
SHAPE. (and iu AD-70) are to Le overcome. As SACEUR has pointed out,

WP possession cf the initiative permits the Pact to decide where and

how to attack, AFCENY forces must be able to be quickly shifted to meet
the threat as it develops. This has obvicus log:stic i‘zplic.tions, par-
ticularly for the U.S., which wouid provide the bulk of AFCENT augmenta-
tion forces. liencce. Secretary Schlesinger, in his written stctement for
the June 1974 DPC, Jaid great stress on more flexible forces, calling
tor a "comprehensive Central Region LOC plan which would sllow us to
send any reinforcewents wvhere they ars most nceded.“*

(U) But NATO lacks thc logistic base to permit such flexibility.
How can U.S. follow-on forces be shifted quickly to NORTHAG, for ex-
ample, 1f no logistic arrangements have previously bYeen made? Unlike
the duropeans, the United States does not have i{ts own civil economic
base and transport iafrastructure in Zurope, but must either bring it
overseas or rely heavily on its allies. In an era of constrained bud-
gets and threitened MBFR (or unilat.ral) cuts, the gezond alternative
is the only visble one. Thus rethinking the AFCENT logistic proulenm
i{n essential if the U.S. is to maks its comntribution tuv NATO optiaally

effective.

*(U) USNATO Cable No. 3355, Section 3, p. 2, 18 June 1974 (Secret).
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(WY 3, Watiomal fogiatics responaibi’ ey {o already am outm ded
rmy:h, While in theory the NATO allies could each support its own
forces (if each spent a great Jdcal more than iy likely -- see below),
in practice they are already highly dependent un each other. In tact,
we would argue that interdependence is already so firmly estahlished I
(especially in the crucial Center Region) that no NATO nation could go l
it alone in Ewrope, not even the United States. For example, neither
our air not grrund forceg can -perate witlhout POL supplies that are
dependent on allied coopecration. Our radar sites are linked by
Bundesrost land lines and their utilities Jdepend on local sources --
cven the emergency back-up generators are operated by FRGC Stardortver-
waltw 7 personne) who are respunsible for the logistical suppori of
these sites. Local naticnal emplnyees drive and repair our vehicles,
{nspect and repair our atrcraft, wan our deoots, commissaries, and mess

cm —— s

halls, serve as physicians and surgeons on the staffs of our general
hospitals, furnish fire protection for owr installatious, and serve as
perimeter guards at some of our most ccitical installations. We rould |
not osperate without such support. Intezdependence is turther exesoli-
fiel by the fact that other NATO countries are registerad users of
1.3 million U.S. items and are the sole man~gers of 445,000 items used
by the U.S.' I1f we are already this dependent, then why not seek
practical means to go the extra mile und sece if we can improve NATO's i
overall logisctic capability at less coet? |

(U) 4. Besides, the vast growth in West Luropean Yacilitics and
infrastructure since the early 19508 yaczilitates their utilization to
meet mary logistic neede. Their development since the early days of
NATO, when Westcrn Europe was still struggling for economic recovery,
has been enormous. For exarple, NATO wartime military needs could be
handled by only a modest fraction of Europe's present port, transport,
wvarehouse, medical, and POL facilities. Indeed, most European allieas
already rely heavily on mobilizing or using civil assets.

(U) S. Ir any event, ecomomic ccmstraints atictate roalizing the

savings from logistic cooperation so that resource savings can be
shifted tu rectify other crucial NATC deficiencics. As .tressed

*
ASD/I6L Memo datad 18 October 1974.
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earlier (see Chapter 1), declining avallabtilities {n real resources
vill force NATO increaslagly to furd defenize modernization out of
trade-offa rather than add-ons. This makcs the economic {nefficiencies
from duplicatory and i{n some cases overlapping logistic support func-
tiong obviois candidates for review.

(U) Under similar budget pressures, mauy MNATO countries have
long since moved toward streamlining theitr national logistic structures
via interservice realignments whareby one service operates as single
manager for others, or via combined legistics agencie.. The U.K.'s
"rationalized tasks" are an example of the former, and thn U.S. Defense
Supply Agency (DSA) an ~xample of the latter.

(U) The FRG has probably gone furthest of any major NATO ally
tovard logisric rationalization, not only between services, but in terms
of depeiding on the civil sector for much of itc transport, mainienance,
and other forms of support. For example, the Buiceswehr relies neavily
on civilian coutract maintenance of its vehicles by their commercial
suppliers. It also counts largely on wartime wmobilization of earmarked
civil assets to flesh out 1ty logistic structure. Current NATO efforts
to expand military and civilian cooperation through civil emergency
ilanning are laudable, but the fact remsins th-t this resource has
nvtely been tapped.

(U) Moreover, the West Germans have faced up better than anyonc
else in NATO to the dilemma created by the vay rising manpower plus O&M
costs prevent sufficient force modernization within constrained budgets.
Projecting past trends in the FRC defense budget, the FRG Force Structure

Commission stressed in 1970 that:

Relative to the overall defence budgets there is «
disproportion betwveen capital expenditure and operating
expenditure. This disproportion is becoming mnre acute
year after year, hecause total defence expenditure grows
at a smaller rate than operating expenditure. For vescs,
the size of the defence budget has beer determined not so
such 'y requirements but rather by fiscal and economic
constraints. Iz other wnods, the level of defence
expenditure is fixed. Only vhat is left over after the
cost of operating the Bundeswehr has been covared {is
available for capital expendicture. Cutbacks imposed for
countercyclical reasons and other economy measures aggra-
vate tke situation.
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Ensuring the operation of the Bunceswehr while main-
taining its strength and efficlency thus requires a
conatant re-channeling of funds away from capital
exprnditure, with the results that:

= equipment projects have to be deleted in whoule or in
part;

- {mportant procurement projects have tc be postponed
until future fiscal years;

- secon’-beat solutions have tc be adopted in equipping
the Buadeswehr.

The conseq.encey are:

- first, the use of obsolescent materiel to a mili-
tarily unacceptable degree;

- second, uneconomically high expenses for materiel
maintenance; operating costs continue to rise ari
they in turn bite even more desply into the capital
expenditure fund;

= thiad, & cumulation of equipment demands in future
fiscal years; the backlog is growing bigger and
bigger.

As pasc experience has showm, rationalization, inter-
national cooperation, and standardization cannot be
expected effectively to countervail the disproportionately
large increas2 in operating expenses and substantially to
reduce the auvount of funds needed {or armaments and equip-
ment,

Mounting operati-g expenditure will cosiL more heavily
on the financial rescurces year ufte~ year. The gap te-
tween capital requirements and funds available for capital
expenditure continues to widen. Ultimat "y, a limit will
be reacheu and mew policy decisions will nave to ba taken
bifﬁd“f the military and ct the political level.* (Italics
adl .

(U) These consequences are equally familiar to the U.S. snd other

sllies. For example, the Dutch and U.K. are wrestling with similar
protlems. Ultimately, each ration and the Alliance will reach a limit
and face pnlicy decisions at the military and the political levzls.
Howeve=, we do not have to wait until the only decision possible is to

reduce forces or to forego technoiogical improvements.

Instead, as the

Germans did in the case of the Bundeswehr, NATO as a whole can raiional-
{ze its force posture to help counter the disproporticnately large

*
(U) The Force Structwre in the FRG, op. cit., pp. 258-261.
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increases in vperat ing expenses. All it takes i{s the poliiical and mili-
tary will tc do so. Nor need {t entail any nation's giving up an undue
degree of sovereignty or national conrrol.

(J) 6. IATC's oum experience to date with cooperative procirement
and lugiecio apport ewjceste that much more wou'd be feas-lle. Despice
logistics' being a national responsibility, various NATO members have
undertaken several couperative projects wich loziaric aspects. Coopera-
tive procurement of l.iwk entailel a coamon logistic suppourt program.
Other production cuasortia for Sidewinder, Bullpup, and the F-104 Siar-
fighter alsc inv.lved scme common maint~nance and spere Darts provision.
An {intarca:ional Supply and Logistics Center was created to provide
s;are pazte for the four purinasers of the NATO maritize patrol aircraft
Atlantic.

(U) A possibla precurasor for joint action is the VATO Maintenance
and upply Agency (NAMSA), originally proposed by the U S. {n 1957. It
has gralually assumed a modest vnie ir providing common supply of parts
and mein:enance spares for such NATO weapons systems as those cited
above. NAMSA is rasentially a small-scale procurement ageacy ‘or s
relatively limited range of high salue specializea items where common
procurenent Jg advisabiu. 1lig greatest savings potentia? arises from
the fact that it requires international competitive btdding.' Ic also
manages certain logistic support for NADG® (see below’.

(U) Another possible prototype is the NATO Pipeline Syetwa with
about 6700 miles of pipeline and 70 million cubic feet of fuel storage,
mostly in the Center Region. A Central Euiope:.a Pipeline System (CErS)
is mcnaged jointly by a Central European Pipeline Policy Committez and
s Cen®ral Eurcpean Pipelire Office, vhich hsve uinder them a civilian
Central Europe Opcrating Agency, which coordd iates the seven national
operators. It was originally funded as NATC !nlrastructure, but now
obtains most of its operating revenue from charging military and civil
users.

(S) The long-standing NATO Infrastruct.re Progran, one of {ATO's

et striking successes, is more an excapic of a successful joinc

.(U) See Astcroft, Purt I, op. cit., pp. 15-18.
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fading mechanisa than a jofit operational progrsam, Individual nations
construct the facilities, which are multinrtionally funded. But it
sncwe how logistic as well as other funding ror common NATO use could
be developed via common action. For examplie, unuer the special weapons
support agreements vhaereby the United States furnishes and meintains
nuclear weapous (under U.S. custody) in return for the host nation's
providing the .torage sites and base support, the storaze facilities
are funded us {rfrastructure. Some ammo d~pots and nava' logistic
facilities lave also been financed via the infrastructure formula. In
general, however, it {s surpcising how little the infrastruzture has
been used for support facuuiea.' Moreover, this prograa too is being
squeezed by inflation and recession. The last slice was far smaller
than minimum essential needs.

(U) Canada relies almost completely on U.K. and U.S. logistic sup-
port for its forces in the FRG, a notab.y successful erample of =tual
support on a small scale.

(U) The EUROLOG subgroup of EUROURIUP, focusing firgt on the
four-country NORTUAG area, has set up 3 NORTHAG Logistics Coordinating
Cell with representatives frem the four logistical commands involved to
look st the possibilities for joint and common action., A 2-ATAF cell
has also been set up, and EUR'LOGC is now beginning to look at naval
logistics. EUROLOG reported that several small but useful measures had
been achieved by June 1974, including the setting up of logistic coordi-
nation cells, the exchange of logistic personnel tor training and exer-
cises, improved cooperation betweer NURTHAG and the nations, and studies
on storage and movement of supnlies, but that there had be¢n no break-
throughs., However, ve would disagrew, because MOD Mason, in making this
report to the EUROGROUP ministers, went on to say "... more could be done
tf the political will was there -- for example, perhaps one should con-
sider whether it g*ill made samse for logistic support to be a purely
national responaibility. MOD Vredeling a;ued.“ To our minds, such

N
(U) Ashcroft suggests some possible reasons, Part II, op. cit.,
p. &,

e
‘J) EUROGROU® Ministerial Meeting, 13 June 1974.
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expressfonr from MODs do cunstitute a breakthrough that needs to be
nurtnreed,

(U) The AT Ade Jofiwer rocoad Encie oo ent (NADGL) program i
yet another example of a common production and logisticys effort, It f4
hardly the beat exampse, because the U.S. rought 3 simplistic approach
to its balance-of-payments problem by {nstxiing that for ever, U.S.
Jollar expended we had to receive a dzllav's share of the production
program. Other nations demanded equal consideratfon and this compli-
cated t{d allocation to ai. unsatisfactory degrve, Nevertheleas, NADGE
has werked and provided a road map of pitialls to be asoided in future
cooperative programs.

(U) In developing the production-sharing formula for the i’
Integrated Commnications Cyatem (NICS), the alliance avoided some, but
not all, of the pitfalls found in NADGE and actually improved NATU's
international competitive bidding (ICB) proceduren.' Howewer, the reso-
lution of NICS problems required the personal intervention of MODs in
restricted session, because of the national political and economic issues
raised by cooperative production.

(U) These examples shov that where NATO can summon up the will,
the technical know-how is available to devalop international logistic
systems to meet felt needis. On the other hand, they only scratch the
surface of what is posaible in the ogistic field. In fact, even
NAMSA, NADGE, NICS, und thc NATO Infrastructure Program cover only a
niror {raction of the joint effort possible in thioir fieids. Much more
could be donc. The problem is to generate the necessary incentives,
vhich {s usoentially a political problem calling for enlightened leader-
ship from the decisionmaking level in the allied governments.

.(U) Formerly, host nation import duties and taxes were added to
bids submitted by other nations. Although these costs were refunded if
a foreign firm won the bidding :ompetition, it gave host nat'on firms
an advantage, as their bids wouid be lower by the amount of the projected
duties and taxes. Nations have agreed to eliminate this p.actice in the
interest of promoting more active competition and, in turn, enhancing
the posuibility of getting a better product at lo.:'r coct.
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() 7. Frwalle, the D00 tacl) vwld bepotenti iy the g it
c8 e STl U the Sate el el i e stetnee £ L sl i aa
RIEION reaponat 00 e el e i d. Because the ULS,
must project ita forces oversras to help defend NATU, the eore 't can
rely on allied logistic suppor: the less it will have to pousture to pro-
vide ils owrr, However, we would cautfoa U.5. planners not to jeopardize
future progress by turning rationslizativu and speclalization into
another U.S. burden-sharing exercise. While it offers poren.lally Sm-
purtan. burden-sharing gains for the U.S. (and U.K.) over time, it would
be counterproduct ive for the U.S. to stress this aspc-t. Some al'fec
already suspect that U.S. advocac; nf ritionalization aias at redu-ing
U.S. support expenditures at allied expense, because of previous U.S.
efforts to have our allies, particularly the FRGC, assume housekeeping
functions for U.S. combat forces. The allied military #111 resist any
sucl, efforts strenuously 1f such costo were to impact on their force
structure (our difficulty in securing arrangements for colocated oper-
ating bases by ecruice-to-saivice comtacts "at no crpense to the United
States” should be ready proof of the a'lied service resistance we can
expect). But a great deal can be done by using or earmarking civil assets
that would not cut {nto allied defense costs. Further, the U.S. must be
prepared to enter into logistic arrangements cn a true partnership basis.
No naticn wants to do the U.S. lawdry or sess-kit repair, wvhile the U.S,

aoes precision electronics maintenance.

C, INCREMENTAL AFPROACHES TO LOGIST1IC RATIONALIZATION

(U) Realism dictates that NATO will probably take an incremental
approach to logistics rationalization, dullding on existing areas of
coordination and cooperation, and undertaking specific new initiatives
vhen the advantages swem 30 overvhelming (or the ohstacles so few) that
allied agreement seems possible. This {s essentially th-+ approach being
used by EUROLOG and the EWG Logistic Subgroup (see p. 210). The former
is concentrating on better logistic coordination in the NORTHAG area,
vhile the latter is endeavoring to identify one or two areas in which

early practicel results could be produced.
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(U) While the Incremental approach miy be open te criticise as
auboptis ‘zatfon, such "salami tactice" are probibly the moat feaw'ble
aporoach in a lovose 15-natton coualitfon. .t allows the great advantage
of bilateral and miltilateral arrangements on less than a NATO-wide
basnis, wvhile leaving the door open for others to jcin later.. It aleo
avoils such radical interference with national prerogatives as to multi-
ply the opposition at the c'itset. Hence, we bel.eve the U.S, should
sapport this approach vherever poseible =~ taking *he lead {f necesaary.
We suggest below some of the more promizing logistic options which the
U.S. might promote, Thcy are not ranked {n any particular order of
prioritv., Many of them are old i{deas, or already the subject of current
study.

1. A Common Center Region LOC
(U) Perhaps the most quickly feasible and Acalirable incremental

option {s to movo toward a common Center Region LOC to meet the needs of

" the U.S., U.K., Canada, FRG, and Benelux ~ountries. Because of the

French defection from NATO, all seven allies are nov planning to use LOCs
through Benelux. But so far, the indispensable arrangements necessary
to this end either have not been made or are handled via a complicated
series of separate bilateral agreements (many of which have not yet even
been finally negotiated, at least in sufficlent technical detail). There
are also a host of long-standing NATO civil bodies with responcibilities
in these filelds (see Appendix) such as the Senior Civil Emergency Planning
Committee (SCEPC) and the Planning Board for European Inland Surface
Transport (PBFIST). The Autliority for Coordination of Inland Transpor:
4 Central Europe (ACTICE) is supposed to coordinate vartime use of
inland transport.

(C) But this patchwork of agreements and c.mmittees seem vholly in-
sufficient to meet vartime needs, especially in the crucial first few
veeks, when confusion will be greatest. Moreover, the problem has gotten
even more critical in recent years becaure of loss of the lrench LOC, the

.
(U) Another possibility would be regional sgreements under AFNORTH,
AFCENT, or AFSOUTH.
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U.S. Congreas' refusal to fund LOCPORT dual-basing of U.S. forces, and
the drawlown of Dutch and Belg{an forces {n the FRG. The LOC problea
will be further aggravated by ongoing U.S, efforts to expedite deploy-
ment of CUNUS-based augmentatfon forces and to uxe thenm flexibly outside
the Seventh Army area if necenmsary.

(U) However, SHAPE and AFCENT lLave to date shown "marked rel.uc-
tance” to cuordinate reinforcement and resupply plans. In 1967, the U,S,
and FRG proposed that AFCENT should take on the coordination of muvement
through Belgium. But "AFCENT rejected the sugeestion on the grounds tuat
arrangemsents should be made natforslly, by bilateral negotiations between
the countries concerncd, and “hat cocrdination would te undertaken only
{f required and 1f neccsaary.".

(') We think it only prudent to assume that, with seven courtrics
using one LOC omplex, such coordination will indeed be necessary, and
that all six :llies would have tc usa largely the same port and transport
network, Dutch and Belgian home=dased units must move forward to their
emcryency defense positions; the U.K. sust reinforce and supply the BAOR;
the U.S. would be deploying massive sugmentation forces; ard the Bundeswehr
tou cxpacts to use the LOC througn Benelux for overseas supply needs.
Canadian sir and ground unitr would also be depending on U.K. and U.S.
logistical support through this systenm.

(C) Moreover, some authority must be created to cope with the <n-
evitable wartime corpetition between national forces for priority ac~ag
to Jaetiitive and transrort. As much must be preplanued as possible, but
in vartime some centralized command will have to adjust priorities on move-
ment and utilization of facilities according to shifting AFCENT tactical
needs. As Gen. Ferber, the present CINCCENT told us, AFCENT badly nceds:
(a) a strengthening nf its own logistic staff; (b) sone agency or agen-
cies under AFCENT control to execute AFCENT directives on atflocation of
transport means and movements coatrol; and (c) clear multilateral NATO
arrangements to get this new systes wvorking.

(S) Lastly, 1f NATO is to uss effectively whatever wvarning time _s
rcceived for reinforcing NATU's forward defenses, all national requirements

*
(U) Ashcroft, Part 1I, op. cit., p. 9.
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need to be developed fnto an {ntegruted plan for the forward movement
of men and supplien. As Se~rctary Schlesinger emphasized to the 14 June

1974 Ministerial Mceting of the Defenae Planning Committee:

Clear and convircing U.S. capability to reinforce NATO
rapidly rhould be a powerful dcterrent against attack.... We
msuit {nsure that an enhanced reinforcement capablility will
not founder for lack of rapid unloading, cargo clearing and
aircraft turnaround. We need a comprchensive cei tral region
10C plan which would allow uas to rend any reintorcements
vhere they are most needed.’

The points seem uncontestable, ! there {0 no aitngle NATO b iy oharged
with fnauring that proper LOC arsmgerenta oill exrfat to peremit preine-
forsements to reach wiicre they are veeded moat, or to manige th{S proosvas.
As the Logistic Subgroup put it in addressiny the problem of movement and
transportation LOC: “No appropriate existing body or MATO command appears
to h-ve Lhe full capability for addressing this issue in its entirety.”

(U) The best solution to all these problems, at least in the crucial
Center Region, would be a common LOC to serve all forces in the AFCENT
area. Instesd of six diferent '.0Cs running across Benelux, why not have
vartime sin,'e management unier a combined command? This could avoid the
underut {1izatinn of existing civil facilities, enormous duplication, and
the confusion and competition for LOC resources otherwise inevitatie.
Given the profusfon of existing civilian facilities, a conmfortable margin
2f redundancy could be built into the system to hedge against wartime
problenms.

(S) The catalyst for going in this direction could be the current
U.S. proposals for a new LOC across Benslux. EUCOM sas stimulated to
take a new look at its LOC requirements wvhen Congress refused to invest
in the LOCPORT package to create a unilateral American LOC in Europe.
its studies shosed that the estimated daily port discharge capability of
Benelux ports is almost ten times NATO's combined liuta'ry and c’vilian
vartime requiremaents. Similarly, Benelux throughput capacity (rail,
truck, and barge) (s cver 14 times estimated vartime military needs. Hence,
EUCOM developed a plan that would save at least 12,000 wvartime Army logistic

*
(U} USNATO Message No. 3414, June 1976 (Confidential).
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spaces and eliminate the need to preposition 115,000 tons of equipment,
thus freeing transport to deploy combat forces.

(U) Ve believe this new-look LOC concept should be expanded in
the direction of a cormon Jenelice [OU. The U.S. decision to create a
U.S. cell at AFCENT headquarters to coordinate reception requirements
of some U,S. augmentation forces {s a step in the right directi{on. But
what {s really needed is some torm of AFCENT LOC Command to manage all
AFCENT sovement of men and supplies from ports and airheads to the army
group or even corps rear boundarlu.. In keeping with our incremental
approach, its functions would initially be limited to peacetime planning
and coordination of personnel and supply wtockage and transport. In
wartime, howvever, it would assume control of transport means allocated
to ths military, use them as a common pool, and s2t moveuwent priorities.
Thus 1t would be more akin to vhat in U.S. Army terminology is c.'led a
transportation command, Such an i{ucremental step falls short of the
elaborate "cultinational logistics command” proposed in a recent Brookings
ltudy.“ ot the commou AFCINT logistics system discussed by throf:.".
Such futther-reaching measures may ullimstely be desiravle, but realism
dictates they be approached step-by-step (see pp. 235-240).

(U) Despite its initially limited functions, the new AFCENT LOC
Commend should be made at the outset a principal subordinate command on
the same level 48 NORTHAC and CENTAC, ard should probably be headed by a
Belgian or Dutch full general. This would help insure the necessary
attention to logistics and enhance growth paotential. Under the AFCENT
LOC Command, each host country would be responsible for providing the
following varcime LOC facilities and services to all NATO foices operating

*(U) The tesue of how far forwurd its authority would extend would
have to be resolved. There is a strong case for pooling all transport
means behind corps rear boundaries, however. The FRG territorial com-
mands have responsibility for movements control behind corps rear bound-
aries i{n the FRG, but obviously some higher echelon is needed to coordi-
nate their activities with those in the Benelux area.

o
(U) U.S. Force Structure im NATO: An Altermative, op. cit.,
pp. 80-84.

Y
(U) Ashcrofe, Part I, op. cit., pp. 28-29.
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on {t3 national territory behind corps rear bound-ries: (a) arca secu-
rity; (b) prrt tacilities; (c) APODs; (d) transport facilities of all
types; and (e) some depot facilliiee. Mcst such facilitiec simply would
be earmarked from existing civil iusets. While this entire network
would be planned and exercised in r=acetime, it would not normally come
under AFCENT until mbiliution..

(L) Who will pay? This key obstacle to agreement on joint programs
ssecs easily surmountable in this case. PFPcacetime coata would be modest,
aince the L.OC would utilize existing facilities and become operative only
in wartime. Auv peacetime tacility costs (for example, a headquarters
buildiug or sn ammo pler to be used by more than one country) could be
funded under ths NATO Inirastructure Program, while administrative or
perronnel costs could be undec NATO's military budget. At present, facili-
tie. to support external reinturcewents that might use the LOC do not qual-
ify for iafrastructure funding, except ou a case-by-case basis. However,
SHAPE has initlated a study with the intent of developing a new category
that would qualify for infrastructure funding; the facilities needed to
support external reinfuorcements would be included in that category. The
U.S. should give high-level political and military support to SHAPE's
effort, Wartime costs of using the LOC would be paid to the host country
under soms form of lend-lease clearing arrangements.

2. Increase the Exchange of Logistic Data within NATO

(S) Without more precise information as to the type and scope of
national logistic holdings, it {s impossible for NATO military commanders
realistically to plan for wartime support of NATO forces. Within the
U.S. community, concern has been expressed that if we gave our allies
full information on the scope of U.S. holdings, they would tend to rely
on U.S. supplies rather than stockpile their own. There may be some
foundatior to these fears, but it 1s only in the post-SEA era that our
stocks have grown large enough for this to be a possibility. In fact,
wvhen the JCS were seeking U.S. nstional support for 90 days' stockage as

.(U) NATO could decide to augment its forward defenses prior to
M-Day and partially act{vate the LOC to aid in the deployment of external
forces to Europe, 2.g., Crested Cap and Reforger units from CONUS.
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a NATO criterlon, the U,S. did not submit a complete logistic annex in
its response to the NATO JPQ because a large portion of our stocks were
in the CONUS rather than in Europe. Now the U.S. is becominy more
forthcoming. EUCOM will provide the information required by the new
computerized SHAPE logistic status reporting sys.em (LOGSTARS), which
will provide NATO commanders with an fncreased capability to make
systematic assessxents of the logistic aupport status of U.S. torces
in ACE.

(C) In any event. NATO's military commanders must have accuratc
data as to how mxh {s on hand and whece it 1-.. . Indeed three senior
U.S. military officers in Europs raised the¢ subject with us. Onre said
bluntly that the U.S. had deliberately witliheld logistic information and
that thare wvas a real need to be mre forthcnaing. We may not be able
to shift divisions overnight, but if we can rush ATGMs to an ally that
{s bearing the brunt of an armored attack, it seems to us that it nmakes
sense for NATO commanders to know precisely what reserve stocks are
available, and where they are located.“ Now that SHAPE has accepted
the U.S. methodology for calculating a{: WRM requirements, this will be
easier.

(S) Use of a common LOC will require more exchange of logistics
Jdata among all of our allies. For example, {f we are to rely on host
nation capabilities for our wvartiue LOC, then our allies will need to
know vhat {s coming, when, and .ts final dutuutton..“ EUCOM's J-4

'(s) Secretary Schlesinger's recent initiative to release U.S.
Special Distribution Tables of the Defense Planning Questionnaire to all
of our allies and to seek their agreement to release theirs {s a major
improvement. But U.K., Greek, and Turkish refusal to sgree is an indi-
cation of the prodblems yet to be resolved. We have taken the first step,
but there is a long way to go.

'
(C) 1t is reported that the Iarselis mounted TOW on their vehi-
cles in one day.

“.(C) For example, Sccretary Schlesinger, at the June 1974 !inis-
terial Meeting, proposed a study of factors affecting the flexible use
of NATO forces. The study would include, but not be limited to, rein-
fotcemsnt planning, logistics, standardization, commind and control,
common supporting programs, communications, and support from the civil
sector. The study would take into account all forces that might become
available in the defense of the Center Region, wvhether or not they are
formally committed to the Alliance.
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staff has ntressed the need for a peacetime logistics llatson unit to
work with the host nations on any new LOC for U.S. forces. Such per-
Jonnel == who would be fluent linguists and have a technical backyround
in commrcial transportation == would serve as “expediters." EUCOM
would like to have thess people in place and then run CPXs to search
for flawvs in the system. But we cannot make realistic plans or exer-
cise tha until more data are released to our allies, and they in turm
express their requirements.

(U) increased exchange of logistic {nformatfon could also save
procurement costs. All nations are not on the same fiscal year or pro-
curement calendar. One nation may be buying WRM, ampunition, or spare
parts for a weapon system that ancther nation mav be planning to phase
out. If nations would advise one another of plans it the eariiest
possible date, then savings are possible. What {s surplus to one nation
may be of value to otheru. A prime example at this time is the U.S.
phase-out of CO!US-based Nike units while the Nike system continues in
use throughout NATO-Europe. There are or will be further instances where
trade-offs of logistic stocks are possible.

(U) Allied to the problem of exchanging information is that of
tnventcry control, vhich has been & classic means of holding down stocks
and hence costs. But as the NATO allies shift increasingly to ADP
systems for inventory management, incompatibility among these national
systems may actually make rationalization more difficult rather than less.
Tnus, Ashcroft, vhile questioning the economic gains from a European De-
fense Supply Agency (DSA), see p.23%, suggests that "creation of a small
body within NATO to exercise scme of the administrative functions of the
DSA, for logistir procedures, aight well be vorthwhlle.".

3. _Use NAMSA ore as a Clearinghouse

for Excess Equipment, WRM, and Supplies

(U) 1If naticns would report all WRM, ammo, and spares proje.ted
to be surplus to their needs when decisions are made that weapon systens

.(U) Ashcroft, Part I, op. cit., p. 15.
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are to b: phased out, NAMSA could relay tuis {nformation throughout the
Alliance. This would permit longer-term pla:.ning and NAMSA could then
werve 28 a clearinghouse and maintain credits and dehlts.. We wouuld
not propose that the surplug or excess equipmert be given away free, hut
rather that a fair price be jigreed between the natioas concerned and
NAMSA authorities. The purchasing nati'n might have limited purchasing
pover; if 80, agreement could be reached for payment ov~r an extended
reriod == say, three to five years ~- and prices could be reduced to the
ainimum possible level. This could help less f.nancially able allies
(Greece, Turkey, and Portugal) to improve existing equipment and make
their procurement funds go further. Prsvments would be credited to the
NAMSA account of the nation furnishing the supplies or equipment.
Ideally, funds so .redited could be used to procure NAMSA maintenance
or supply support in other areas. If one nation accrued credits beyond
its needs, the surplus could be used to meet its other NATO financial
commitments, such as its yearly infrastructure obligations or its share
of tha Central Europe Pipeline opcuuon." In the case of less finan-
cislly capable buyers, the selling nation could agree to a rock-bottom
price as wvell as a stretched-out payment plan to mnke acquisition easier.
(U) Nations with stationed forces that offer equipment through
NAMSA could accept another form of payment that might make the offer
more attractive and ease any balance-of-payments problems. Because much
of the NATO Infrastructure Program projects sre in the civil-engineering
area, such as aircraft shelters, runwvays, forwvard storage sites, and
site preparation, the bulk of such contracts gc to the host nation. On
a case-by-case basis, the nation with stationed forces could agree to
furnish X dollars of surplus logistic spares in return for the host

.
(U) Ashcroft makes a strong case for more emphasis on the NAMSA
approach, Part Y, 9. cit., pp. 15-19 and 22-24,

“'.U) This {s not as coaplicated a transaction as it may geem. and
we think Congress would agree. For example, under today's infrastructure
procedures, Congress autioriics the expendjture of funds necessary to meet
the United States' yearly infrastructure shara, Hcwever, it adjusts its
appropriation of funds to take into account funds recowped by NATO's pay-
ments to the United States for jrefinanced infrastructure projects. Our
suggestion would entail agrecmen: that tunds recowped from ailitary salzs
of surplus items within NATO be handled the same way.
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nation's furnishing X dollars of civil engineering fo1r {nfrastructure
approved ptojects. This could stretch the infrastructure budget f{or the
next five-year period. Such a barter svstem might de parti.ularly
attractive to Greece and Turkey. Eut the mogt irmportint aapect fa to
get the nations working together.

(C) Ve underscand that NAMSA Initiatcd a program tc test the
clearinghouse concept last spring and that the first attempt failed
because it covered too many items, awd a sccond try failed because of
lack of response. Given a rational plan, lfeh-leve! !ATO and naticnal
support, and time (o eatablish a program, there is ruv legitimate reason
that NAMSA cannot serve as a clearinghouse. We would suspect lack of
high-level support as a key element in NAMSA's lacik of succesa.

4. The U.S. Should Set the Example by Increasing
Our Use of NAMSA for Theater Support
(C) In early 1972, USNATO and ASD/1§L urged the Secretary of Ne-
fense to support increased allied use of NAMSA at the May LPC Miuisterlal
Meeting. The Secretary did so, noting that:

Wheneve: we entrust a logistics Jupport role for a cummon
weapons systenm to this agency, we save in suppurt costs and
wve enhance the logistic readiness. ...We can, ve feel,
free additional personnel spaces by greater use of this
agency and, by freeing these personnel, we can devote them
to combat units, and therefore again make substantial im-
provements in the combat effectiveness of our limited man-
power rejourcee.

But have the services acted aggressively to support the Secretary's
initiacive?

(C) Our discussions in Furope indicate that NAMSA could handle con-
siderably more business and has the capability to expand its current func-
tional aress, giveu reasonable lead time for plarning purposes. However,
U.S. support cannot be insvlitory. Maintenance contracts on a multiyear

.(U) Verbatim record of May 1972 Ministarial Meeting of the De-
fense Planring Committes.
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tasis wculd give NAMSA greater stability. For example, the U,S5, {(ni-
tiated a contract ior aircraft tip-tank repair witn NAMSA, but did not
renev it because of budgetary conatraints. The issue was not whether

a FAMSA contracter could handle tip-tank maintenance; rather USAFE's
budget was cut to the point where finds were not available for contract
maintenance. However, USAFE had uni{formed manpower slots available

that could be used to establish an in-house tip-tank maintenance capa-
bility, so it followed this course of action. Our point here is not to
criticize USAFE; they have, in fact, takeu the lead in trying to use
NAMSA's capabilities. However, i{ we and NATO ar.;-gc;tng to reap the
benefits of increased logistic cooperatf{on, we are going to have to utay
with a program once it {3 initiated, unless it fails to meet specified
contract standards. Individually, it may well be cheaper for one nation
to do {ts own maintenance than to contract through NAMSA, but a multi-
naticnal coutract can bring economies of scale. Further, neither we

not our NATO allles can afford to revert to in-house maintenance when
our sdrvices are so manpower poor. On the contrary, we need an action
program within DOD to back up the U.S. ch'allengc to the MODs two years
ago.

S. Launch a Sustained Drive to Have Nations Move More Forces from

National Command to rhe Earmarked or Assigned Category

(S) One obstacle ko increased cooperation and logistics is that
most nations feel a need to maintain national control of resources for
non=-NATO contingencies. This is one major reason why logistic support
remains a national responsibility. However, as we keep stressing,
overall interdependence 1is so firnly established that no nation — the
United States inclided -- can go it alone against the Warsaw Pact. While
Eurcpean NATO natiorns do huve defense requirements beyord their NATO ob-
ligations -- internal security, agrecments with former coluon<es, CENTO,
United Nutione peace-keeping forces, etc. -- thease roles are secondary
to deterring and, if necessary, defending against a Warsaw Pact attack.
If the primary NATO role can be met, the capability to meet other national
defense commitments them erists within thecr commitment to NATO.
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Therefore, witlh the possible exceptions of Canada, France. the U.3., and
the U.K., na%tional logistic capabilities ought tc be pcarced to NATO re-
quirements, vith a reserve capability for unilateral requ.rem nts, {r-
stead of the ~ther way around., In the case >f Canada, the I'.S,, and the
J.K., WRI, par-icularly POL and ammo, should he ntockpiled in Euroge for
all forces assigned, earmarked, or listed as national ccmmard foreee that
could de availuble to NATO by M+10 (or longer in che U.S. case).

(S) This wi'! only cccur if most naticnal forces are assigned or
earmarked for NATO use. So long as forces are kept unier national com-
mand, nations ca: evade their respons{bility to provide WR{ and ammo;
however, once forces are assigred or earmarked, the nations can pe prodded
into meet ing NATO standards. For «xsmple, ve have known for snme years
that the FRG has more aircraft in their {nventcery than shown in their
responee to the Defense Planning Questionnaire. What we or NATO's mili-
tery authorities don't know is precisely how manv alrcraft are invnlved,
whether the; are manned, aA whether WRM and ampo have heer stockpiled
for wvartime operations. General Jones, wvhen CINCUSAFE ancd 4-ATAF Coo-
sander, estimated there were several hundred aircraft unaccounted for in
the Center Regivn, We would recommend that the U.Sf. take the lead and
aarmark all forces that can rcasonably be expected to be availabie in a
NATO conflict. Since forces engaged in combat in SFA were retained in
the earnarked category, the U.S. reluctance to do this seems more a
matter of bureaucratic inertia than snything else.

6. Create a SACEUR Stcck of WRM and Munirions

(S} Vespite the apprehensions of some U.S. authorities that our
allies may be c.unting on the use of U.S. WRM and munitions in lieu of
stockpiling their own reserves, the emphasis placed on war-reserve
stocks by the AD-70 program and by Secretary Schlesinger has proved

productive. Our allies have accepted a 30-day level as a minimum goal
and Center Region nations have reported firm plans tuv attain that zoal
by 1978 (with the exception of stocks for weapon systems being phased
out ur introduced into their armed fcrces). Progress i3 also reported
from the flank areas. While U.S. goals are higher than those of our
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allies, it is wignificant that some allics have also recogntized the
need to ensure that there are sufficient stocks cn hand to last unti}
recupply can be 1wlenented.. However, little has Leenr done to {dent:-
fy befcrehand what the resupply requirements will be or whare they wiil
come from, .

(S) In view of the p:ogress to date, we suggeat that the U.S.
sutdue its apprehensions about our allies' reneging on their commit-
wents to attain a JU-day level and move ocut on further improvement
efforts. We need improvements simply becsise of the vagaries of var
and because PCMs and other modern munitions must be introduced intc
NATO's inventory.

(S) We know from years of scemingly endless and somewhat fruit-
less debate that what constitutes a "day cf supply" is a -atter of
judgment. We also know that natlonal judgments vary with their per-
ception of the threat and that natfczz bLend their judgment to fit their
pocketbooks and their concept of NATO's strategy, as well as their own
doctrinal concepts and tactics. We see no tesson to let depates in the
Military Committee over consusption rates delay further progress. As
General Jones put it, a more constructive approach would be "an attrmpt
to define stocks in tcrms of sortiss and tasks, and the munitions, fuel,
etc., required to perform those tuks." Jur allies have also acceptzd
the phrase outcast the enamy as more acceptable thii daye of conflict.
SACEUR listed this as a key clemen: in generating NATO interest and told
us that it was far more productive thaa talking about a long or short
var posture or initial defense. NATO will iiave to continue an asggressive
evaluation of the Warsaw Pact's logistic capability bafore it can accu-
rately define wvhat it takes to outlast them,

(S) But how can NATO ever outlast the enemy if stocks of WRM a.d
munitions remain coopletely a national responsibility, »nd hence are
artificially tied to geographic command boundaries? Who can accurately

.(ll) NATO Common Funding for War Stocke, DRC/N(71)16, August 13,
1973.

“(S) CINCUSAFE Memorandum to Secretary Schlesinger, Challenges to
NATO, April 13, 1974, (We understand that U.S. and SHAPE 3taffs are co-
cpcrating on such su approach; it deserves strong and coutinued U.S. back-
ing to assu-e it is accepted by the Military Cosmittce and the DPC.)
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pred{ct what the coneusption in a given corps area or ATAF will be?
This situation seems as critical as the artificial boundary between the
2 and & ATAF, and it adds to the layer-cake prollem on the ground. For
example, Secretacy Schlesinger recently told the Congress that two of
the .essons from the Middle East war vere: (1) the hravy attrition of
equipment and supplies that can result from modern, intense convention-
al conflict; and (2) the fmportance of a wara production hase and suffi-
clent reserve stocks of ammunition, spare parts, and equtpnent..

(S) 1If we apply these two points to a NATU/Warsaw Pact conflict,
the probles is multiplied a hundredfold. However, we now have sume good
building blocks to maks the cass for further improvements:

0 Allied plans to attain JO-day stock lev.ls as an inter-
im goal.

0 General acceptance of outlasting the enemy as a .ri-
terion for planning.

o A more constructive approach to defining stocks in
terms of tasks, rather thaa days.

o Tha affirsation of prior judgments on heavy attrit.ion
and the need for a wvacrm production base and sufficient
reserve stocks, as evidenced by the Middle East war.

o The recognition by some allies that 30-day stock
levels vill not last in most cases until rviupply can
e effected.

(S) 1If wa face econcmic and political realities, individual NATO
nationg are not (at least in the near term) going to increase their
reserve stocks to the point vhere they can outlast the enemy, handle
attritivn, and expend 1eserve stocks at the rate generated during the
Middle Zast war. Tlerefore. us recommend the lower cost option of
ereating a S'CEUR stock of WiN and misiitions that can be held !n reserve
and used vhen and wvhere SACEUR deems necessary.

.(U) Annual Defevse Department Peport, FY 1875, by Secretary
of Defenge J. R. Schlesinger, pp. 1l4-15.
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(S) Establishing a SACEUR stockpile will not be easy. The allies
recently gave rather short shrift to an I[talian prososal for common
funding »{ war-reserve stocks. While aspects of that proposal may be
urdesirable, the objective of procuring seven days' supply ot .~ only
used munitions above each naticn's 30-day level for SACELR's allocatfon
hag -crlt.. If, as our instructions to USNATO stated, "additional
efforts in this field must await agreement on such basic issues as con-
sumption and attrition rates, optimum munitions mix, and ifumproved re-
porting procedures, all of which are being considured by the Ewc.""
then we may wait a long time. .. later proposal by SACEUR to SYG Luns
suggest ing a common procurement fund for armaments was similarly re-
jected by the SIG cn the basis that member rations are not politically
ready for such progracs.

(S) Since cormon fiouling has been wunacceptable, we guggest a
multipronged cooperative approach to the problem. For example, the
current DOD PPGM for FY 1976-1980 calls for psocuring enough munitions
and e¢quipment to support operations througk D+90, with no less than 60
days prepositjoned in Europe. The PPGM also calls for necessary con-
struction of storage facilities for the 60-day prepositioned stocks,
and instructs service component cormands in Europe to have their requice-
ments processed in accordance with NATO procedures for consideration
for NATO infrastructure funding, preferably by slice XXVI (CY '75), but
not later than slice XXVII (CY '76).""

(S) This U.S. imp-ovement program i{s going to run into two basic
obstacles: (1) acquisition of the necessary real estate; and (2) the
limited availability of funds in the next five-year infrastructure pro-
gram. EUCOM and its component commands have experienced great diffi-
culty in acquiring munition storage for the stocks now in hand, and in

.(U) We recognize that {t is difficult to define what stock levels
should actually be set, Whe can define what wartime consumption rates
will be with precision? It is even harder to define what outlasting the
eneay entails. But some arbitrary level has io be selected for planning
purposes; we pick 30 days because it i{e already accepted by NATO.

"
(U) State Message No. 225-407, November 15, 1973 (Confidential).

1 ] ]]
(U) Secrecary of Defense Memorandum, FY 1976-13980 Plaoming and
Prograrming Guidan~e, February 25, 1975 (Secret).
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some {nstances the present sites do not meet U.S. safety :tandards. he
personal psychological value that Europeans place on land, and the high
price of real estate, make it politically dififcult for the host natlons
to secure condemacion agreements in their courts. The lass we have to
ask for, the better our chances. Further, {t {s already apparent that
the next {ive-year infrastructure program will not be funded -t the level
preferred by the United States. It will probably be hard pressed, at the
lower level that i{s likely, to meet all the Jemands already placed on {t
-= aircraft shelters, NICS, and forward storage sites (FSTS) to name a
few. The FSTS preogram will help alleviate the "maldeployment" problem
by stockpiling seven days' expendable supplies near the emergency defense
positions of NATO—committed forces. However, it does not meet SACEUR's
need for reserve stocks that can be shifted between corps s.ctors.

(S) Therefore, we suggest the U.S. take the initfiative and submit

a proposal along the following lines:

o The recent Middle East war has demongtrated the heavy
atirition of equioment and supplies that can result
from modern, intense coaven:iuvnal conflict, as well a
the importance of a warm productive base, and suffi-
cient reserve stocks of ammunition, space parts, and
equipment. Both sides had to rely on resupply from
outside resources or succumb.

o There should be a lesson in this for NATO. Insistence
that logistics is solely s national reeponsibility
could be an unnecessarily dangerous handicap.

o The U.S. agrees that each nation should be responsible
for attaining the first 30 days of WRM and mmitions
for its own forces.

o Buve beyond that, there is a requirement for a SACEUR
stock of WRM and munitions that are not bound to the
geographic limits of national emergency defense posi-
tions, corps areas, army groups or nunhered allied

tactical 1ir forces.
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o It {s recognized that there are still differences on
such barnic {ssues as consusption rates and optimuam
munit fons mixes that are being studied by the EWG,

0 However, the U.S. feeis that the urgency of the prob-
lem s such that NATO should take actison now and not
wait until these issuces are fully rusolved and other
fssues such as common funding are deba-ed.

o Therefore, as an interim measure, the U.S. proposes
that each nation, on the basis of {ts own consumption
rates and its current weapons mix, agree to earmark
to SACEUR seven days of its holdings of ammunition
nov in common use in NATO comtrtu..

o Stocks so earmarked would come initially froa current
stockpiles, but whenever this action depleted national
iwoldings below a 30-day supply, the nation concerned
would agree to again attain the 30-day minimum level
by 1980.

o Stocks earmarked for SACEUR would be identified to
him &8 teo type, quantity, and location, and would be
made available to him at the same time as earmarked
national forcen are assigned.

o Since U.S. ability to furnish saven days of SACCUR
stocks of WRM and munitlions is constrained by lack of
storage sites, SACEUR is requested to: (1) survey the
possibility f nations' providing storage space for U.S.
stocks to be earmarked in existing facilities, providing
their location meets his needs; (2) request nations to
consider colocation or consolidation of national stocks
so that SACEUR's eurmarked stocks might be consolidated
in scrategic locations; (3) in the event neither of the
foregoing is possible, authorize irfrastructure construc-
tion of SACEUR-controlled sites for his stocks of WRM and
munitions at locations vhich meet his needs. Furds for

.('J) DFC/N(73)16 contains a draft list of commonly held munitions.
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maintenance and security to be provided under NATO's atl-
{tary budget and operatifon of the sftes to be under the
supervisfon of NAMSA.

(S) This is not an altrulstic approach; it {s probably the most
practical means we can take to {mprove U.S, and NATO holdings of WRM
and mnitions 1n the near term. If wa are to meet the PPGM's require-
ment for 60 days of prenositioned stocks by FY 1976, {t may bhe the only
vay, because acquisition of land, engineering surveys, and constructfon
vill take four to five years at a minimum. If this is doubted, the
pace of the aircratt shelter program should be aaple evidence that even
priority programs move at a very slow pace in NATO.

(S) We also feel {t would meet vwith the general approval of U.S.
commanders and logisticians in Europna. One senior Army logistician told
uc that we needed 30 percent of our munitions in forward areuas, 50 per-
cent behind the Rhine, and 20 percent in the U.K. He also suggested
that U.S. reserve stocks above the first 30 days be considered as a
SHAPE reserve, providing that storage and maintenance costs were funded
on a sultinational basis. We have taken a more moderate approach de-
signed to secure allied participation. However, with the completion of
the FSTS program, wvhich will provide seven days of storage besides
stocks held by units, we should come near his goal of )0 percent, or
18 ¢days of stocks, in the forward aun.. This progres could help free
additional storage areas behind the Rhine and in the U.K. for SACEUR's
reserve. Military budgeting and NAI-SA supervision of SACEUKR's stocks
would be another incremental step toward increasing NATO logistic

coord inaticn.

7. Civilianize the Central European Pipeline System (CEPS)
(U) Something obviously needs to be done to rationalize CEPS,
since its support facilities face mounting deficits; reportedly only

.(U) A key issue that needs to be analyzed {s whether common re-
serve ammc stocks in sirategically located and sheltered locations
would reduce the overall requirement. The sum of nstional reserve
stocks mzy be more adequate than we realize.
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one=-f{fth of the system {s auch used in pea-ctime. Moreover, since CEPS
wvas nstallcd, Furopean civilian pipeline systems have dramatically
expanded. Therefore, to fucilitate more econonically ratfonal peacetime
as well as wartime operation, it would make sense to organize a Europcan
ofl compan’ cartel to cun CEPS as part of an intercnnecting civil-
military nystem, with the NATO military becoaing just another customer.
Why keep CLPS under military control, as SHAPE apparently still {riists,
wvher civilianization would save costs and relinve the military of an

unnecessary burden?

8. Lastly, NATO Headquarters Needs an Assistant Secretary General

to Deal Only with Logistics

(U) Ashcroft points out how NATO higher organs have pluyed very
1ittle role in the logistic field -- a situation that needs to be changed.
He revives the old U.S. suggeation that the CNAD should establish a logis-
tic lubco-utec.' However, experienre with CNAD has clearly shown that
its concentration on armaments and research and development programs pre-
cludes use of that forum for logistics -=- particularly "user" logistics.
Therefore, we would go further and suggest creating a full-time ASYC for
logist ics as a highly desirable incrementcl step to provide the necessary
added focus on the crucial logistic problems confronting NATO. The
ptesent ASYG for defense support charged with this responsibility is
gtievously overburdened by having to deal also with the CNAD and R&D,
Joint production schemes, the infrastructure program, and a host of other
matters, We suggest that his functions be divided with a new ASYG charged
solely with overseeing consumer logisiics. Only in this way can suffi-
ci{eat NATO emphasis on chis neglected area be achieved.

D, THE CASE FOR LOGISTICS AS A MULTILATERAL RESPONSIBILITY
(U) Ve have made the case that logistics as a national responsi-
bility {s a myth because interdependence is already s« firmly established

that no NATO nation can go it alone in Europe. Ve have also cited its

.(U) Ashcroft, Part I, op. cit., p. 3.
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economic and military {nefficlencies and suggested some incremental
steps to increase logistic cocperation and coordination within NATO,
But we doubt that such incremvental measures will sufffce to meet the
need. Over time NATO must move toward an integrated logistic systea,
if 1t 1s to overcome the military and economic inefficiencies inherent
in the present lack of system, while keeping costs under control.

This logic s inecscapable {a our view; NATU can no longer afford the
luxary of fragmented national logisiics if ft {s to generate a high
conf . dence defense posture at acceptable cost. Financlally, it is
increasingly unable to fund the peacetime waste and excessive custs
involved. Moreover, tomnrrow's logistics problems will be fur more
complex and far mote technology-orjented. 1t {z increasingly apgarent
that over the long run operating and maintenarnce costs are as important
as procurement costs and will nften equal the original cost of the
veapon system. Economies of scalu are easential. “ilitarily, we would
still doubt that NATO would be able to defend effectively (at least in
the crucial Center Region) without a more unified logistic system.

(U) Experience amply indicates, however, that logic alone will
not get us from here (o there. Whatever the felt needs, solutions to
them will not be reached until institutional mesns to implement thea
are o3t up., Thus NATO must develop over time unified, high-level
logistic management machinery, both for policy/planning and for opera-
tions. Even if these start out with only limited functions, they will
tend to generate their own i{nstitutional pressures for i more rational-
ized NATO logistic posture.

(U) On the other hand, we are far from suggesting total logistic
integration as a viable aodecl. Obvicusly countries like Canada, the U.S.,
and the U.K. will still need tc posture scme of their national forces
for other contingencies — and need their own logistic-support base for
flexibility. In these cases, we are only prcpnsing that they use the
NATO logistic systeam for their NATO-oriented forces. In other cases,
sheer geography —- tor example, in Greece and Turkey, and perhaps Italy --
will dictate continued reliance on sepdrate vartime logistic support
structures, though even tney could benefit greatly from partic’rating in
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centralized procurement., maintenance, and supply. Hovever, tue Center
Region s a case where geonraphy almost dictates integrated support.
Here a number of specific reasons support the case for logtstics' gradu-

ally becoming a NATO responsibility.

1. NATO Needs Ictter Control of Existing logistic Organizaticna
(C) One factor driving NATU tuward logistic intepration {s the

current proliferation of logietic organizations, procurement schemeo,

and the like., The Logistic Subgroup of the EWG lists more than 60
multinat tonal bodies dealing with various aspects of NATO lougistics pruoh-
lemn (uee Appendix to Chapter V, pp. 241-24])). The latest report com—
ments diplomatically on the need for pulling these together in scme

fashion:

The list of ongoing logistics cooperative efforts with-
in the Central Region i3 imprcasive, as i{s the liet of NATO
agencies and other bodies involved fn 1l gistics cooperation
and coordination., It appears that an overall coordination
of the activity of these bodies and agencies might result
in a more efficient and systematic organization of their
structure. Such coordination might be entrusted either to
some existing agency or to a new organization with a view
to correlating the interrelated efforts and to encouraging
expanded participation in cooperative efforts both within
and among these groups.

(U) While the very pro) {feration of these agencies is de facto
oroof that logistics as a national responsidility is outmoded and that
interdependence has bcen recognized, if not established, some full-time
body is desperately needed to pull together the activities of the present
conglomecation of existing agencies. NATO simply cannot develop a ratio-
nal logistic posture as a result of incremental improvements by ad hoc
groups that lack centralized direction. In fact, we frankly doubt
“hather this pittern of Jdozens of NATO cormittees anud bodiea with logis-
tic resp.matbilities could possibly function effectively in an emergency
or i wartime. The whole system needs to be overhauled.

.(U) DS/OPL(LOG) (74)50, Report by the subgroup for a study, Logis-

tio3 Spectalizaticn in the Cemtral Region, April 11, 1974 (NATO Confidential).
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2. NATO Needs o Full-Tine Centralized Agency to Integrate

Its Logisatic Requirem*nts {n Peace und War

(U) On pp. 204-206, we discussed some o! NATU's logistic short-
conings and how our present logistic posture might even preclude an
effective defense -- even for the first 10 days. On pp. 213-217, we
suggested a comon Center Region LOC command to overcome some of the
difficulties in movement aid transportation of war consumables to for-
vard defense positions. Put this was only a modest incremental step.
Since this LOC vill have tu s'tpport all natinns vith forces in the
AFCENT area, we rcally need a full-time NATO or AFCENT logistic organi-~
zation for peacctime coordination and exercising of the system a.d for
wartime control. For optinum effectivencss, prioritirs need to be
¢astablished on & NATO rather than a national basis. This requires an
organization that has complets informaticn on what has to move and where
it sust be delivered, and the authority to coordinate movement require-
sente with the multitude of agencies involved, The magnitudc of the task
can be {llumtrated by referring to paragraphks 2, 3, and 4 of the Appendix
to Chapter V, and noting the host of military and civil agencies iavolved
in the procurement, storrge, and transport of war supplies. An ad hoc
approach by separate committees will not meet NATO's wartime needs. NATO
needs an organization set up in peacetime to courdinste its logistic
requiresents on au integrated basis, and to manage them centrally in event
of emergency. It seems to us that the time has come for NATO's politicai
suthorities to face up to this reality and to start the necessary study
effort and political dialogue leading toward a NATO organization that has
both the authority and the capability to do peacetime planning and wartime
logistic coordination and operation.

3. A Logistic Organization Is Necessary to Help Overcome the Pnlitical

and Economic Obstacles to Specialization and Standardization
(S) In addressing the industrial and eccnomic implications of
logistic specializaticn, the Logistic Subgroup made the following points:

It must not be overlooked that specialization can have
an important impact on industry and the economy of partici-
pating nations. This is particularly true in the fields of
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uevelopment and procurement of equipment and supply and
maintenance. On the posftive side specialfzation by con-
centrating similar activities previously scattered over
several countries or facilities into the most efficient
form and by groupirg orders together will bring about
economies of scale, and reduction of costs and prices.
Furthermore, wvastefil duplicat.on of effort will be
avoided. On the negitive side some nations or firms may
be faced with some unergloyrent and loss of technological
know-how. There are als» the dangers of reduced flexi-
bility and lack of cumpetition through concenira:ica on a
limited number of sources.

These disadvantages may prove to have an inhibiting
effect on certain countries when faced with decisions on
logistic specialization. The solution would appear to lle
in treating projects together over as broad a fieid as
possible and not in i{solation. This will give scope fcr
compensation betwsen couniries s0 that the benefits and dis-
advantages can be skared out. If necessary the arrangements
could be spread beyond logistics specialization into ration-
alization as a whole to enlarge the field in which the trade-
offs can be found.

Such a system would need a central clearing house for its
organization and supervisfon, but this would not need to be
unduly complicated. The objective should be to obtain tte
best value for defence expenditure in logistics by speciali-
zation, while ensuring that all participants share equitably
in the economic, technological and industriel advantages
which accrue therefrom.”

4., Why Not a Logistic Matrix?

(C) They may or may not have recognized it, but the Logistic Sub-
group's scheme in paragrazn I above to overcome obstacles to specializa-
tion 1s precisely what OAS/PAE have advocated in their recent study,
NATO Rattonalization Potential. Fellowing their formula, it should be
pousible to develop a logistics matrix rovering the production and pro-
curement, supply and maintenance that would vaiwnce out the impacts on

the industry and economy of partic!pating nations. Moreover, the energy
crisis and the adverse impact the high cost of POL will have on the
European Lalance of payments is an added incentive for logistic speciali-
zation not addressed by the Logistics Subgroup. We canuct permit energy-
generated BCP problems to drain NATO's defense capabilitles. We suggest

*w) 1b1d.
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NATO would have a better chance to balance lefense-related BOP expendi-
tures by the matrix approacn,

(C) We can overcome some polftical and economic obstacles to
standardization by a logistic matrix. Many of the political and mil{-
tary authorities we talked to in Europe aaw standardizatior as the key
to in~reased logistic cooperation and improved military mobility and
fluxibility, We cer.ainly do not disagree with the desirability and
practicality of stundardizatiun. But NATM's trick record has not been
too good and decisions on weapon systems have been based as much on
political and economic considerations as on military requirements. How-
ever, the U.S. matrix approach applied to logistics would inevitably
help over time to foster standardizati.n too. If each natfion {a getting
a fair share, the international political squabbles and pressures can be
squelched. Internal pressures Yy defense ifadustry lebbvists can be re-
sisted easier and th~ facts brought forth for the public to see. One
eet of lobdyists may be displeased, but another sct should be pleased.
Military considerations can be given more weight. The responsibility
would then fall on the military authorities to resolve differences in
doctrine or tactics so that standavdization could become a ceality.
Parochial milfitary views that stalled or delayed a practical proposal
would be highlighted and the political cuthorit’es could intercede to

resolve the issues.

E. WHAT INSTITUTIONAL FORMS SHOULD COMMON NATO LOGISTICS TAKE?
(U) It {s naturally easier to develop tlie need for common NATO

logistic systems than to prescribe their organizational forms or spell
out their functions. 7To solve these problems would rzouire se¢parate and
expert study in depth. Morecover, as we noted at the outset, logistics
itrelf is an elastic term, and more than one common body would probably
be required to cover the gawut of logistic functions. We can, however,
outline in general torms the guidelines NATO might adopt for study. And
wve can say at this point that none of the existing collecticn of pro-
1iferated NATO logistics committees, boarar, agencies, and groups has
the terme of reference or bureaucratic clout to perfora these functions.
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1. NATO badly needs some kind of niph-level organization to pull
together and perhaps rationalize the activities of the myria“
existing logistic agencies, comittees, and working groups.
We suggested carlier a new ASYC for logistics, but his wo.li
be essentially a stafi fun:tion, and the more NAT3 moves
towvard common logistics the more a full-time directing body
will be needed.

2. Eithe* the above body or a separate one is needed for ovirail
NATO logistic planning, especially to develop a matrix of
logistic trade-offs, whila (as the Logistic Subgroup put 1it)
serving as a ccntral clearinghouse to prevent unnecessarily
adverse impact on the industry of participating n..lons. Such
8 body would .eed lots of clout and ready cccess to NATO and
national authorities.

3. The Center Region, at any raie, needs a full-scale common
logistic command for optimal planning and exercisiny LOC func-
tions in peacetime and conducting them in wartime.

4, Some form of European defense supply agency ight be useful to
achieve needed efficiencies and economies in many categories of
maintenance and supply.

5. 1In the field of prodicer logistics, some much more auth:ritative
body with stronger terms of reference than CNAD 13 needed to
develop and propose common production programs.

(1) No existing NATO agency has the planning capacity and insti-
tutional clout to nevelop and set forth authoritatively an organizational
structure to mc2t these nseds, if only because of the myth that logistics
is a national responsibility Langs so heavily over NATO and its staffs
remain 80 tied to national apron strings. What ig needed is a powerful
group vhose findings will not easily be shunted aside without full con-
sideration and who have the status to challenge unwarrantod negativisa or
parochialisam. Therefore, we asuggest a "wisemen" approach to study the
problem. Whatever the number of wisemen chosen, the group would have to
include both military and civi)ian members. To cut down on the learning

CONFIDENTIAL




.

UNCLASSIFIED

23

process of how NATO works, it would be well to choose prominent leaders
with previous NATO associations and to assign thom assistantz with simi-
lar experience., This should not dbe tuvo hard. The name of General
Steinhoff comes immediately to mind, given his recent strong support of
ritionalization, specializatinn, and stindardizaticn.

(U) 1In our view, =ost key !IATO allies would support such an idea.
The U.K. should be interested, since tl 1y have much to gain and are in
tight financial straits. 1he Dutch have a respensibilicy to become an-
gaged because of their strong advocacy of specialization. The Southern
Region allies would favor the ides b¢ use they would scent potential
gains., The Logistic Subgroup has developed real expertise and could ser:
as a ready-made staff, {f divorced from its present allegiance aud assign |
to the wvisemen. The CNADa should also be able to give good advice. But
to launch 3uch a group would probably take a high~level U.S. initiative.
Indeed, a high NATO nfficial made a strong case to us for a U.3. initia-
tive on R/S at Lhe Presidential level, saying that was the only way to
get progress under wavr., Because it has political, economic, and defense
implications, it would ba uppropriate as a Presidential initiative; this
would also serve notice osn U.S. agencies that it was 4 program to be fully
supported.

(U) Meanwhile we wish to offer the following observations on pos-
sible NATO logistic organs, with particular rcference to the AFCENT area.
As NATO's nwvn experiecce has shown, tlere are many gradations presible
between full national responsibility and full NATO integratlon on a NATO-
vide basis. 'rheufon,_it should be borne in mind that the options dis-
cussed below can be sliced meny different ways. They need not comprenend
all logistic functions (some conld still be performed nationally) or all
NATO allins (some wuuld not want to join). Rome can't be built in a day.

1. A ):ltinational Logistics Command (MLC)

(U) When we suggested as an incremental step on pp. 216-217 an
AFCENT LOC command with limited functions (primarily movement troops and
supplies), ve noted that it could be the nucleus for eapansion into more
of s full-blown logictic command. As alsc noted, a recent Brookings
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study han gone muclh further aud proposed just tiis. Lawcence and Kecord

propose an MLC "similar {n organization and functicn to the U.S. Army's

Theater Army Support Commind.”" The MLC commander's functions would be:

«o+ to assure uniforam support for all national forces oper-
ating in NORTHAG and CENTAG, to establish logistics policv,
conduct detailed logistics planning, assizn missions and
allocate resources to zultinational support forces under
his control, and to set priorities fur support. .lis area
of operation would be the zone extending from the rear of
each national corps boundary throughout ~he entire rear
area, including the airheads and po:ts of entry into the
Central Region. For most resupply, the unilateral logistics
support responsibility of each natioral force would be lim-
ited to that wi.thin its own corps. and the interface with
the MLC would take place at deputs and facilities to which
national forces would go for wupport.”

(U) Subordinate multinational transpo-t, supply, area aacurity,
ari engineering commands would %e organized, with only personnel ard
medical functions being performed by national forces (becauss of their
uniquely national character) under MLC supervision. Lawrence and Record
argue that this scheme wouid (a) permit more effective support while re-
ducing support manpower, >specielly for the U.S.; (b) facilitate joint
basing of raticnal forcas i1 rcar areas, thus further saving U.S. costs
in particular; snd (c) increase the wartiuse flexibility of AFCENT
forcel..‘

(U) ihey recognize the real obstacles entailed, including the wide
variety of equipment, supply scales and procedures involved, together
with the inevitable inertia and bureaucratic resistance. Ashcroft 1is
even more skeptical vhen analyzing a similar schems. He parcicularly
questions, usinz BAOR as an example, whether significant ~ost savings
could be achieved, and argues cogently that any common AFCENT logistic

Y
system "must be justified on ailitary rather than economic grounds."

.(U) U.S. Force Structure in NATO: An Alternative, op. cit., p. 80.
'y 'y
(U) Ibid. . Pp. 81-8.-0

PhR
{C) Ashcroft, Part 1, op. cit., pp. 28-23.
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Un the other hand, Ashcroft clesarly feels that SHAPE has bLeen leqs aggpred-
sive than it should have been in preusting the military advantayes of
logist io lntegrntlon..

(U: We jJoin Ashcruft, Recerd, and Lawrence in fecvling that the need
for such a lcgistic command should be a subject of SHAPE study, either on
SACEUR's own hook, or in response to a DPC versus NAC {nvitatiou.

2. A Furopean Defense Supply Agency
(U) Harking bhack to ths substantial economies achieved by the U.S.

through the creatfon in 1961 of a consoli{dated Defense Supply Agency,

several suggestions tave be2n madc for a Luropean or NATO defense supply
agency modeled on {t. In 1909, Timothy Stanley, then Defense Adviser in
USNATO, pointed out hcw DSA had saved DOD millions via consolidated pro-
curement, comuon depots, and above all better {nventory minsgement, and
suggested that NATO could do the same -~ provided that some higher degree
of standardization could be achieved. Cranting that it was probably not
practical to include items like food, clothing, and much expensive weap~-
onry, Stanley contended that at least five billion dollars in procurement
of consumables could nevertheless b~ corisolidated over a five-year period,
at considarsble savingi. He further tuggested some form of balancing
accounts, so that no ally would be procuring more over an extended period
than {t contributed.

(U) Ashcroft examines this proposition in still greater depth. He
focus:s on the expansion of NAMSA, as having going-concern value; however,
he feels that it wculd lave to be extensively reorganized, as it has
"little growth potential™ if it coatinues to operate as at present.
Ashcroft also is skeptical that large-scale savings can be achieved, buz
sses 8 European DSA as being of potentially real military value in foster-
ing NATO mutual support, generating pressure for increased standardizationm,
and promoting common logistic proccdutu.“

(U) Brcause of the severe financial constraints on NATO defense
budgets, thc rationales advanced by Stanley and Ashcroft for movement

.(U) Ibidu. Pdrt II. Ppo 27-200

[ ]
*(U) Ashcroft, Part I, op cit., pp. 15-19, 22-24, 30-32; and
Part 1I, op. cit., pp. 21 acd 30.
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towvard a Furopean DSA are even more cogent now than when they were ad-
vanced, Even a 10 percent saving i{n defense outlays appears more sig-
nificant taday than {t did in 1969-1970. The gains in military effective-
ness loem as even more important. Therefore, despite all the practical
and polf{tical obstacles to large-scale commun rocurement and stock
maintenance via an tDSA, #e believe that NATO must eventually move a long
way {n this direction, {f it is o field a credible conventional posture
at acceptable cost. Since this process will fnevitab.v be gradual at
best, this argues for a high-level initiative to start developing plans
right now. Moreover, the U,S. matrix approach for sharing costs (see

pp. U-31) would facilirate equitable burden-sharing by placing 1 in a
larger framework.

(U) VWe further beclieve that the U.S. should participate {n «n EDSA,
at least with respect to its Evrope-based forces. Although the European
allies (or some of them) could create it withou: the U.S., in practice,
U.S. participation ic likely to be an cssential catalyst. Moreover, ve
may have much to gain by purchasing consumables for our forces in Europe
from a common source. And, as we have said repeatedly, Washington's cen-
vept that U.S. forces in Europe must be fully capable of unilateral
cction is not only infe..sible within current constraints, but has stood

in the wvay of optinum organization of the collectiv: defense.

P. CONCLUSIONS
(U) Like other chapters in this stuly, this analysis of logistic
rationasization is preliminary and exploratory. At this early point, it

is feasible only to sugy' st new directions and propose uptinns for more
definitive study. But the ratiuvnale fur moving out 1s clear. As Ashcroft
much earlier pointed out, NATO has neglected its indispensable logistic
base -~ a sin of omission on the part of both its political and irs mili-
tary authorities. Collective remedics arz long overdue: Indeed, they
nov ssem indispensable on grounds of budget savings, as well as military

effectiveness.
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’ppendix to Chapter V
LIST OF NATO AGENCIES AND OTHER BOULIFS INVOLVED IN LOGISTIC
COOPERAT {ON/COORDINAT {UN

Individual Agencie: and Cuemittces

Military Agency for Standsvdization (MAS)

NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency (NAMSA)

Conference of Naci~nal Armament Dircctors (CNAD)

NATO Air Defense Ground Environment (NADGE)

NATO HAWK Production and Logistics Organization (NHPLO)

NATO MRCA Developuent and Production Management Agency (NMDPMA)
NATO lategrated Communications System Organization (NICSO)

ACE Military Bodies

The ACE Logistics Coordination Center (1CC)

North Luropean Coumand Logistics Steering Group

Allied Coumand Baltic Approaches Logistics Coordinating Group (ALCG)
Center Region Logirtic Steering Group (CRLSG)

AFCENT National Liaison Staffs (NALS)

AFCENT Joint Coordination Center {(JOC)

NORTHAG and TWOAYAF Logistics Coordination Centers

CENTAG Logistic Planning and Coordination Board (CL™CD)
LANDSOUTHEAST Logistics Operations Coordination Center

NATO Peacetime Civil Emergency Plcaning Comxittees/Agencies

Petroleum Planning Committee (PPC)
NATO Pipeline Cormittee (NPC)
Reginnal NATO Pipeline Authorities

Central ..urope Pipeline Policy Committee (CEPPC)
Central Europe Pipeline Organization (CEPO)
Contral Europe Operating Agency (CEOA)

Industrial Planning Committee (IPC)

Poou and Agriculture Planning Committee (FAPC)
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Planning Board for Furopean Inland Surface Transport (PBEIST)
Northern Europe (NE) Sub-Committee
Central Europe (CF) Sub-Cummittee
Souchern Eurnpe (SE) Sub-Committoe
Rajlroad Transport (RRT) Sub-Committce
Rnad Transport (RT) Sub-Cowmmittee
Ports and Beaches/Inland Waterway Transport (PB/IWT)
Civil Aviation Planning Committee (CAPC)
Planning Borrd for Ocean Shipping (PBOS)
Civil Defense Committe.. (CDC)

dATO Civil Warsime Agencics,/Boards
NATO Wartime O11 Organization (NWOC)
Central Supply Agency (CSA)

European Supply Agency (ESA)

Authority for Cocrdination of Inland Transport in Central Europe
(ACITCE)

Authority for :oordination of Inlani Transport in Southern Europe
(ACITSUD)

Central European Wagon Pool (CEWP)
Northern Euronean Transshipment Organization (NETS0)
Cross Lhannel Coordination Cent:r (CCCC)
doard of Coordinsation of Civil Aviation (BOCCA)
Defense Shipping Authority (DSA)
Defensa Shipping Council (DSC)
Defense Shipp!ng Executive Board (DSEB)
Regional Shipping Boards -- East and West (RSB, East; RSB, West)

NATO Project Stearing Committees Administered by CNAD
NATO Maritime Patrol Alrcraft (NMPA)
NATO Jaguar Tactical and Tra.ning Alrcraft
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NATO Seasparrow Point Defenne Ship Missile System

NATO Azores Fixed Acoustic Range (AFAR)

NATO FH-=70 155z Towed Howitzer

NATO Acoustic Communicatlon with Submarines

NATO SA/130 (Puma), SA/341 (Cazelle), and WG/1% (Lynx) Helicopters
NRATO Combat Vehicle Reconnaissance (Tcacked) (CVRT)

NATO 155am Self-Propelled Mowitzer (SP70C)

NATO MX20 RH202 Rapid Fire Gun and Antiaircraft Mount HS669N

NATO PHM (Patrolcraft Hydrofoil Missile)

FUROGROUP and Associated Bodies

FUROLOG
EUROSCHED
EURONAD
EUROMED
EUROTRAINING
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VI. COMPATIBILITY, INITEROPERABILITY, AND STANDARDILATION

(U) The preceding cliapter lookcd at cmgwmer logistica. This one
is devoted to produrer logistics =-- ways of promoting etandardization,
or at least i{nieroperavility and compatibility, of munitions and equip-
ment toc enhance the rommon defense and, it {s loped, save costs. Of
coursa pracuring common or at least compatible equipment, spare parts,
and other supplies wil’ greatly facilitate common consumer logistics,

0 the two are iIntimately related.

(') While such programs would achieve the greatest results if NATO-
wide, this is not essential. If even the seven Center Region allies
collaborate, notable gains could result. Indeed, even FRG/U.S./U.K.
coll. -boration could drive other allies to jcir them over time. Some 91
percent of NATO (excluding France) sutlays on major military equipment
in 1973 came from thece three nations lnyvcy.. But the catalyst for any
significant progress will have to be a change in U.S, attitudes. Based
on our discusstons {n Turoje, we cannot overstress the extent ot European
sispicions that U.S. advocacy of standardization is a device to eniance
further the dominance ot U.S. industry, already NATO's largest aras pro-

ducer.

A. FACO'S SAD EXPERIENCE WITH STANDARDIZATION

(JV Since full-scale standardization of equipment -- like defense
integration on the DC model -—— is vheoretically the optiaum road to
collectlive defense, {t has always enjoyed devoted lip sarvice in NATO.

The lack of {t is regularly deplored. In practice, however, it has gen-
erally been stymied by the naticnalisa ana parochialiam cited i Chapter 1.
As one U.S. expert uith tuenty years' experience in the field blunctly

put it:

NATC standardization is much talked about but very little
has ever happened to accomplish meaningful standardiza-
tion. When the chips are down, the U.S. does not act to

*
(U) If France is Included, the big four account for 95 percent of
the expenditures.
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support NATO agreed atandardizatfon polic’es, NATO standard-
lzltk.m that does ex{it happened more by accident than by de-
sign.

(U) Witness the death of SHAFE's noble effort to promote standard-
fzatfon by promulgating NATO Basir Military Requirements (NBMRs). Some

"not

49 were promulgated before the scheme was abandoned {n 1965 because
one NBMR had resulted in the common productfon uf «n {tem specifically
designed to weet At."“ What happened was simply that national services
and armaments directors ignoced the SHAPE requirements whenever it suited
thea to do so.

(C) Even the creation in 1966 of a Conference of National Armaments
Directors with a mandate backed by vigorous ministerial exhortation to
promcte joint RED and procurement has had only limited impact. In innum-
erable meetings, the CNAD and its many subgioups have thrown much light
on the problem, ard done a large number of studies. The CNAD has properly
focused mostly on coordinating longer-t2rm programs, while still in the
early R&D otage. However, they have not accompliszhed much, owing largely
to lack of national support. At a recent CNAD mec ing, 2ne national
represeatativa sumed up the CNAD's accomplishment very well when he noted
that {t was essential for the CNADs to move frox motherhood statements
o genuine progress in otundardization. Another national representative
suggested that ¢ basic CNAD problem is that staff of ficers from all NATN
nationg work probiems in the NATO growpas and then riport back to rational
military authcritize., The CNADs do not give orders directly tn those
nationai statfs, vhich tend to gu their own way unless othervise direct-
d.“. In the U.S. case, this {s painfully apparent in OSD's lack of
avarencss of or control over the service representatives to many of
NATO's 130-odd comaittees. While these representatives ostensibly repre-
sent the U,S. Government, in all too miny cases they will veto a1 ‘thing
unsatisfactory tv their particular service, or ignore overall DOD
interests vhen convenient.

.(U) Memorandua for Deputy Director (Tactical Warfare) DL. - from
Chairman Air Munitions Requirements and Development Commitice, Septezber 5,
1974, p. 1.

“(U) Aslcroft, Part 11, op. ci*., p. 5.
**%U) USNAT? 6:28, dated 051815 November 1974 (Confiduntial).
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(U) We do not mean to {mply that NATO has accomplished nothing
tovard -tandardization. In some 25 years, a number of joint projects
have emerged. But the fact remz2ias that NATO attained {ts highest
level of standardization in the fifties because most postwar European
forces werc equipped via MAP with J.S. moldels, largely World War II
surnlus. Subsequenr standardization sccurred mostly when cne country's
eq:{ipment was obviously superior, or available only from that source,
and vihen the supplier waw willing to license production (at least of
crmponents) and/or to provide spares and other logistic support to pro-
mote export sales., In practice thi3 has meant mostly U.S. equipment.
Thug NATO standardization on such S5Ms as Honest John, Sergeant, Per-
shing, and now Lance, was a case of a unique source, plus U.,S. control
of the nuclear warheads. 7The only oti.er allies that developed the!r
own SSMs have been the U.K., and France, which are nuclear powers.
American artillery weapnns, such asg the 155mm, 8-inch, and 175mm, are
used by many allies. Similarly, the U.S. has tended to dominate in the
SAM field, providing moat allles with Nike and Hawk (partly through
MAP), and now Improved Hawk. The Hawk prosram was a production con-
sortium; other production consortia were created for such U.S.-designed
systems a¢ Sidewinder, Bullpup, the Mark-44 Torpedo, and the F-104GC
Starfighter. European coproduction schemes have includel the Atlantic
maritime patrol aircraft and the G-91 lightweight fighter. Currently,
various bilateral or trilatoral European consortia arc developing the
Jaguar (Anglo-French) and MRCA (Anglo-German-Italian) aircraft.

(U) A n-table success ia standardization, and one that did not
involve single-nation dominance, was t!.e agreement on & common rifle/MG
round of 7.62mm. Of course, as our allies always love to point out, it
vas the U.S. that (because of Vietnas ueeds) switched from the common
NATO caliber to the M-16. The fact that the British produced a suyerior
105am tank gur led the U.S. and FRC to adopt it, but now these three
nations are debating wvhat characteristics the next generation tank gun
should have. Other exampies of jnint production schemes, such as NADGE
and NICS, are mentioned in Cnapter V.

{C) But standardization has reaily been the exception rather than
the rule., For example, four different types of main battle tanks are
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operating Iin efght allied armies. There are 17 different types of
antitank missiles in use, 1) in developm:nt, und 6 more under study.
NATO navies are equipped with 35 Jdifferent types of :icar, 26 types

of mines {n 41 modifications, 8 different SAM systeoms, 6 different

ant {ship missilen, and 40 different types of guus of IJ0mm or larger
caliber. The 2 ATAF has eleven different types of alrcraft.. Regret-
tably, vhen we do standardize, we somet imes choose a poor standard.

For example, by standardization on an older flanges coupling, NATO ships
require up to one hour's deal time during tefueling operations. This
compares nfavorably to the newer USH probe/receiver system, which re~
quires about &4 to 5 minutes to hook up and only 2 minutes to disconnect.
The extra dead time seans increased vulnerability of shipse during
refuel ing,

(C) The waste is enormuwus. According to Dr. Troap, formez Chair-
man of the NATO Industrial Advisory Croup, NATG wastes over §2 biliton
annually due to lack of aund.rdtzauon." In 1971, Dr. John S. Foster,
Jr., then Director of Defense Research and Engineerin; in DOD, esti-
mated as such as $1 billion of overlapping research and development
alone among the U.S. and its Western European .um.'" This has
doubtless grown since. In FY 1975, the U.S. and the rest of NATO are
spunding atout $8.7 billion and $3 billion, respectively, on R&D,
largely for the same purposes.

(S) The deleterious effect on military capability {x zragic. For
example, at the EUROLOG Ministerial Mee:.ing or June 13, 1974, British
Secretary of State for Defense Mason stated that lack of equipment
atandardization wvas one of the major reasons for lack of rationalizction
of logistics in the NORTHAG ares.! SACTUR told ika CNAD tu April 1974
that "NATO is not getting a satisfactory return 02 investment for cur
vast expenditures. We are losing at leasl 30 percent, and in some areas
50 percent of our capability Zue to lack cf atandardization." In

'y
(U) See Collaghan, op. cit., pp. 25-27, for a good summary of
equipment prolifsration.

e
(U) USNATO 6128, op. cit., Section 1, p. 3.

'S
“(U) Mdreas by Johr. S. Fostur, Jr., before the Acrospace Indus-~
tries Associction, October .8, 1971, in Williamsburg, Virginia.

Yu) USNATO 1731, dated 291430 March 1974 (Confidential).
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December 1974 Admiral Sir Peter Hill Norton, Chairman of the NATO Mili-
tary Comritiee, told the national def-nse ministers regarding stand:rd-

{zation:

eeodt 1s high time to seek multinational remedies, and
1 might remind the Committee that as lcng ago as 1960,
Monsieur Spaak commented, "Each one wants to keep his rifle,
his machine gun, his tanks, hia shells." Each one wants
his aiv force, his own natfonal aircraft, shich can only be
usad under restricted conditions, and sadly his strictures
are still true today, although the exampics may be different,

I would like, this mccning, to cite one or tvo practical
exaiples of the vacte of money, duplication orf sclentific
effort, misuse of talent, waste of manpower ard, of course,
finally, the irmpact of military efficiency that has resulted
already from a failure to tackle this problem cohesively and
vith deternination.

The first example is irn the file.d of naval cosmunications.
Very considerable sums have been dr.voted to dates link systems
by the United States and the Unirsd Kingdom, #ad you now find
in the Alliance two different systems, one fitted by five
nations and che other by thres. They cannot speak to each
other. Nor can they speak to shore statioans. A partial so-
iution to this absuid situation is going to cost not less
than IAU 5,000,000,

The next exauple concer.s our land forces, where national
elements in adjacent sectors of the four defense areas cannot
help sach other vith supplies of hardware because they need
different fuel for their tanks, different calire ammunit fon
for their guns and a masaive range of entirely different
spares for virtually all thair equipment.

finally, in the air forces, for exarple, in the Second
Allied Tactical Air Force, there are five different types of
gun ammunition, four different bombs, six ditferent napalam
coatainars and sixteen different drop tanks.

The duplication in the suppor* costs Lecause of this is
orly one factor, but it does enadbla the Soviets to use one
man {n support -- and wve need two. If I may give a further
fllustration of the difficultiss and dangers inherent in
failure to ensure staxdardization, or at least interoper-
ability, I must tell you that, in a recent naval exercise
vhich has just been analyzed, due to incompatibility of
comnunications, aircraft und missiles frequently engaged the
same target simultancously aad ships and aircraft involved
were 80 often unable to communicate with each other that, as
a result, of the 55 marit’me patrol aircraft deesed to have
been destroyed, >0 were assessed as having been shot down by
their own side.

SECRET

— ————— e ———— e e



SECRET

249

Now, I w uid suggest that errors hav> been made over the
years by our  ‘lves and our nredecessorr in failing to recog-
nize the wisu a1 of Monsieur Spaak's strictures and that both
political and military authorities have falley 2o appreciate
that national inturests are not always best served when mem—
bers of an Alliance indulge themselves {in unco-ordinated
production aid unnecessary competition.”

(U) In a recent NATO publication, Dr. Gardiner Tucker, Assistant
Secretary General for Defense Sunport, used the ACE Moblle Force (AMF),
vhich conaists of 5000 men in units from seven member countrics, comple-

mented by an air srm, as a sad exsmple of the lack of standardization.

The unats in the force train together; they operate together;
in any crisis they would deploy together to critical areas,
and could well be the first integrated NATO forces on the
scene. They symbolize the cohesiveness of the Allian:e.

But let us look at how well they are standardized. With
seven nations contributirg, there ar2 seven different types
of comhat aircraft in the air arm; there are six different
types of recoilless rifles, four different types of wire-
guided antitark weapons, aud tiree different types each of
mortars, riflas, and machine gins. This force is prepared

to deploy to a number of different critical areas in time of
crisis and obviously caanot preposition its supplies in cach
of these possible areas. Because their weapons and supplies
are 80 divervLs, each of the seven national units in this force
must maintain its own logistic personncl end establish its
own logistic support. Because the weapons and supplies of the
AMZ units are not standardized with those of the host coun-
tries into which they are yrepared to deploy, they cannot plan
initially to draw on host country supplies and replenish them
in due course; they must bring their full suppliea with then
ab initio.

The commander of the AMF has determ.ned that, i{f arma-
menty were standardized both within his force and with the
potential host country, then the time for his forces to deploy
aud be combat ready could be cut to less than half what it is
today. To put this factor of two .rto perspective, it should
be recalled that in virtually every analysis of East-West
balances, NATO's response time is one of the most critical
determining parameters. 7Tns AMF commander has also estimated
that wizh such standardization the seven logistic staffs
could be ccnsolidated and their tasks simplified so as to get
tle same lob done with one-half the logistic personnel. To
put this factor-of -tww reduction in logistic personnel into

*(J) DPI-VR(74)28, Part 1, December 10, 1974, p. 13 (Secret).

SECRET




(inse SO TR BT

250

perspective, it should be recalled that total manpuver is
the largest coat element in military budgets snd its csca-
lation s eatinyg into modernization budgets throughout the
Alliance. Finally, the airlift requirement would be cut

{n half, thus generating a major «quipzent saving. All of
these improvements and savings might have resulted had tie
4llies spent the same level of resources they actually Jdid
spend, to acquire tie saze numbcrs of the same classes of
weapons, {f they had first agreed to adopt common stanuards.
The important thing about the AMF {s that its experience is
indicative of the problems ind opportunities presented by
the joint operation of larger units.”

(C) Moreover, NATO has been moving over the last several yeara
toward destandarndization, rather than tha reverse. Callaghar cites a
French general who lectured SHAPE in 1961 on "twelve years of destan-
dardization within NATO."" The situa”ion has gctten worse since then.
As ASYG for Defense Support Tucker has put it, a besic problea has been
"the conflict between the grale of NATO standardization and a.mauents
cooperation on the onec hand, and national industrial ard econoamic goals
on the other." Hence, as he sess {t, the development and protection of
nstional arrs industriea has led to:

+++8 progresiive descandardization of NATO armaments, tn a
limitation of production voluass to below econvmically effi-
cieat levels, to an inhibltion of international competitive
factors vhich tend tn produce efficiert industries, and to
technological efforts which ace fragmented and overlapping.*’*

Diseconomies of scale are a particularly serious probles in driving up
unit costs bdecause of smsll natioual production rma.*

(U} 4gatn, the U.S. hao been ths worst offender. Despite all our
11p eervice, couperative develupaent and procurement with MATO has “alvays
been periphsral to ths mainstr:as of the American weapons acquisicion

‘(U) NATO Reviey, January 1975.

.
.(U) See Callaghin, cp. cit., pp. 25-27, for a good summary of
equipment proliferation.

*¢* V) USNATO 1732, 291430 March 1974 (Confidential).
*) cf. Marshall, cp. cit., pp. 359-360.
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proceu.". This has undermiied the crrdibility of U.S. 2xhortatiuns to
NAT) to standardize. As the same U.S. oxpert cited earlier said, U.S.
policy seems to be "buy what 1 offer, standardize on what i produce.”
He cites how U.S. services keep NATO and natinnal interests in separate
ciannels, and a NATO nolicy seldom beccmes a U.S5. national policy, and
how JAATC considnrations are seldom addressed in considering U.S. pro-
graszs. He concludes that we will have to put mwre candor in standard-
ization at home before NATO will even listen to ul."

(U) But because of the vastness and compluxity of the subject --
many countries, many agencies within a country, political and economic
constraints, and language and cultural birriers -- the execution and
management of standardization efforts within DOD is decentralized to
the service or agency having primary responsibility. In light of whet
appsars to te an enormous task the very smali number of project officers
assigned tr standardization offices among our services indicates an ex-
tremely low priorlty.*“ In fact, a better indicator of che lack of
U.S. Government intercst is the total ahsence of a national standards
program. By compari-on, the British, Frenwch, and Germans each has a
national standards program partially financed by the grvernment. IThe
U.S., daveloping an amowunt of cquipment aignht times its nearest competi-
tor, has none. This sad state of a‘falre i{s only partly owing to the
restrictive policies imposed by Congress and the superiority of our own
equipment, It largely reflects sheer insularity. And whatever the
causes, the 1esuits are ciear. In the sixties alone, wve sold over $8
billioa wrth of equipment tu our NATO allies, shile buying only $700
million vorth.* It is no wonder that Secretary Schlesinger, in the
NATO Ministerial Meeting on December 10, 1174, begrn his remarks on
standardization by acknowledging thit the Europeans should be somewhat

*
(U) Callaghan, op. cit., p. 49.

"
.(U) Memo for Ueputy Director/DDRE/GSD from Chairman of Air Muni-
tione Requirements and Development (AMRAD) Committee, September Z, 1974,
p. 1. .
“.(U) Acuy has four, Navy has three, and Air Force has fwo project
officers.

f(U) C.'.l' ".u.‘n. Op. Cit.. Pl blo
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skeptical concerning U.S. willingness to make concesitons in the name
ol greater Alliance standardlzatbn..

(U) Past resistance amony the seivices has been treaendous, A
recent GAO report to Congress outl ines DOD's failure to achicve stan-

dard{zation goals:

o On April 23, 1965, the Department of Defense established
a single, integrated DOD standardizati{cn program con-
trolled and direcced by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, Ome of its oblectives is to encourage the broad-
est possible application of an {tem among the military
scrvices so that a mirnimum of similar {tems will be de-
veloped anu preduced.

o In 1966, because vartations in 20mm afrcraft ammunition
prevented transfer among the services, the Director of
Defense Research and Enzineering reemphasized the stan-
dardization program to the services.

o In February of 1969, beccuse the services were not effec-
tively eliminating uunecessary duplicative developments
of air munitioni, DDRAE established the Air Munitions
Requiremcats and Developmea® (AMRAD) Committee consisting
of four officers and a secretary. (It's interesting to
note that the CGAQ investigators were unable to locate any
organization that addresses development requirements for
minor aystems in areas other than air munitions and re-
lated equipment.)

o In 1971, so diverse were the 1091 separate development
efforts involving laszers that neither the services nor
the AMRAD Committee were able to identify and eliminate
overlapping projects. Consequently, DDRLE established an
ad hoc working group juet for laser-guided munition=-.**

o As of June 1974, except for the AMRAD Comnmittee, DDRAE
has no procedurec to insure that the services are perform-
ing required coordination or eliminating duplicative
developmert.***

B. OBSTACLES TO STANDARDiZATION
(U) Despite much lip service paid to standardication, and so many
meetings, why has so little been accomplished? The simple answer 1is

*(U) USNATO €309, dated 1116358 Lecember 1974 (Confldential),
Section 2, 2. 1.

"

(U) See GAO Report 12 to Congress, Pims and Prcposals for Avoid-
tng Unnecessary Duplicarion in Developing Nev 'Military Equipment -- D:part-
ment of Defense, June 10, 1974, pp. 5-8.

*
**(U) Ibid., p. 25.
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that those wvho are motivated to standardize are nct those vho make the
key ¢scisfons in research, development, and procurement of equipment.
It {8 easier and relatively more profitable for a singlr produccr or

agency or goverraent not to standardize. Asg a result, rthere are mauy

barriers to atandardization.

1. The Not-Invented-Here Syndrome

(U) Any time standardization requires change in design of a piece
of equipment nn the shelf, there is loss of mcncy, time, ard soretimes
prestige to those who must change. Thus, the U.S5. has resisted a
changeover to the .ietric system in spire of its obvious alvantages.

Not until recently were the FEuropecan countries able to agres on a rommon
trailer hitch. As already mentjoned, even when a common refueling coup-

ling was chosen for NATO ships, it was not the most efficient one.

2. Conceptual Differences

(S) Parochial views and practices manifest many obstacles. (a)
Production of U.S. defense systems is usually privately funded, whereas
European manufacturers mostly rely on government-sponsored and -owned
facilities. (b) The trend in the U.S. is toward muximum automation,
vhereas the Europeans still rely on individual crafesmunship. (c) U.S.
systems are designed for worldwide deployment, whereas the Europeans only
need look to operations in a temperate climate. (d) The U.S. requirements
for high levels of safefy exact more attention to reliability and quality
control.. (e) The British inclination toward planning for s short tacti-
cal nuclear var, with its classical defenaive barrier system, suggests
different types of weapons and equipment from tnose suggested by the
U.S. concept of highly mobile, conventional warfare. (f) Norway and
Denmark wvant an aircraft designed for local air superiority; Belgium wants
one with an offensive uir operatione capability.

.(U) ASD/18L, Report on U.S. Procureinent and Production of Foreign
Weapon Systems, December 1972 (FOUO), Appendix C.
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J. National Interests

(U) Each nation, whether Jt can afford it or not, wants to develon
and producey the most sophisticated and powerful weapons possible,
Fucthermore, to hedge against the possibility that other nations may
shift allegiances, cach nation tries to remain {ndependent, This requires
that each maintain an {ndeperdent industrial preparcdness ba«e. Fach
nation would aiso like to scll more than it buys to insur: full employ-

m‘ntl

4. Pressures of Industry
(I The industrtal capacity uf NATO is already greater than the

demand for production. So the pressure applied by private industry is
away from standardization and toward the <evelopment of unique equipment
and parts that can be produced only in the developer's plants. uevelopers
are reluctant to ctfer a foreign license to 3 competitor. Consequently,
foreign-designed systems produced through licensing agreements result in

sole-source conditions in each naticn,

5., Military Requirements
(U) The drive toward the ultimate weapon in each field of warfare

leads to performance require=ments that strain the state of the art. As

a result, costs skyvrocket, the numbers of weapons that can be replaced

are reduced, and as production runs go down, the unit costs go up, and
life-cycle cnsts rise ccrrespon.dingly. As a result, the sophisticated
weapons bought by the U.S. ure ofren too axpensive fcr most of its wilies.
Their choice is =21ither to produce a cheaper model, which leads to more
destandardization, or to buy fewer J.S. weapons and further tilt the
numerical baiance tuwsrds the WP, The difficult question 1s whether cne
ruper weapon is better than the me-pius weapons it rrplaces. As Minister
Leber put it, "...in our efforts to get perfertion, we are escalating
costs in such a3 way that in the long run and in the end we must 1liiit the
nvaber of major hardware items procured. But as a rexult, we get much
less than the {ncrement in cost, and by s=eking perfection we are increas-
ing the ssymmetry between ourselves and the Warsaw Pact....". Admittedly,

*(U) DPC-VR{74)23, Part 1, Deccmber 10, 1974, p. 44.
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there are some instances where a reduction in effectiveness may result
when certain weapons are standardized. For exaople, be:use of differ-
irg electronic signatures, an eremy would have much more difficulty
Jamming many uniquely produced radars rather than one design. But even
in this example, it is imperative that the friendlv radars be fully
interoperable.

C. NATO MAY BE GETTING A SECOND WIND
(U) Despite the above sad experience, we see signs that the NATO

allies may be taking a more positive approach to standar-dization, com-
patibility, and interope-ability. The reasons are obvicua. They lie in
the growing dilemma created by the noaring cost and sophistication of
nev equipment at a time of declining real resource availabilities (see
Chapter 1). This resource bind is forcing even thie J.S. to racognize
more fully the neod for commonality and the potentiai savings invoived.
Tucker, the new ASYG for Defense Support, has taken an aggressive stance
in pressing these needs.

(S) Since it is almost a rule of thumb in NATO that little can be
done until the ministerial level gets tehind {t, Secretary Scalesinger
proposed «t *he June 1974 DPC that each ministerial level session should
address at lz2ast one specific CNAD recommendation ready for decision.

At the December 1974 DPC, the ministers agreed to concentrate their
efforts, both individually and collectively, on standardization in five
specific areas: airborne early wvarning, electronic warfares, ammunition
for portavle infantry weapons, commnications, and antiship missiles.

(U) The EUROGROLP has alsy taken some potentially useful steps
toward standardization, though relatively little has resulted as yet.

It has focused on purchasing a commun replacement for the F-104 by
Belgium, the Netherlands, Norwvay, and Denmark (see Chapter III). It
sdopted common principles of equipment production in 1972. EURONAD is
conceatrating on two priority arecs, the AALS and a aew 3edium SAM,
slthough "results so far have hardly heen proniung."* A list of

.(U) Record of EUROGROUP Ministerial Meeting, 13 June 1974, op. cit.
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priority items have been developed. [n general, the EUROGROUP members
are coming to reall-e that caly via collaboration can Europein armaments
industries retain their place {u the sun.

(S) The U.S. {(tsalf seems at long last tc be taking a soamewhat
more nositive approach to staadardization. U.S. Ambaasador to NATO
Rumsfeld pressed {t as a ripe tseue during his all too short tenure,
Secretary Schlesinger has proposcu concrete steps on numerous occasionas.
The Nunn Amendmeat to the FY 1975 DOD Appropriation Act taskea SecDef
to report to the Congress his asssssuent. of the costs to NATO of faflure
to standardize and remec!{al actions tiat could be taken.

(U) What 1is driving all these initiaties {s che groving defense
resource hind, which practically dlictates that NALO must lncrease in:
cost-effect iveness of its defense outlays or see the credibility of its
posture decline. Clearly, this means that NATO must eliminate dupli-
cation i{n R&D and defense production, achieve the economies of scale
inherent 1a longer production runs of standardized equipment for more
than nne national user, and avoid unnecessarily wasteful proliferation
of national weapons systems. In the following sections we offer some

practical suggestions as to how this might be done.

D, THE CASE FOR COMPATIBILITY AMD INTEROPERABILITY

(U) NATO must adopt moce realistic policies. 1Its limited success
in standardizing over the last 25 years makes it obvious that this is
perhaps the most difficult gocl to achieve, For some cime vet, full-
scale standardization, even awong the EUROGROUP, is simpiy not in the
cards. Indced, {t is hard to avoid the conclusion that the best has
proved the eneny of the best. Ths overfocus cn standardiza~ion has led

to neglect of lesser halfway measuree such as compatibility, harmoniza-
tion, and interoperability. In fact we suspect that, as in the case of
pust "blue sky" force requirements, tha NATO military authorities in
particular have used standardization as an alibi to avoid pressing harder
on such lesser but more realizable goals.

(U) On tha other hand, the growing resource bind in NATO could be
utilized to give new vigor to the movement toward greater commonality,
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{f shrewdly utili.ed., As {n the case of joint logistics (Chapter V),
ve urge a realistic incremental approach. To this end, while pressing
standardfzation as nuch as feasible (see next section below), we urge
that NATO fccus more on icvsser step-by-step measures tiat would add up
over time to significant progress towvard ultimate standardization.
Moreover, a great deal ran be Jone via such measures to move from a
situstion where NATO operates as a collection of separate national
forces toward cne where these forces can actually operate together --
even though retaining their separate national tdentlttes..

(U) What we lLave in mind are swh measures as: (i) insuring
interoperabdiliry of equipment; (2) insuring compatibility of forces
vhen operatiug together hy harmonizing doctrine aad procedures; (3)
joint training; and (4) joint use of facilities and equipment. All
thess are halfway houses that will help prcmote standardization. Rather
than daal with these concepts in detail here, we have discussed specific
ground, air, naval, and logistic applications in chapters II-V.

(U) Here we might just state a few general propositions. For ex~
ample, even if small arms and artillery cannot be standacd{red because
of variyus obstacles, it is crucially important that they Le made com-
patible by having common calibers and interchangeable rounds. This 1s
particularly important with higli-consumption and high-tonnage items
such as small arms or most artillery ammunition of 105mm, 155mm, and
205tm calibers. 1t is also essential with small AAA weaponu and air-
craft guns. Even if weapons caa't be standardized, surely most ammuni-
tion should be. In our view, minor diffcrences in size or caliber, pre-
ferral from a national viewpoint, may be insignificant compared to the
operatioaal and logistic advantages of each nazion's being able to use
others' ammunition. This seems 80 obvious that it is surprising it has
not been pushed harder. 1t is the type of issue that the ministerial
iavel should decide by fiat, and ve suzggest how »n p. 27! below.

(S) Similarly, whether or not the allies use common tactical com-
sunications equirment, there seems to he an overriding requirement in
many cases that these use common frequencies and procedures so that
sllied units can at least talk with each other. SHAPE's briefing on the

'}
(U) Seclef Statement to June 1974 DPC, paras. 10 and 31.
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lack of standardization {n the ACL Mobile Force notes hew the five allivs
contributing land forces use quite differvnt frequencivs and chonnel
spacing.

(S) SHAPE's call for asach ally %o develop factilities for cross-
servicing each other's alrcraft at national alr buses {3 a4 conatructtve
example of vilat needs to be done. This need extends beyond noszles for
refueling ard engine starters to common bomb recks, afssile pyions, and
interchangeable avionics. Secbef Schlesinger has proposed that there
should be slmilar policies to ensure land force interoperability, es-
pecially to enhance flexible deployment of Center Region rcserves..

(C) Since greater rationalization in the navel fleld {3 also oper=-
ationally essentiai, it is encouraging that the current SACLANT in par-
ticular has been actively prussing i{t. As hls Deputy told CNAD, "if we
cannot attaln commonality, we must at least ach!eve maximun intercharnge-
ability in system components, spare parts and weapontry.” SACEUR's repre-
sentative told the now familiar story of how, in the recent NATO naval
exercise Strony Express, 30 out of 56 maritime patrol aircraft shot dom
were friendlies, because of lack of standardized [FF. The CNAD found
that lack of interoperable and secure communications and data links was
of paramouni {mportance, and agreed to tske action in the areas of
passive link display »quipment, antiship mi:iisiles, and naval C’."

(U) 1If ail NATO surface ships could be replenished with one type
of oller and cae type of fuel, {f all NATO tacticai aircraft could be
serviced at any airfield with the same fuel, ammunition, and repair
pavts, and £{f aill NATO tanks could be reserviced wich the same fuel,
ammunit fon, tracks, and batteries, the military effectiveness of NATO
might inccease by av least 50 percent. I[n addition, the recurring cost
pertion of a nation's defense budget s very large, so this has a high
payoft. Since tt> military have recognized this as the best approach
to standardization, the MC has been pursuing a standardization progranm
along these lines for many years. A Military Agency for Standairdization
(MAS) has been organized and Standardiaation Agreements (STANAGs) have

"

(U) SecDef Statement to June 1974 DPC, para. Jl. Interchange-
ability of tank tread pads is an example of & high wear itea (as shown
in the Yom Kippur War) wvhere comoatibility seems highly desirabl>.

..(U) USNATO 6123, November 5, 1974, pp. 2-4 (Confidential).
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been published; however, only a small dent has been made thus far In
t'ie achievement of equipment {nteruvperability. Few STANAL: Lave been
written on equipment, and {n any case, natfons are under no obligation
to comply. We urge that this program be given ministerial attentlon,
We wonld suggest MUD agreement that no new STANAG can be rejected be-
lov Chief of Staff level in NATO's capitals.

E. PUTTING SOME STEAM BEHI!ND STANMARDIZATION
1. Does Standardization Make Sense Economically?
{U) There 1e little doubt that standardization could produce

savings vhen the different countries' industrie:. complemenr cach uther.

For example, {f ‘ermzny was more exfi:ient than Britain ac producing
tanks and if Britain was more efficient than Germany at producing afir-
craft, then both couitries would benefit by standardizing on Britisn
aircraft and Cerman tanks. However, during recent years NATO's arma-
sents industries have not been complementary in this sense, because
U.S. industries have been more efficient on most types of equipment.
Thus, although theve may be some potential for standardization based on
complementary defense industr'es, this rationale will probablv not sup-
port standardization on a large scale.

(U) However, even 1f U.S. .ndustries were more efficient than the
Eurcpean industries on all defense products, standardization would still
zake sense for both the U.S. and tha Europeans. This is true because
the European inefficiency relative to the Americans would probatly be
less on some products chan ot others. and the Europeans would be able
to concentrate on making the item at which they were least ineffi:.ent.
A simple exam.le based on the e~onomic principle of comparative advan-
tage can clrrify this concept. The U.S. might procuce both rifles ana
ships more cheaply than the Europeans, but the U.S. advantage over the
Europears in producing stips could be less than the U.S. sdvantage in
producing rifles. ‘Assume that:

o U.S. industry can produce a ritle for $5, as compared to
$10 for European rifles.
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o U.S. Industry produres shipa for $10, as ¢ . gpared to 51c

for a Lurcpean ship.

o The U,S. purchases 20 U.S. vifles and 5 U.S. ships be

fore standard{czation.

o The Europeans purchase 0 Euzropean rifles and ) European

ships before standardization.

o Under standardization, the U.S. oflers the Luropeans a

package deal in which the U.S. would sell the Eurcpeans

all their rifles for $7 each and would buy all {ts ships

irom the Europeans for $11 each. If *he Eurcpeans would

agree to this arrangement, the U.S. would save $15 and

the Europeans would save $25, as i3 {llustrated {n the

table below:

Total cost

Production cost

Internat jonal
purchase cost

International
sales cost

Total cost

. Dotal suniwy

United States Europe
Before Standardizatiou
20 rifles x $5/rifle + 10 rifles x $10/rifle +
S ships x $10/skip = 3 ships x $12/ship =
8150 $13¢
After Standardization
30 rifles x $5/rifle = 8 ships x §12/ahip =
$150 $96
S ships a $11/ship = 10 rifles x $7/rifle =
$55 $79
10 rifles x $7/rifle = 5 ships x $11/ship =
$70 $55
§150 + §55 - 670 = $96 + $70 - $55 =
8138 8111
$150 - $135 =~ $15 $136 - S111 = $25

1herefore, in this simple exaaple, standa~dization would save the U.S.
$1S and the Europeans $25. These savings could -e used to fund other
force improvements -— together, they would be snough to produce two extra

ships and almost four extra ritles.
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() A further positive effect of standardization could be to in-
crease the effiiiency of the producing industries through econories ot
acale. Standardization might allow the U,S, and Europran {ndustries
that were still operating t. organize their production lines more effi-
2iontly and te ccver fiveld custs with greater prcduction velumes, and
thus to achieve greater learnirg curve ecoaomies and, ultimately, lower
average unit costs. In the previous ~xcmple, {f economies of scale
such as these led to price veductions of five percent, then over tine
the U.S. and the Europeans would each save over $6 in addition to the
ssvings noted above,

(U) To cover the subject of standardizatior. cumpletely, this cx-
ample wvould have to be expanded to consider all of the NATO countries
and all of the military equipuent {items that NATO requirea., Also, eco-
nomic data would havs to be assembled to determine what vere the Jiffer-
ent couriries' relative efficiencies. But this simple example does sug-
gest tlut stundardization has considerable savings potential for NATO.'

2. Thus, the Key to Standardizaclon Is Trade-Offs
(U} Eaperience shows, hcuvever, that tha relative merits or cheap-

ness of a given wezpon system are not by any means the decidinz factors
in any allied agreement to standardize. Far more i{mportant in most cases
are national desires to preserve industrial and commercial advantages.
Any realiotic approach tu standardization cannot blink this fact.

(U) Therefore, in standardization, as in other aspects of ration-
alization, trade-offs must be the name of the game. Fach nation must be
given a fair share of NA10's overall develorment and production, or ve
otharwise compensated. This is why the broad watrix approach to ratior-
alizat.on propossd by OASD/PAE (see p. 30) is so indispensable. Only
by some such device can the potential costs and savings be balanced out.
We suggest in Chapter V that a submatrix be developed for logistica; this
submatrix should include RéD and, above all, common procurement.

(S! 1Implicit in this approach is that some allies must buy 2quip-
ment from others even if it {s not the best and cheapest. Only in this

'(u) F. w. Barnett, Ecorumice of Standardization (working draf:),
OASD/FAE, December 19, 1974.
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way can the accow.ts eventually be balanced (except fn the caie of
smiller count “{ee taat cust buy forefign egiiprent anywav)., ‘ve wish to
rupgpest 3 rule ot thumb cfted by a Geraan genecal, He gald that 1t a
foreign system oot 83 percent of thelr (Cerman) requacrements, then “hey
felt they oupht to buv, ratle - than de.elening thelr own wyctem to necet
160 percent of thelr news. H!: reaconing was that the galas froe
tandardfzat ton, compatibility, and interoperabilfiy == {ncluding lite-
cycle maintenance and support =- woula far nutlweiygn the wdded marginal
15 percent {n porformance., we believe that he {3 dead right! M) Leber
went turther, saving that even {f “erman indusrtry covld produce equip-
ment totally suited to national requirements, they would aot adept L,
{f everyone was prepared to adopt another solution, even though that

other solutfon met only 50 percent of tre original requirement.

3. _The U.S. Must Buy European If e Want the Europz=ans t: Buy American

(U) The next khey to succeisful progress toward ratinralization
and standardfzation of equipment is that {t cannot be a one-way strect.
Of cou'se, this applies particular.y to us Americanz. It is painfully
apparent that this lopsided situation is no longer acceptable to our
allies. They all too rightly suapect that {n calling for standardiza-
tion we see it ag an added argument €ci1 selling U.S. equipment at the
expensge of their 1etense {ndustries. As MOD Mason put {t: "Indeed
if the United States was prepared simply to state in principle that {t
was ready to procure some equipment in Europe, this would be a grect
step iorvnrd.".

(U) Therefor:, the U S,, 4f it is to excrt an effective lead {a
calling for rationalization chrough standardization anl .ommon procure-
ment, must put its money where its mouth is, as we said ir Chapter I.
Since the U.S. has a great technological edge in highly sophisticated
air and naval wesponry, and is also usually the major single purchaser
of such equipmenat, v wuut 1ind & wvay to expand our purchases of European
equipa~rt in other categories.

(U) As suggested in Chapter 11, this should be lsrgely in the
field of ground furce equipnment, where we do not have the same techno-

logical edge. lence, we suggesteda in Chapter I1 a number nf items that

[ ]
Swriary Kecord, EUROGTOUP Ministerial Meeting, J:ne 1), 1374,
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the U.S. might logically buy from {te allies  Moreovesr, the U.S. should
purchase {temg that will encourage other NATC alliee to buy them too,
thus lengthening product{on runs, increasing economies uf scale, and
lowering unit costs to all concerned.

(U) The BOP yvohlem and the threat of troop reductivas {f (he
fssue {s not resolved favericly for the U,S. {s another mijor poiitical
and economic argument against large U.S. purchase( {n Eurcpe. However,
unless we can solve the BOP probles, any purchase ot Eiuropean-made mili-
tary equipment is goinrg to be di{fficult. And unless the .S, buys {n
Europe, then the Europeans are not going to ouy from inhe Unfted States.
Defense rationsl.zation goes hand in hand with economic ratfionalizacion.
Therefore, the more the EEC gruws, the more European defense cooperatfion
vill emerge. Bul increased European defense cooperation mizht well bde
at the expense of decreascd purchases of U.S. military equipment. The
best curren: cxample is the F-104 revlucement problem, vhere EEC pres-
suces may outweigh the military and economic advantages of our allies'’
procuring a superior replacement aircraft from the ''nited States.

(U) Buy Americun edicts and BOP deficits related to U.S. defenne
expena itures for its forces in Europe should not be allowed to endanger
U.S.-Europ2an cooperative armament programs. As oue political-military
analyst, A, R. Turrentine, puts {t, efficiency should be emphasized and
economic tenefits should be maximizea. Savings should be distribuvted
ecui‘ably, with econcmic and commercial activities outside of the Ce-
t>nse gector being used as needed; whut should not be done is to pcrmit
uneconowr {cal division of the progra-.a

(U) Turrentine goes on to point ou* that, in appruving the Morth
Atlant {c Treaty unanimoutly, the Senate Foreign Relations Cozailtee
recognized the potential ecomomic advuntages in an alliance by citing
the follrwing as one of its reasons for recommending raiification:

1t will greatly stimulate the efforts of the North Atlanric
states to help themseives and to help each other and,
through proper coordinatioua of those efforts, 2o achieve

®
(U) A. R. Turrentinz, Joi'it Frocurement of Military Fquipment
omong NATO Members, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, September
1974, p. 3.
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maximum benefits with mintmum costs and bring far greater
strength than could be achieved by each acting alone.

4. _Specialization in Prccurement, Mrintenance, and Supply

== The Single Manager Approach

(U) The optimum approach to achieving efficiency as well as econ-
om; entailg one ally's specializ’ag in the nrovision of certain equip-
ment and in its life-cycle maintcnance and support. This {s especially
desirable in the case of low-volume, highly sophisticated weapons systems,
such as aircraft or large: miesiles Fc. example, the Pershing was sold
to the FRG, but the U.S. provides all spare var:s. etc., and even trains
FRGC crews on our White Sands missile range. 'n the ca.e of the F-4 too,
the U.S. has invited {ts all‘es simply to plug Into our supply system.

(U) The possibility of an individual nation's serving as a single
manager for new wezpons systems deserves rore energetic assessment, and
analysis of posnible trade-offs. ~For e.ample, it might be logical for the -
U.S. to be the single source for AWACS, Maverick, and ECM pads (see
Chapter III), the U.K. cr FRG for tauk guns, the FRG for scatterable
aines and mine dispensers, and the Dutch for radio components. It would
also be possible to balance the one-timn high procuremen: costs of a
given weapon system against a long-term maintenance or spply support

contract., Estatlishing nations as single man:gers hus only one real

‘problem == lack of radundancy and the possibility of losing a warm pro-

duction base in the early stages uf hostilities. This needs to be
studied, but much of the danger could be averted by maintaining adequate
levels of WRM for national fi.rces and by creating the SACEUR reserve
stocks as discu=sed in Chapter V.

(U) We do not see transportation from the supplier nation o the
user forces as a prohlem, since closed-loop maintenance is a time-tested
capability. The U.S. Air Force hus gotten by without European-based
depots for about a decade, and the U,S. Army has proven the utility of
a similar system for helicopter-engine mainterance. Nor are transporta-
tion costs 8 prohibfting factor, since there are savings from reduced
inventcries of high-value items and redi:ntions of duplicate maintenance

facilities and Jtorage depcts.
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5. Single-Source Development and Joint Production
(U) This would be a varlant of the above. Obviously NATO m.st go

much further toward common wcapons syscems and economies of large-scale
pr duction, tf {t 1is to field a more .vedible defense at acceptalle cost.
Here again, what has been done already shows what ~ould te done. Sut
substartial U.S. participation s the keystone. I1f we are golnyg to over-
come the political and economic obstacles, the U.S. will have to partici-
pate on a large scale. The U.S. selection of Roland II as its short-
range air defense system (SH( :ADS) is a step in the right direction, but
it i{s only a step. We are not as cyr.ical as one army type, who claimed
that after selection and modification to include pclar-cold and desert-
heat extremes to meet U.S. worldwide deployment needs, the only taing
otill standard about the system selected would be the European name.

But it is significant that Roland has been cateporized as being under
“engineering development."

(U) However, licensed production o. coproductior usually does not
save costs, especially {f modifications are entailed, While it is easfer
to reach agreement on such techniques and it does promote stendardization,
experience shows that split projects cost from 20 to 30 peccent more than
a single proje.ct.. Production cousortiums producing U.S. weapons have
tended to do so at prices that (evea including no write-off of R&D) are
much higher than if thess weapoas were bought directly from the U.S.
Marshall guesses that on the average our allies pay 10 to 20 percent morxe
for such U.S. equipnent.." The reverse is, of course, also likely to be
tzue, 1f the U.S. insists on producing European equipment on lj-ense here.
A recent study on U.S./European ecoromic cooperation had this to say about

licensing arrangenments:

“ransferring production of an allied weapon system to
the United Statcs presents problems and trade-offs. If 1t
musc be redesigned to meet American standards, specifica-
tions and production methods, and modified to incorporate

.(U) Callazhan, op. cit., p. 49.

"

(U) Marshall, op. cit., pp. 362-36&, -iting Srigadier General
E. Vandevanter, Jr., Coordinated Weapoms Production in NATO: A Study
of Alliance Proccssas. The Rand Corporationm, RM-4169-PR, November 1974.
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American improvements, start-up cosis will be high -- and
long produ t'on runs will be required to amortize thus:
costs., Moreover, the redesigned American system will no
longer be the same as the origlinal allied system, thereby
nullifying any logistic or standardi:ation savings.

Licensed production was used in the British acquisi-
tion of the American F-4 Phantom. 171443 was done to main-
taf1 employment at home and to ainimize rforeign exchange
costs. Approximately 50 percent of the aircraft value
(including the ensines) was pruduced in Britain. As a re-
slt, the Briti{sh Fhantom has less performance than the
American or German Phantoms, and coiai twice as much to
procure. And the costs do not stop tliere: When an RAF
Phantom with engine trouble lands at a USAF or Luftwaffe
#ir base in Europe, it is deadlined. It cannot be :epaired
until it {s \emoved to an RAF base.“

(U) 1t would be far more effective from both an economic and a mil-
itary viewpoint to rely on direct purchaces, and use the matiix approach
to balance off overall costs and savings. Purchasing nations could then
hook directly into rhe producer nation's logistic cupport system for
spures, modifications, R&D technical advice, and technica) training.

6. Realism Dictates a Ccmbinatinn of Single Manager
and Joint Production Approaches

{(U) Complete reliance on one source flies ir the face of every
obstacle mentioned previously. So, we zgain recommend an ircremental
approach. We need hard bargaining with our allies to decide whether to
use the single manager or tlie joint production approach on future weapons
and we'll probably have to settle for a combination of the two. Mcreover,
exhortations are fire, but a saall set of successful examples would be far
more coupelling. Since the U.S., U.K., FRG, and France produce over 95
percent of NATO cquipment, wvhat they decide will have a major impact on
the other allies. In fact, we believe any U.S. bilateral agreement with
the U.K., FRG, or France on key {tems could coerce the other two allies
into line as well. Trade-offs can be developed under the logistic matrix
we previously suggested and other nations could be added as the idea
catches on. The following examplees illustrate what we have in mind:

*(U) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 44-4S.
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a. U.S. standardization on European trucks. One i{ntercating pos-

sibility would be to procure wiceled vehicles for USARELR and USAFE from
European commercial sources. F-om what some U.S, Army gencra’s told us
in Lurope, they wnuld be delichted to have trucks such as those produced
for the FRG forces, aml to have them asiantained on a contract basis.
Some of the advantages are that we would have a ready-mide support bdase
with stocks of spare parts, maintenance facilities, and skilled workmen
throughout the MG and along the ground LOCs. Under combat conditions,
there would be a greater -legree of confidence that trucks moving behind
corps arcas coull be supported, far greater opportunities for emergency
repair, and damaged trucks could be cannibalized for additional spares.
This {n turn would enhance tobility and make lateral moverent of zround
forces and supplies more practical -- particularly between USAREULR forces
and .FRG forces in their Il and IIIl corps areas. It is uot a very glamor-
ous proposal, but it i{s oractical -- and it is a project that could be
started {n the near term, We might even get the Netherlands, Belgium,
and the U,K. to go along by finding compensating prograus for them in the
logistics matrix,

b. A thwee-w.y cruiser-tank-fighter aircraft trade-off. In theory,
it would be sensible for the U.K. to produce the through-deck cruiser,
the FRG the Leopard Il tank, and the U,S. fighter aircraft. Each ration
appears to be best in these fields. The U.S. shipbuilding facilities
are already at capacity. The Leopard has been {mpressive == an FRG
Lecpard crev won top honors in an exercise witlh USAREUR aud French tank

forczs last .pring. And the U.S. has proven its prowess in building all-
weather and lightweight fighters. Each nation could buy from the others
according to its needs and offset any unbalanced payments through the
rationalization matrix. Balancing might be effected by the FRG's throw-
ing in scatterable aines and mine Jaunchers (see p. 73), the U.S. adding
precistion air-to-ground guided missiles, and/or the U.K. contributing
SKUA, an all-weather antiship missile for helicopters. If an unbalance
still remains in procurement of equipment, other fimctional areas, such
as logistics, training, ccomunications, et:c., could be considered. Per-
haps the hardest selling job here would be to convince the U.S. Navy to
accept the British through~deck cruiser., Efforts ure already under way
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for selecting a common gun for the next series of FRG/U.K./U.S. tanks
(and possibly French), and the U.S. has invited the FRG to test 2
Leopard Il againat the XM-1 prototype in 1976. Surely here is an oppor-
tunity to ;:om up with a ccamon Center Region tank, or at least a commor
tank gun and round. Negotiatione on a LWF afrcraft to replace the F-104G
are unier way. Thus, a three-way trade-off might be tlie ¢lincher in our
efiorts to ensure a cormmon replacement aircraft,

c. Standardize on Maveriik as NATO's air-delivered precision-
guided missile. The Maverick is the only proven aircraft antitank
weapon and just entering the U.S. inventory in significant numbers. Au
cost-effective as PCMs may @, their acquisition in significant rumbers
will be very expensive. This is a splendid opportunity t- achieve greater
standardization end the economies oftered by large purchases. The Italian
proposal for Common Funding of War Resarve Stocks (see p. 226) may have
been too ambitious, bu: a more modera’n start on & cooperative basie could
be more succemsful. For example, the U,S, could make an offer along the
following lines:

0 Request NATO natione to accept the improved Maverick as
the standard airborne antitank weapon; each nation to
n.ks a five-year commitment as to the number to be pur-
chased yearly ior national needs.

o Each natfon to contribute a pro rata rhare to an arma-
ment fund to procure weapons for SACEUR's reserve stock
during that sume five-ysar period; tha total number in
the SACEUR reserve would depend on the total number
nations agreed to purchase and the number of aircraft
to be equipped for Maverick delivery; the agreed infra-
strucrture formula would he used to determine the pro
rata cost shares of SACEUR's rererve stock; NAMSA would
be coniracting agency and respcneible for maintenance
of reser\e stocks. .

o The U,S. would ensure continuance of the production line
by allowing allies to begin equipping their forces from
weapons already ordered for J.S. forces; NATO nations
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would share the production-line nutput theircafter on a
proportional basis with the U.S.

o The U.S. would provide 10 percent of tne SACEUR reserve
stock inftially and reconstitute its own rescrves {rom
wveapons produced in the last year of the five-year period.

0 Any savings from the increased production negoZiated
with the contractor would be shared propnrtionally with
our allies.

o In addition, ths U.S. would undertais to train instructor
pilotr from each NATO air force, continue its R&D effort
to improve the existing system, and share the rcsults of
any improvements with its allies.

(U) Our arguzents for this proposal :ce simple. 1f PCMs are going
to get introduced fato NATO's air force structure, the U.S. cannot wait
until it gets all it wvants and then hope to well American products., By
thet time, airborne PCMs will, like NATO's ATCMa, come in 17 varieties;
we vill have lost standardization and interoperability and have wasted
defense dollars mcdlcul.y.. Creating an i{nritial SACEUR reserve alcng
the lines proposed would not cost us anything at the end of the five
years. If cur zllics selacted squaarons for Maverick configuration from
those based cn airfields to be designated as U.S. COBs, it could cave
further funds. The host nation could furnish peacetire maintenance of
U.S. stocks, test equipment could be used jointly, and SACE"R's <eserve
stocks would be available to the U.S. as well as the host nation forcu."

.(U) A recent Rand study on NATO's tactical uis power stresses the
importance of improved CAS munitions for NATO. It concluded that "if
Maverick 1s as effective as assumed [in that study], there is a powerful
case for providing ample Mavericks (or a cumparable munition) for both
U.8. and other NATO fighter-bombers.” See E. Dews et al., Tactical
Airpowar tn a Mid-Seventies NAT) Defensive Contingency (NATO Alphc) (U),
The Rand Corporation, R-1192-PR, October 1974, p. xii.

"(U) We see no reason vhy similar offers cannot be generated
around other wespon systeas, or why they should be confined to U.S.
wveapong. On this score, USNATO's suggestions regarding U.S./U.K./FRC
standardization on both U.S. and European antitank and antiair missile
systems, and their cooperative procurement, are most irmaginative. Our
proposal could be incorporated with theirs ("Standardization and Coopera-
tion in Armaments,™ USNATO 3510, dated 21134GC June 1974, Confidential).
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F.  STANDARDIZATION NEEDS BETTER MANAGEMENG

(U) As we have pofnted out, there have been many and varied at-

tompts to standardize, but almost all have failed. A major reason for
this poor record is failure to establish responsive management machinery
at the proper level., We can know what to do and how to do {t, but {f
the Jecisionmaker is nnt willing, everyching else 1s merely a waste of
time and money. Effective standardization management requires thar ihe
bureaucratic michinery in the defense eatablishments of c«ach nation be
coheaive, responsive, and have authority to make decisions.

(V) First, national governing bodies must modify laws designed to
discourage procurement of foreign goods and pass new laws to insure
proxress towards standardization. The "Buy American" Act of 1933 needs
to be repealed. For tle U.S. to proaote standardi.ation of equipment
in the face of a Ccngressional Act that places great penalties on the
procurement of foreign gooda doesn't make much sense to Europeans. In
addition, the legislative branch snould require executive certification
that msjor weapon systemas are not duplications of already existing NATO
systems, or if they are, the Guplicative system is &bsolutely necessary
to meet military needl..

(U) Second, NATO defense plawaning procedures must be altered so
as to include a ten-year development program for major items of equip-
ment. We must determine who is going to concentrate on what systems
ten years ahead uof production time so that appropriate research and
development allocations can be made nationally and internationally.

.Parasraph 6-104.4 (b) of the Armed Services Prccuremeni Regula-
tion says that bids and proposals shall be evajuated so as to give
prefererce to domeatic bids. Each foreign biu (othrr than a low bid
offering a Canud lan end product) shall be adjusted for pu.pcses of
evaluation eith:r by excluding any duty from the foreign bid and adding
50 percent of the bid (exclusive of duty) to the remainder, or by adding
to the foreign bid (inclusive of duty), a factor of 6 percent of that
bid, whichever 12sults in the greater evaluated price, 2xcept that a
12 percent factor shall be used instead of the 6 percent factoc {f (1)
the firm subuitting :he low acceptable domestic bid iz a small business
coacern, or a labor surplus area concern, or both, (1i1) small purchase
procedures are not used, and (i11i) any coatract award to a domestic c¢un-
cern vhich would result frum applying the 12 percen’ factor, but which
would not result from applying the 6 perceat or 50 percent factor,
would not exceed $100,000.
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(5) Third, ministerial teeth need to be put f.to NATO's present
standard{zat {on program. As v have stated so often in other contexts,
hard experience shows tat progress in standardization, common prccure-
ment, compatibil{ty, and the like cannot be achieved by leaving {t to
the NATO or national bureaucracies =-- or ¢ven to the CNAD. Basically,
the CNAD, with its subgroups, is organized to manage individual projects
on major items of equipment, but it is powerless to overcome discussicn
deadlocks and na.lonal lobby influences. It {s almost a rule of thumb
that nothing much will hapren until the ministerial level gets sol idly
Pehind {t (and perhaps not even then). So the best way to promote
standardization {s by political-level decisions taken well in advance
of production. Thus it is encouraging to note that the DPC has agreed
that the defense ministers will consider at least one item proposed by
thy CNAD at cach DPC session. This is a biy step in the right direction,

(U) But more is needed. We suggest a procedwre of ministerial
veto tn advance (for want of a better tsrm). Obviously ministers canrot
usurp tne professional judgment of their military and civilian exp-rts
as to vhat new deaign is optimum or on what technological parameters
they should standardize. For this they must rely on their technical
and service advisers. But there is one thing that ministers can do --
and that is to agree among themselves not to procure anything in a given
category until their advisers have agreed on a common standard. Here
again the U.S., ac the worst offender, must tale the lead 1if it {s to
overcome the reservations of its suspicious allies.

(S) Let's take one example that might also prove a good test case.
The U.S., U.K., and FRG defense chiefs have already agrecd that it is
vital to have a common tank gun caliter and round for their next genera-
tion of battle tanks. But the three services concerned have still been
unable to agree on vhat these should be. Our proposal is that Schles.nger,
Mason, and Leber go one step further and agree among themselves that none
of them will approve procurement of s single new production model until
their services have reached agreemnt.* This might have a cathartic effect.

.(U) A precedent is the CNAD-14 agreement in October 1974 that
until NATO has made a common choice, no ally (with two exceptions) would
introduce any other caliber than 7.62mm into its inventories (USNATO 6128,
Novembe~ 5, 1974, Confidential).
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(U) To get the ministers tu act oun standardizaticn and joint pro-
curement, it is «lso {mperative that the NAT) military authorities maxe
a stronger case for such measurce -- and keep pressing them harder --
than has been tiwm case in the past. For example, though SACEUR has
always been an American officer, to our knowledge he har never vigor-
ously {nsisted that the U.S. buy s European destign. Enccuraging SACEUR
and SACLANT and the MNCs to ta%s & tougher stand on such matters 13 one
reason why we suggest prnviding more institutional clout to the NATO
bursaucracy in Chapter VII below.

(L) Obviously, ministers do not have tize to give attention to
any but the more costly systems, so we sugpest thst the list of projects
be kept to a manageable level. This list could be limited to those
projects having estimaced R&D coets of $250 million or more, or estimated
produrtion costs in ~xcess of oue billicn dollars. A specific nation
or consortium of nations should be designated as 2:nager for each proiject
selected, and prugram management procedures similar to the DOD prccess
for making decisions on acquisition of masjor defensve syarems should be
implevented.

(U) The fourth essential part of aay viable standardization ard
coproduction program must be the croation of a NATO agency to manage it.
The allies must face the fact thac this péocu. will n~ver get adequately
squared avay via ths cumbersome NATO committse structure, which works
only by fits and starts., Full-tinme machinsry is needed to catalogues all
components worth standardizing, to contract for coproduction where {ndi-
cated, and constantly to inspect and monitor conformance. Since NAMSA
has already been involved in doing sona of this on specific projects, It
might be desirable to expand its functions along these lines as an interim
measurs. But over the longer term, mcre will be needed than an eapanded
NAMSA, Ons knowledguable expert has suggested that what is nseded even-
tually i{s a full-fledged NATO Matariel Command under military suspices
to procure comon equipment and munitioas.

(U) Lastly, 1f the U.S. is really to put its money where its mouth
is, 2 major DOD menagement sff.rt is required to force the services to
consider allied equipment, to educate the Congreas on t“e potential gains,
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and to get such restrictive legislation as the Buy American Act watved
for defense ftems. if the !/,S. wants to g0 beyond fine words by succes-
sive secretarics of defense, vords tlat «re tarely followed through by
the DOD burcaucracy, some instf{tucional changes are needed. In particu-
laz, ic stande to reagon that DDRE, which corirols tle U.S. R&D program
and vhich is understaudably p-otective of U.S, designs, cannot be allowed
to dominate wvithin DOD. After years of this setup, many experienced
bureaucrats have told us thut some other element in the Pentagon must
be taswed to follow un energetically on SecDef's promises to buy Euro-
rean, {f any results acc to be achieved.

(U) DOD and our services are going to have to get more inolved
{n NATO logistics, if real progress {s to be nade., We cannot wait unt{l
decislons are about to be made and then bring in high-~level support in
un atterpt to sell American or creats a cooperaitive program. Mure work
\s going to have to be dous on a day-to-day basis, and there needs to
be greater contact between professionzl staffs of NATO nalious. To
1llustrate thiyv point, a recent report by the Senate Armed Services
Committee noted an gnomaly that they could not understand. The DDRE
office zesponsible for international cooparative research and develop-
ment had seven professional staff members in 1963, but had dropped to
only three in 1973, The anomaly as they sawv it was that on the one hand,
tiw Department of Defense l.as been arguing greater emphasis in coopera-
tive resesarch and develcpment, wvhile a2 the same time reducing the staff
avaliable to support an expanded effort. If they had looked a little
further, they would have discoversd yot arotner anomaly {n DOD. The
staff wvithin ASD Installation and Logistics responaible for international
programs har undergone more ssvers reductions and nov also consists of
a three-man profussinnal staff with one secretary. We du not see how a
staff of that size can foster cooperative logistic actions or hope to
maintain cognizance over the multitude of NATO agencies and boards
involved in logistic functions.

G. A BROADER SOLUTION =- THE TALLAGHAN APPROACH

(U) Up to this point our approach has been quite incremental and
has focused princi,ally on concreta suggestions. We frankly dcubt,
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however, that they are sufficient unto the neced. If the resource bind
is likely to be as tight 2c wu suggesc in Chapter I, a wich bholder
approach to restructuring the whole North Atlantic defense market would
be indispeusable to getting the most from rationalization.

(U) The most imaginative program we nave seen to this end is
T. A. Callaghan, Jr.'s proposal for a grand volitical trade-off: Ameri-
car. technological burden sharing in return for European financial burden

sharing. He proposes that Europe ugree:

(1) To establish an fnstitution within the North Atlantic
Alliance (provi{sionally called the Euripean Defense Pro-
curement Aguncy), which would permit Eurnpe to plan, finance,
and manage bilateral, nonduplicative, muitians:al, multi-
project defenge research, development, produccion and support
programs with the United States.

(2) To offset America's troop deployment foreizn exchange
costs through the savings Europe will realize in system ac~
quisition and support practices.

(3) To maintafi. Europear. defense expenditures at current
levels fcr as long as there 18 a substantial imbalance {in
American and Luropean defense budgets, or until lower level:r
are mutually azreed.'

(U) In return, he would have the U.S. propose, witn full Congrea-
sional aprroval, a thre:-pronged initiative: (1) a North Aclantic common
defense market; (2) coofperation in civil as well us military tectmoloyy;
and (3) open governmant procurezment cn the nart of all allies. To gener-
ate the necessary pressire to make the defense comoon market work, he
would seek U.S.s/European agreemen:t to: (1) an ini:ial three-year goal of
$2 blllion of defense procurement from Europe and the U.S.; (2) a three-
year goil for harmonizing all basic defense researzh; (3) an initial
ticree-vear gual of $4 billiou in complementary development projects under
vay in Eurone and Anmerica, rcspectively; (4) a four-year goal of common
logistic support for all common weapons and equipnent; and (5) an ultimat=
goal of achievinpg complete military~industrial interdependence in the

.(U) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 7-6.
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development, production, and support of general purpese forc s * {tiain
teelve yvars., What all thiy means 13 that nations would spec-alfze {n
providing and supporting the equipment they are best able to uake,
Attzadant benefits weculd be long production runs and econnmies of scale
vith lower unit costa, Moreover, this would {n turn permit real savings
in nupport.'

(') This grand design for a transatlantic defense bargain has maay
appealing festures. We suspect that the ',S., with {ts current dominance
in defense markets, and many non-NATO needs, would be the slowest to
sccept it. But {n our view, it may well be just this surt of Held intcia-
tive that 1is needed to 11{€t the {ssue to the level where statesmanship
can operate.

(U) In summary, success in standardization will require a siuul-

taneous three-pronged effort:

1. A quick-fix program aimed primarily at compatibility and
interoperability, eiuch as interchangeable ammunition ani
identical communications frequenciec. This has the
higgest short-term payoff to increasing military effec-
tiveness.

2. An lucrcmental approach to the development of common
hardware by promoting tie standardization of a few key
systems still {1, the development stage witi. the inten-
tion to huild on success in ever-videning circles.

3. A revamping of the managewent procedures and policies
asscciated with standardization. These three efforts
must be initiated simultaneously 1if private industry,
defense ministries, and natiunal parliaments are to be
mobilized to reverse tre present trend toward destandard-
{zat‘on, Making equipment interoperable would get the
military lined up, an incremental approach to development
of common hardware would help counter industry resistance,
rnd imoroving management would discipline bureaucratic

procedures.

*) 1b1d., pp. 8-10.
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VIL. UL N1ING NATO' . WL TTATYRAL STFUCTERE
(U) NATO's own elaborate end cumberscae mach'nery ant ¢ i1e 4
are themselves uigonificant obhstaclae to rationalization. Instewt f

facilitatirg, tney all too often seea in practice to {mpede cvolutlon
toward a more rational coliective defense, The additi{onal layer of
complex multinstional aachinery, supsirimposed on exis:{~g national de-
fense structur:s, is itself frequently an obstacle to timei, adaptation
to chang!ng carcumstarces. And this machinery has naturally tended to
bezome more complex and diffuse over time. New committees, offices,
and bocards have proliferated, while few have ever been abolished. A
recent FRG sucvey indicated that the FRG alone served on over 300 com-
mittees, working groups, and task torces

(C) . NATO's miltilateral mil itary command structure in particular
numbers no less than about 65 definable headquacters, staffed by some
20,000 people, and funded by a xilitary bHudget of about $120 million,
Moreover, this is only the tip of the iceberg: To it should be addsd
the national services, facilities, support staffs, and communications
that support NATO headquarters. The commrmications bill alone (including
prcrated invesimwent costs) would probably exceed the official dudget
cited above. All this has led to recrrrent criticism, and even led the
MC to mancate a 5 percent reduction in NATO headquarters staffing by the
end of 1974 e More such criticism Js inevitable, given the growing
resource bind.

(U) But the size ard cost of NATO's multilateral military structure
are not the real issues; ind:ed they seem reusorably modest for Alljance
forces totaling well over ¢ million active persvonnel and deployed over
such 8 wice geographic area. Nor does the numba of general end flag
officers seem excessive, if one bears in mind that this structure's

»

(S) This led FRG Defense Minister Leber to proyc~e shrewdly that
his colleagues ag~ee not to sst up any nev vady without abolishing an
old onec.

“(b) Yven the vory favorable Randall Committee report, The Anerican
Cermitment to NATO, PASC No. 92-64, August 17, 1972, expressed coucern at
the high percentaje of perscnnel in headquarcers and the appearance of in-
fla.ed rank scructure.
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primary purpore {8 to assume [iuiediate command of greatly expanded war-
time forcu.. Such a structure cannot be created full biown on M-iay,
Sut must be avatlable, stcffed, functioning, and extensively exerciszd
in peacetime, FKunce it is oversimplistic to criticize the peacetine
NATG comma.d structure as fat and uverstaffed withnut taking into ac-
count its predominantly vartime role.

(U) It is equally lmportant to recognize that the Alliznce atru -
ture t8 ghaped cc much by political Gpemitires as ty Jejenas congidera-
tions. This i{o inherent in the very nature of any alliance of 15 sover-
efgn and disparate naticnal entities. The elal~rateness and awkwcrdness
of NATO's machinory arises largely from the fact th.t it mus. accomno 'ate
the special policical requirements of all the allies, and reflcct a pain-
fully developed multinational consensut. Each coniributor of forces
w:ist be given a share of headquarters slots and command lines must be
drawvii with an eye to national prefererces. As often as not, political
seasitivities have directly influenced staff compositicn, the rank ard
nationality of commanders, and the location of headquarters.

(U) But thesc political facts of life ace alio the nub of theo
problem. For the real dilemma NATO faces is vhether {t: multilateral
organs, insofar as they serve rot juat uymbolic purposes, can in fact
contribute as much as they should to a more cost-effactive collective
defense. 1f their record has not been terribly impressive to date (see
PP, 7-13), the prime fault lies less in their own excessive iize or lack
of initiative than in the handicaps ispcaed on them by NATO's very nature
as 8 loose coalition of allies motivated more by national particularisz
than the needs of collective defense (see pp. 9-10), The weaknesses of
NATO as a collective defense organization are faithfully reflected in
its peacetinme decision and commund dtructure.

(U) In short, what is wrong with NATO's machinery is not its size
and complexity buc its lack of comparalle influence. Indeed, the very

.(U) The particularly large number of American senior offi:ers
holding NATO crmmands also r:flects more than the fact that the U.S. 1s
the largest ally. Our allies have generally found it easier to have
American commanders than to agree on one of theii own. They are also
acutely conscious that U.S. officers would have more influeace on WJashing-
ton vhen nuclear responses were under consideration.
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more ¢ffvetioely. This 18 nowhere more evident than in {ts repeated

inability to impose prioritics on naticnal programs; in Chipter | we

cited the ability to impose such priorities as one of NATO's moit press-
ing needs. I°* is also painfully evident in the NATO machinery's inubility
to acnieve muc: standardization, compatibility, or e¢even harmonfzation of
nat {cnal defense contributions.

(U) Moreover, such authority as NATO's combined osrgans once had

o o g

tended to erode over the years. When the NAC decided in Deceaber 1950

that an integrated [crce shiould be constituted under the supreme command

PO R

! of an American oificer, President Truman nomiiated Ceneril Ei{senhower,
wiath the understandirg that he would have the authority to train the
national units assigned to his command a..d to organize them {nto an
effective integrated forcc.. But this enormous step forward was never
really carried out in practice. SH..PE was created in 1951, SACLANT 1n

1 January 1952, and Channel Commans a montl later. Since then NATO hcad-
quarters have proliferated, while their influence has tended to declire.
[ To oversimplify, as NAIO's structure has grown, !ts influence appears to
have waned.

(U) Nor can one take zmuch comfort in the hope that, however cir-

t cum3cribed the NATO command structurc's peacetime influence, all thiws
\ will changce overnight when it assumes the wartime role for which {t was
primarily designed. Can a command structure that {s so often ignored
in peacetime suddenly assume credible authority in war? We doubt {t.
in any case, as repectedly suggested elsevhere in this study, unless
common or at least compatible logistics, tactics, doctrine, communications,
and the like are fully planned, developed, and exercised in peacetime,
{ how cohesively can WATO's national forces be expected t7 fight in wartime?
E : (S) VWhile therc is undcubtedly some overstaffing and redundancy in
|

NATO's command structure, these are insiguifi.ant compared to a much

larger source of duplication and redundancy -- the overlap between NATO
and national command structu.es. The cust in duplicatory C? facilities

ry
(U) Lord lsmay, NATO: The First Five Years, 1949-1954, Bosch-
Utrecht, Amsterdam [no date].
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alone is horrendous (see pp. J18-319). For example, the U.S. has a2 com
pletely separate command structure for all {ts forces in HATO, and our
impression is that U.3. national commanders 'n Europe are overvhelmingly
preoccupied with their uational roles, often as [f NATO did not eurist.
Onlv the FRG, for obvious reasons, opted not to have its own parallel
national command structure, but this too {s gradually changing faute de
mieux. The most rationalized NATO command arrangements are those where
one nation provides such ar cvervhelming preponderance of the forces
that {t essentially staffs the NATO headquarters as an offshoot of 1its
own, with a small allied augmentation (SACLANT and CINCCHAN are cases
in point). Simiilarly, the most promising examples of command structure
rationalization are the existing colocation and quasicombining of head-
quarteres USAFE with 4 ATAF and NORTHAG with 2 ATAF. Even {f the savings
proved ainor, the increase in operational effectiveness is far more im-
portant, especially in terms of transition from peace to war. Locating
peacetire headquarters in hardened wartime facilities 1s also advan-
tageous, &s is being done at least temporarily with the new AAFCE (see
p. 294).

(J) An equally strong case can be made that NATO's cumbersome
planning and decisionmaking processes and its complex alert system and
mobilization procedures are serious impediments to an optimum collective
deterrent/defense posture. We dealt with some of these problems in
Chapter I, particularly the lack of effective machinery for deciding on
priorities, and then pressing them on individual allies. Again, the
tendency of most allies to go theiy own way is the core problem. For
example, each nation's insistence on deciding for itself how and when it
will proceed to mobilize renders NATO's alert system a rnear empty farce
(see pp. 327-329).

A. AVENUES TO RATIONALIZATION

(U) NATO's own cumbersome and feeble machinery and prucedures are

prime candidates for rationalization. Any organizatioral structure that
is for the most part over 20 years old needs review and possible overhaul.

And at a time of severe resource constraints, any savings that could be
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gleaned would certainly be welcome. But the cuverriding need is not sc
much to genarate savings for trade-off, which would be modest {n any
case, as to strengthen the necessary central role of NATC's machinery

in rationalizing NATO's defense posture as a whcie. To this end we urge
strengthening NATO's ccamou i{nstitutions, rather than further veakening
them (though some streaalining might help rather than hurt). The aia
would be to increase the {nstitutional ability of the NATO structure to
help weld cllied national forces into a more effective collective defense.
Yor we are convinced that a vigorous assault by NATO's combined organs
on national particularisa is essential to getting any large-scale
rationalization program off the ground.

(U) It iw well to recognize at the outset that such political facts
of 1ife will be difficult to alter. Difterences in national outlooks,
priorities, structures, even sheer geographic dispersion simply dictate
that NATO {s unlikely to achieve the same degree of institutional cohesicn
or centralized direction as the Soviet-dominated Warsaw Pact. Nor should
it be forgotten that being flexible enovch tc accommodate a high degree
of diversity is one of NATO's strengths as well as weaknesses.

(U) Thus, though our argument may seem logically to call for full
defense integration, we recognize this is politically impracticable in
the foreseeable future. Hence the measures we suggest {n the remainder
of this chapter .are all incremen-al. Furtherwore, w2 recognize that
mndest changes in procedures ana command arrangements are no panacea.

Of and by themselves, they cannot change long-standing habits. 8ut they
can help force new patterns of thinking to the fore. Our numerous suyg-
gestions also are meant to be merely suggestive of directions that might
be explored. We are the first to admit that we dor't have all the answers
on so complex a field as NATO command arrangeaents and procedures, wherec
polizical sensitivities bulk so large.

(U) Another deficiency in our report is our inability to assess the
hidden costs associated with the various headquarters. There are U.S.
units that exist who.ly or partially for che support of U.S. personnel
(and their dependents) assigned to various NATO headquarters. This
support includes necessary elements, such as U.S. unilateral communication
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links, with attendant coyptographic personnel, afircraft and vehicle sup-
port, administrati{ve staffs, sand life support functions, including dis-
pensaries, dining halls, exchanges, and clubs. Although we agree with
their nerassity, we feel their costs in dollars and {n manpowver need to
be knm-m.in order to assess the real costs of any given NATO headquar-
tou.. For example, what are the real U.S. support costs associated
vith LANDSOUTHEAST and 6 ATAF in Izair?

(U) Another major factor to be considered is the need to determine
now what the ACE command structure shovld be in the late 1970s. The
final costs of the NATO Integrated Communication System (NICS) cannot be
firmly established now for many reasons, but the =mber and location of
the headquarters it rmust gservice will have a maj.r impact cn a sysiem
that will run to a coat of at least $500 million. This alone should
cause the Alliance's political suthorities to push for a revamping and
streamlining of ACE command arrangeaents.

(U) What is needed more than anything else at this point is for
NATO and naticnal staffs to stop thinking so much in national terms and
start thinking more in NATO terms. As noted in Chapter I, this will only
recognize an existing fart of life -~ that insofar 4s defense of Western
Europe is concerned, the NATO allies are already interdependent. For ex-
ample, we think that one of the healthiest developments aiong this line
would be to give more peacetime planning und operational authority to
NATO commands at the expense of national commands. This would tend to
force commanders to think NATO. It could alao generate thc largest
savings by reducing the overlap and duplication between NATO and national
commands. This is particularly true in the case of the U.S. (see p. 293).

(U) However, we advance the ideas in this chapte: without much heope
that they will have more than educational value. We are painfully aware
that it will not be easy tec reverse the existing trend tuward weakening
%AiC's conbined institutions. And financial stringency may make it even
harder, rather than easier, to get individual allies to yield more
suthor ity tn NATO's central organs. But the issue needs to be faced. It
might be well 1if a high-level civilian-led task force were appointed to

*
(S) Nor have we addressed the added costs entailed in the nzed
for separate mobile or hsrdened static wvar headquarters. These .:an
be sizable indeed.
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go thoroughly into the probiem -- one appointed by and responsible only
to the Secr~tary General = {n o2rder to dininish the influence of na-

tional pa-ticularism and bureaucratic faertia.

B. REVAMPING NATO'S CIVIL STRUCTURE
(U) The civil side of NATO's supurstructure, mostly located in

Bruresels, reflects the coalition nature of the rlliance. The North
Atlantic Council presiucs over a diffuse complex of no less than 18
major committees (see Fig. 1 on p. 283), served by an International
Staff ('S) of 1127 authorized spaces for 1975 (sce Fig. 2, p. 284). The
civil budget i{s about $40 willion, ot which the U.S. contributes 24.2
percent. But the leadership role ailowed the Secretary General and the
IS 1is naturally circumscribed by the need to secure consensus, even

on relatively minor issues, from the participacing allies. This process
is also very time-consumirng, though, as suggested esrlier, it i{s largely
inherent in the nature of the Alliance.

(U) Within these ouilt-in limits, however, we think it possible to
itrengthen their role in rationulizing NATC's defense posture. For ex-
ample, the NATO bureaucracy should be encouraged, and even given more
authority, independently to initiate studies and to critique national
progra:s. To this end, it should also be given greater access to national
costs and other data. The guiding principle should be to strengthen
NATO's central orgsn vis-d-vis national staifs.

(U) Second, the rather small IS has becoms increasingly stretched
by the growing diffuseness of NATO's activities over the years. While
the North Atlantic Council has served as a very useful forum for politi-
cal consultation, the expansion of NATO's zole into a variety of scientific,
economic, social, environmental, and even cultural fields has not been
terribly uccessful, wiile entailing some inevitable distraction from
NATO's focus on its central purpose. Moreover, other international bodics
have grown up to handle such issues. Hence NATO might go back to first
principles and concentrate more on the commnon defense itself.

(U) To this end, those committees dealing with peripheral issues
aight well be phased out, or sloughed off to some other internatioral
body, in favor of reallocating effort und manpower to key NATO functions.
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Obvicus examples rre the committees cn Information and Cultural Rela-
tions and on the Challenges of Modern Socicty. We also wonder whether
scientific matters can be suitably dealt with in NATO until they reach
the point of R&D when they logically come under the purview of other
NATO organs.

(U) On the other :i1and, cer*ain NATO civil bodies and functions
need ~trengthening {f t.. " ussels bureaucracy i{s to assume more of a
leadership role in achieving effective collective defense. The Defense
Planning and Policy Division ot the IS is clearly foo lean tc do full
justice to {ts crucial functions; it probably could profitably be cdoubled
in size. And as we stressed in Chapter I (pp. 33-39), the IS badly needs
a strong analysis and costing shop to provide the indispensable data base
for rationalization measures. Perhaps the SHAPE Technical Center should
be strengthened along these lines and made responsible to the IS instead.
The ASYG for Defense Support and the IS division under him also seenm
grievously overburdened with the task of enzrgizing and monitoring not
only the whole R6D, stundardizaticn, and ccmmon procurement problem, but
overseeing the myriad NATO consumer logistics bodies as well. As a
result, the latter functions have been neglected. Hence we proposed in
Chaptetr V & new ASYG for Logistics and a Logistics Divisfon (see p. 230;.
A case could also bhe mads for having a small long-range planning office
directly under the Secretary Gen:ral, perhaps headed by a leading outside
scholar who would be changed every two years or so.

(C) Much more attention slso nceds to be paid to NATO's network of
civil plauning agencies and their shadow NATO Civil Wartime Agencies
(NCWAs), which operate under the aegis of the Senior Civil Eav:rgency
Planning Commitcee. Since 1967 these agencies have graduually shifted
their focus from primary concern with postnuclear recovery to support in
4 conventional conflict. Now it is time for them to focus on what needs
to be done in the crucial premobilization period, before the formal NATO
alert system comes {nto effect. A big problem here is getting more
commonality {nto the national emergency legislation of the NATO allies.
All this is directly relevant to greater initial NATO military reliance
on civil assets, as well as to the concept of more flexible employment
of NATO forces.
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(U) While inzerminable haggling over NATO's small civil budget and
IS spaces has all too often been the rule, {f the allies are serfous
about making NATO more effective, they must be brought to realize that
even doubled civil budget costs would still be minuscule compared to the
potential results. If worct came to worst, trade-offs could be employed
here too, and old slots avolished to make rocm for new ones. Another
alternative would be to diminish the size of the often bloated national
delegations at Brussels in favor of a stionger IS. Taken together, these
delegations arc already larger than the IS itself. The guiding priuciple
should be to strengthen NATO's central organs, {f necessuary, at the ex-

pense of national ones.

C. RFTOOLING THE MILITARY COMMITTEE
(U) NATO's highest military body, the Military Committee (NMC),
epitomizes the dilemmas inherent in getting unified military advice to

the ministers frcm essentially a committec representing national chiefs
of staff (except when it meets at chief of staff level, it is composed
of their senior representatives in continuous session). As such it has
proven institutionally unable to provide military advice other than that
acceptable to national military scaffs. It is their prisoner rather
than an independent voice. Only the chairman, wio is rotated among the
major European allies is occasionilly allowed to offec his personal
views. Institutionally, SACEUR or SACLANT have considerably wore influ-
ence and authority.

(U) From 1949 to 1966, the U.S./British/French Standing Group in
Washington dominated the MC. But France's withdrawal, plus the rneed to
sccommodate the growing role of the FRG in particular, led to the aboli-
tion of the Standing Group in [favor «f the considerably less powerful MC.
About 30 general or flag officers are assigned to the MC, or to the
International ilitary S:aff (IMS), which serves ic. The IMS, which
numbers about 200 in all, was created ir. 1967 to replace the smaller
Standing Group staff. But it is similarly condemmed to sterile exercise
of consensus politics.

(U) Thus the problem confronting the Secretary General and the

NATO uinisters is that they reaily have no consistent source of
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{ndependent ailitary advice. What they do get from the MC and IM5 has
generally been talivcred to achieve unanimity; it is almost a foregone
conclusion that any MC member has heen {nstructed by the natfonal staff
that he represents. Moreover, it miat be recognized that the MC and the
small IMS cunnot possibly have the urpertise to develop positions on
NATO defense without relying heavily va {(nputs and technical advice from
national staff,

(U) The MC has rec2atly come under justified criticism by a young
American officer wvho served on the deputy chairman's staff. He argues
that the MC "sho:ld either be radically reorganized or disbanded.” He
aces the MC as needing to play a key role ! rationalizing NATO's defense
posture, 1or czample, in such areas as cowon tactical doctrine.. But
he accuczes the MC and IMS of Jailing to "crercise forceful leadership,
especially vhere controver.'ial matters are concerned, usually achieving
a modicum of agreement cnly through ambiguous vordtng."” In effect, he
sees it as having becoms iittle more than a "transmission mechanism.”
Ratnec than terating an overstaffed MC cad IMS tor not doing w™it they
rea.ly cannot do because of the rule of unanimity, Partlow urge: geverely
prunirg the IMS, and drawing on national staffs present in Brussels for
ad hoc groups to do many of its functions. He points out that most
national delegations to the MC already contain officers performung func-
tions roughly equivalent to those on the IMS, and aumbéring in all about
as many as the IMS. Beyond thesre are numerous officers in the defenre
adviser sections of the major national diplomatic dclcutions.*“ There-
fore, he would merge the MC fully into the NAC committee structure and
replace the IMS with a muc'. smal“er ~lvil/military staff reporting di-
rectly to tie chairman. Fins(ly, . would upgrade the post of SACEUR's
representative 7o the MC vy civii2 th. Aeputy SACEUR this added function.

"(U) Mator F. A. Partlow, Ji., “Neterrence in NATO - The Role of the
Military Committeo," USACGSC Revict), D.cember 1974, p. 6; idem, "The NATV
Military Committee and the Internati....l Military Staff: Some Rationale
and a Proposal for Reorganizatiou." N"SI Journal, September 1974, pp. 29-38.

“(U) Partlow, KUST Jowrnoe.

)
(U) The U.S. has by far the .ost duplicatory sta’fing pattemn,
so Partlov suggests (as have many others) merging the U.S. MC representa-
tion into the U.S. Mission ro NATO.
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(U) The chief difficulty with Partlow's propcsals is that they
would even further downgrade NATO's central military orpau and further
strengthen n-tional roles. We would tavor strengthening the MC {nstead
of weakening it b,: (1) increasing the powers ¢’ + MC chatrman, giv-
ing him the right and obligation to offer independent military advice;
(2) putting the IMS dircctly under the chairman as his staff for the
purpose -- it is not at present; (3) requiring the MC to be respcnsive
to ministerial guidance regurdless of national positions. Partlow's
{dea of co-opting national MC delegations to serve on iMS rask groups
sskes sense too. The guiding principle would be to enhance the role
of the chairman and his staff.

(U) A more far-reaching suggestion, which would generate substan-
tial savings, would be to remove a whole layer of NATO structure by:

(1) abolishing the Military Comuittee as redundant aid reverting to a
chiefs of staff committee, which would meet puriodically jus: before the
ministers do; (2) converting the post of chairman of the MC into that

of senior military adviser to the Secretary General and DPC, witii & small
staff (he would also chair tha CNS Committee 'shen it met); (3) alterna-
tively, making SACEUR and SACLANT the senior military advisers to the
ainisters -- each could have a small 3taff under a three-star officer at
Brussels; and (4) delegating more of SHAPE's planning and uperational
functions to AFNORTH, AFCENT, and AFSOUTH so it could concentrate on
policy and programming (see p. 296). Such & radical change would do much
to strengthen SACEUR and SACLANT. while removing a body (the MC) most
critics regard as only a pale reflection sf the national chiefs of staff
anyvay. This also would remove any need for high-level national delega-
tions to the MC, on top of the national military representatives at

SHAPE and SACLANT. ‘

D. RATIONALIZING ALLIED COMMAND EUROPE

(U) Inasmuch as the far-flung Allied Comzand Europe under SACEUR
1s by far the most extensive multinational headjuarters systen in NATO
(see Fig. 3), it is the only one big enough to offer significant savings

UNCLASSIFIED
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potential. Hence, ve focus partici:larly on {t and on the U.S. compo-
nents. Tablc 8 ohoews Lhe peacetime headquarters establishment authorized
for ACE as of Ju'y 19713,

Table 8

ACE PEACETIME HEADQUARTERS
(Authorized July 1973)

Personnel Personnel
Authorization Authorization
All U.S. All .o,
SHAFE HZADQUARTERS 378 30/ AFSOUTH 1818 146
AFNORTH 859 149 ATRSOUTH 309 1?0
NAVSOUTH 267 ;8
BALTAP 247 13 8 19
AIR BALTAP 65 5 Subrcommands P
= STRIKEFORSOUTH 69 62
NAV BALTAP 6] [
JUTLAND 189 5 1LANDSOUTH 469 22
S ATAF 350 S?
Total 144 127 LS/S= ATAF JSSGC 618 42
AFCENT 2324 491 el ?:g fg;
HONTRAG 2008 O Pek/6-ATAF JSSC 506 263
CENTAGC 2% 1238 SIS
2 ATAF 1067 0 Total 5792 1652
TETAR 655 296 || 1ED MOBILE PORCE 44 7
Total 3456 2028 orand Tosal 13,857 4762

(C) Only 17,455, or approuximately 94 percent, of the authorized
parscnrel slots were manned as of July 1, 1974, Each member nation has
assigned over 90 percent of the military puarsonnel allotted to it, except
for Turkey and Canada. The Military Committee directed 3 S percent re-
duction in NATO hcadquarters by January 1, 1575, including 928 fewer
spaces in ACE. But this meant little sctusl change in cverall manning
levels, since ACE already had 1102 slots unfilled. We suggest belov some
additional rationalization measures.

ry

(U) Since the U.S. Navy bulks so large in ACLANT, Hq SACLANT is
primarily & U.S. headquarters with a modest ailied sugmcntation, colo-
cated with U.S. CINCLANT. Its total strength is only 810. Simtlarly,
CINCCHAN i{s primarily s U.K. headquarters of only 61 people.
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1. Ratfonalfizing the U.S. Contribution to ileadquarters in Furope

(J) The LU.S. is not ouly tha largest contributor to NATO headquar-
tera, but maintains a large parallel but separate national commsnd struc-
ture i{n Europe. Since their size has come under increasing c¢omestic
criticism, we focus first on this issue. While we fu.nish only arouna
27 percent cf ACE's peacetiue establishment, this includes a rather
higher percentage of true staff positions, 1s the following table sug-
gests. It also iliuctrates that with few ucxceptions “ha percentage of
U.S. military persounel assigned to suoport funccions is te.ow the aver-

age of our allies

Percentage of National Contribucions
to /2. for:

Staff Signals Suppo: ¢

'.1.‘“. 0 0000 0000 O 25 39 36
c.““. S0 Q0PSSO OSES O 59 38 3
Denmark ...cccccecces 52 k1 13
“mny 0 60060 0000 O e 23 59 1‘
CrdeCe ....vvvcvcnnne 4] 47 10
Italy coversencncenae 27 42 k)
N.th‘!rllnél seesssese 26 ~2 32
NOTWRY seveeevsncscnes 22 47 i}
’ortu‘al ee. 100000000 0 100 0
United Kingdom ...... 32 49 18
United States ....... 33 52 15

NOTP: Figures rounded to nearest percentage. Lu.esdbourg
is omitted from the tadle.

(S) The U.S. contribution lLardly seems excessive, and even sharp
cuts would not produce very large savings for trade-off. Mrreover. the
utility uf a U.S. military presence in NATO headquarters shovla nct be
ignored. As noted by John Newhouss: "After more chan two decates cf
experience, NATO has become s society vhose members instinctively lnok
to %he strongest amongst them for direction. The European governments
would tather coordinate Cefense arrangemsnts with Wasnington than with
each othor.”' In many instances, it is thre U.S. elesment i{n a NATO head-
quarters that acts as a caislyst to induce desired actiocas. The U.S.

.(U) John Hevhouse, U.S. Troops im Swrope: I[seues, Costs, and
Choioce, Brookings Institution, Washington, J.C., 1971, p. 100.
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prezence also affords channels of communications that have prover usef:l
in times of tension, ~uen normal diplomatic channels have not beer suc-
cessful. Tor these¢ and other reasons the lixon adoinfstration held in
ateyance a REDCOST: recommendatiun for an o erall 15 percent reduction
in U.5. personnel.

(U) If further U.3. cuts become politically imperative, we doubt
vhat an additional 5 percent cut in the U.S. contribution would criti-
cally impair ACE's capability to perform its mission. The net cut would
only be about 450 cpaces. Secretary Laird tw!: e challenged NATO's m.1l4-

ary authorities to streamline their support and headquarters structure
in a manner similar to actions taken by the lUlmited States (Project Fender,
for example), and the Military ‘omittee's action in dicecting a 5 per-
cent reduction was a partial response. ACE als: felt able to dip into
it~ own resources in recenc yrars to produce spaces for .he NICS Manage-
ment Agency, the NATO Programming Center, and SACLANT's IBERLANT Command
near Lisbon. On the other hand, this i; a rather arbitrary solution and
cne that does nct necessarily improve NATO's combat capability =-- ror wi)l
it materially ieduce rosts. We'd find it more attractive if the resources
saved were specifically earmarked for such im rovements as helping staff
a new NATO cost facility (p. 33) and a new /FCENT LOC Command (pp. 216~
217), or allotted to the new AAFCE (pp., ¢3-84). In the Southern Region

it might be possible to gain agreeuent that the personnel and monies
saved be used to speed the activation of the Standing Naval Force Medi-~
terranean, or to increase maritime patrol activitles under leadquariers
Maritime Air Mediterranean (MARAIRMED).

(C) While anocher small U.S. reduction would not appear to have a
cricical effect on A(2's command capabilities, much would depend on where
the cuts are taken. Most U.S. pevsonnel are assigned to key staff or
signal suppurt fuuctions. It is more difficult to assess allied reac-
tions to « unilateral U.S. reduction. Theie would doubtless be vibra-
tions unless such an action was caretully explained and phased 3o as not
to suddenly leave vacancies in critical posts. The savings realized are
also modest at best, which sugpasts that operational effectiveness is a

better critericn to Le followed.
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{U) However, if sizuble cuts must be mude itn U.S. cverhead in
Europe, we believe thoy must be found tn reducing the ocvercap tetws.en
U.S. and NATO headquartvre.. Thia dual structure. with largely sep-
arate communications, is what re ilvy creates the hi %Y overhead rost of
the U.S. fuy.es in Europe. There has been much discussion concerning
the drplication of U.S. and NATO headyuarters and senior commanders
and their staffs. This veiy complexity of command structure could be a
potential source of dange. in times of crisis and could hinder rather
than enhance the rapicity of NATO's response. The Randali report noted
that: “When it is remembered that NATO ‘s 1 community of na.iona with
officers from many ~ifferent armed forces and with different languages,
there is a special requiremeat for the clearest commund lines possible."

(C) One key problem is Lhat the U.S. unilateral coimand structure
‘n Europe has responsibilities well beyond the NATO area. Unless these
are modified, the U.S. military case for unilateral command arrangcments,
necessary communications, and supp:rt nersonnel is justified. Of course,
tha U.S. contiaues to have political interests in areas beyond those
recognized by the NATO Treaty or by individual allies within the North
Atlantic Alliance. The 1967 and 1973 Arab-lsraeli ccaflicts are cxcel-
lent example:, and are by no means the only instances wvhen U.S.-only
commands Sn Europe have been called upon to perform in suppovt of U.S.
politiral objectives beyond the scope .. their NATO commitment. Until
U.S. political aithorities relieve our military headquarters ia Europe
of contingincy responsibilities or better delineate these res~onsibili-
ties, there is a limit a3 to how fir we can go in consolidating head-
quarters and Jdouble-hatting U.S. commande:3s.

(S) We balieve the time has come for tne U.S. to Lite this bullet.*.
The sharp divergences between us snd our a'lies over Middle East nolicy
make it quita unlikely that any contingency actions could be taken under
a NATO umbrella. Use of Evropean facilities is also likely to be even

Y
(U) Both USAFL and USAREUR have already gone a long way toward re-
ducing and merping sibordinate headquar.ars under them in the last iew

year:..
at
(S) The pruvisv in the FY 1976 DPIG that U.S. forces in Europe

are to be consider~d for planning purposes as available oaly for European
contingencies suggsts that this bridge is baing crossed.
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more scverely circumscrihed than {n October 1973. In any case, the bulk
of U.S. forces for any plausible Middle East contingency cperation would
have to come from CONUS. Hence, the cleanest and most sensiblz way o
rationalize the U.S. headquarters structure in Europe would be to shift
most unilateral non-NATO contingercy missions, especially those outside
the NATO area, to other U.S. headquarters. Then the pianning and opera-
tionas functions of FUCOM, USAREUR, USAFE, and NAVEUR cculd be merged
with those of parallel NATO headquarters fnsofar as possible, and their
purely U.S. functions confined to administration.

(U) EUCOM {s the most vulnerable of the four major unilateral U.S.
headquarters in Surope, because the other threc really administer the
forces, and EUCOM deals only with joint functions. The existence of such
a separate triscrvice headquarters far removed from SHAPE also has tended
to deprive SACEUR (wearing his USCINCEUR hat) of effective control over
the U.S. coantribution to NATO, while perpetuating the American go-it-alone
syndrome. For this reason alone it might be better to shift any U.S.
unilateral contingency planning outeide Europe to a unified CONUS Command,
such as REDCOM, despite the disadvantages, and to move a slimmed down
EUCOM next to SHAPE at Casteau. More administrative functions could be
delegated to the three service headquarters.

(S) Other options include colocation of USAFE and AAFCE in their
hardened war headquarters at Boerfink, which is already planned as at
least a temporary measure, and colocating CENTAC and 4 ATAF with
USAREUR at Heidelberg, which is being considered by USAREUR and would be
a major step forward. If communications as well are consolidated, the
present and potential future savings could be substantial. These planned
changes also make it difrficult to colocate LUCOM at either USAFE or
USAREUR, since the latter twvo are already planning other mergers that

sske more operational sense.

2. Revising the SHAPE ﬁolc

(C) SHAPE {is authorlzed 2868 personnel, of wi:ich 313 are civiiian.
Of the 2455 military positions, the U.S. is allocated 907 spaces or 35
prrcent (we furnish 34 percent of the staff, 47 percent of signals, and
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24 percent of other support). The U.S. contribution to SHAPE ranks as
one of our best irnvesatments. 1t is provably the best source of puro
military advice available .o NATO'a poiitical authorities., Its staff
{s more international In character and frear from national political and
military constraints than the Military Committee and IMS. Each nation
does have a National Military Representative (NMR), and natiors do cf
course send political/military inputs through that channel. However,
such inputs are not formal positions that must be accepted by the SHAFE
staff. SACELR has authorized access to ministers of defense and chiefs
of staff, and is thus often able to find compromises that still mect his
objectives.

(U) On the other hand, it is time for the U.S. to recognize the
changing {mage and role of SACEUR. While we have military leaders of
demonstrated ability from the Korean and SFA conflicts, we have none
that enjoy the same relationship that earlier SACEURs such as General
Eisenhower and his successors had during NATO's first 20 years. The
days of such father figures are over. Future SACE!Rs will not enjoy the
same political cloit when dealing dirently with national politica' and
military authorities. This is et another reason for more forceful
ainisterial guidance to the NATO military authorities.

(C) Morcover, SACEUR/SHAPE's role has been changed considerably
by the MC 14/3 strategy. While SACEUR's responsibility muy remain the
same, he and SHAPE would huve difficulty directly contiolling a co:ven-
tional defense against the WP in three such widely separate geographical
sreas. SHAPE's tusks of peace and wur planning and coordinazion have
sultiplied, and it gee™s overlcaded -- as reflected in its slow response
time on studier requested from it. Plus, we believe that the detailed
planning and execution of a nonventicnal defence must ‘all <{ncreasingly
on the mujor subordinate commanders (MSCs) -- AFNORTHM, AFCENT, and
AFSO'ITH., This truth is often overlooked, zs are naticnal contacts with
these commands (particularly on the part of the U.S.). 1In our view,
more high-level contacts with the MSCs and more recougnition of their
role would, in turn, tend to focus their attention on priorities.
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Perhaps they should report araually to a meeting of eacli region's de-
fense ministers. It is even more essentiil to delegate mor:: operational
oplanning and logistic responsibilities to the MNCs in order to free
SHAFE to devote more at:ention to stracegic and policy issues. This

ie a matter requi.ing detailed study, but wve do not ece why it should
require significantly more pecsonnel. At preseat the MSCs s:em under-
employed, wiiile SHAPE is overloaded. Colocatiny a sliumed duown EUCOM
with SHAPE at Casteau (s:e p. 294) woulu also help relieve the work
load of the U.4%. element of SUAPE, vhich is not able %o pull its full
weight on NATO matters Lecause it is o preoccupled witn purely U.S.

business.

3. Allied Forces Northerm Europe
(C) AFNORTH is authorized 859 spaces of which 149 or 17 percent
are allocated to the United States. When the suvordinate commands of

BALTAP ure included_ the totsal international command structure is author-
ized 1414 spaces, with only 177 spaces or 12 percent allocated to the
United States (see Tuble 8, p. 290). It is interesting to note that while
the AFNORTH headquarters authorization has increased from Cll ia 1967 to
859 in 1973, the U.S. authorization nas decreased from 199 to 149.

(C) NATO's mflitary organization in the AFNQRTH area has care-
fully adapted {tself %o political realities. Norway Tejected a bid from
the Soviet Union to cunclude a nonaggression pact in order to join the
Atlantic Alliance, but made it clear that she woul'd not allow armed forces
of foreign powers t¢ be statfoned on Norwegian territury as long as the
country had not been attacked or threstened with sttack. Norway has held
firmly te this position through the years. NATO military authoricies
have solved the problem by double-hatting Norwegian commanders and desig-
natlag their peacetime hesadquarters as coming under ailied command in
vartime. In the early days of the Alliance there was also an AIRNORTH
commander subordinate to AFNORTH, but it was disestablished in the early
1960s. AFNORTH's deputy was designated as an Air Force biilet to ensure
adequate Air Force representation. Since the total Norwegian aircraft
inventory was approximately that of a U.S. Al: Force wing, and foreign
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forces were barred in peacetime, this was acceptable. Given the pecliti-
cal imperatives invoived, we sme nu strorg case for mod)fying the AFNORTH
structure. Since U.S. manning has alre:.'~ decreased 24 percent in the
past five years, further U.S. reductions seem unnecessary. Because Nor-
vay’'s defense is dependent on oulside sugmentaution, the comparatively
modest existing headquarters and communicdations form an indispensabl:

anucleus for receiving and operating the deploying fnrces.

4. Allied Frrces Central Europe

(C) AFCENT {s authorized 2324 personnel (o which 151 ave NATO
clvilian spaces;. The Y.S. military allocation of 49) spaces (23 per-
cent) is less than the United Kingdom allocation of 631 spaces and Ger-
many's 612 spaces. Since 1967, AFCENT's total authorization has decreased

by four spaces, while the U.S. share has decreased by 43. This 1s sur-
prisiang because {t was in 1956 that NATO adopted the MC 14/3 strategy,
vith {ts vastly increased requirenents for planning and coordination as
well as communications. Part of the stability can probably be attribu-
ted to the forced move to Brunssum and the need to pare the staff to fit
the Jucility, and part to U.S. insistence on compensatory reductions in
the last few years.

(U) Since CINCCENT must conduct the crucial land/air battle in the
Center Region, hic authority and capabilities must be stirengthened. If
NATO forces are to be employed more flexibly, CINCCENT is the one who
must so employ them, so he must be given the communications and logistic
capabilities to do the job. For this reason, we recommended in Chapter V
an AFCENT LOC Command be created under him (pp. 216-217). The creation
of AAFCE (we~ pp. 83-84) to pull together AFCENT's air assets §3 another
notable advance.

3. NORTHAG and 2 ATAF

(U) The Northern Army Sroup (NORTHAG) and its associated Secund
Allied Tactical Air Force (2 ATAF) are curre~tly authorized about 1900
and 1000 spaces, respectisely. Under British commanders, they contro’
U.K., Dutch, Belgian, and FRG forces. There is no U.S. contingent. We
know so little sbout them ths: wve do not feel qualified to offer any views.
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6. Central Areay Grup

(C) CENTAG is authoriz»] 2396 personncl, of which 22 are NATO
civilian spaces. Of tiis military spaces, the U.S. allocation {s 1238,
or 52 percent. U.S. personnel are distributed as follows: 12 percent
to staff, 80 percent to signal support, and 8 percent to other support.
Although the U.S. percentage sinare is¢ the highest of all NATO headjuar-
ters, it oust be remembered that only the FRG and Canada also contribute
forces, that Canada's contribution is only a token .8 percent, and that
the bulk of USAREUR combat forces, as well as the dual-based forces and
renerve divisions in CONUS, are assigned or earmarked for CENTAG. Ap-
proximately 750 of the 985 U.S. slots currently authorized for CENTAG's
signal support resulted from the assignment of USAREUR's mobile communi-
cation assets to CENTAG to fill the requirement for a mobile war headquar-
ters. This capability is essential to make it possible for CENTAG to
get out in the field vhen action starts. This has also resulted in sij-
nificant U.S. savings, inasmuch as part of the ~osts nre now borne by
NATO's military budget, rather than funded entirely by the U.5. This
is the type of action that simplifies transition from a peace to vactime
posture, cleans up command lines, and is an excellent example ol ration-
alization of forces. Now the colocation and partial combining nf CFNTAG
and USAREUR would in our view be a sensible rationalization measuce.
USAREUR ahould be confined to being a purely administrative hezdquarters.

7. Pourth Allied Tactical Air Force

(C) The U.S. also dominates 4 ATAF. Of the 630 authorized mili-
tary spuces (there are also 25 civilian spaces), the U.S. allocation is
296 or 47 percent, including 43 percent of the staff, 52 percent of sig-
nal support, and 42 percent of other support. Though Headquirters USAFE
has now heen colocuted at Ramstein end wome integration has takea place,
& ATAF total manning has increased only 15 spaces, or 2.3 percent, and
the U.S. shart tvo spaces, or .6 percent, since 1967. Given the addi-
tional planning requirements created by MC 14/3, tais is a rather remark-
able achievement. The complexity of planning for multiple ccnventional
attacks is tar greater than the planning required for a nuclear strike
against any given target. Also, & ATAF is far shead of 2 ATAT in its
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planning tor clona air supporc and in the us2 of 1ts asa‘lable resources
for a rudimencary tactical air control system; & ATAF also has functionad
with approximately 400 less perionunel than 2 ATAF. To us, this is a

firm indicatlon of the advantager gained by the coulocation ot U.S. and
NATO headquaiters in terms of manpower, and of the influence U.S. leader-
ship can have orn our NATG allies.

(C) For the past two years, the nations contributing air resources

to the Center Region have been engaged in a heated debate generated by
the U.S. suggestion to reorganize AFCENT's sir power (see pp. 89-95).
The ncw air organizastion will provide a foundation for more effective
utilization of svailable assets. Once it is fully functioning, it may
be that both ATAF hesdquarters could be substantially reduced In size.
This might be particularly faasible {f the advent of AWACS greatly fa-
cilitates centralized C3 of Center Region air forces.

E. THE SPECIAL COMMAND PROBLEMS OF NATO'S SOUTHERN REGION

(C) Since Southern Region command problems have proved the most
complex in NATO, still have not been optimally resolved, and present per-
haps the greatest possibilities for rationalization, we cover rhcm sep-
arately. The North Atlantic Council's concept of an integrated force
has run iuto many obstacles since 1950, but none more difficult than those
encountered in AFSOUTH. Lord Ismay noted that "both the Northera and
Central commands wvere formally established on April 2, 1951, the date
SHAPE came into be!ng. The problem of commana in the southern area was
wore difficult to resolve, complicated as it was by the special position
of the Brit{sh nava. force, which had for so long wielded control of the

Mediterranean.”" The problen *.ea further complicated by the accession of
Greecc and Turkey. After two vears it vas resolved by creation of Head-
quarters LANDSOUTHEAST (LSE) a: Izair, Turkey, and establishment of Head-
quarters Allied Forces Mediter:anean (AFMED) under a British admircl, with
six separate naval subares commands —— one French, one Greek, one Turkish,
one Italian, and two British. Times have not changed much. AFMED vas
diseatablished, but NAVSOUTH established, and five of the subarea naval
commands are still in existence. NAVSOUTH has been forced to move from
Malta to Naples, and naval zommand arrangements in the Meditcrranean again
have been under official study for two years without solution.
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(U) The current headquarters and command arrangenents (see Fig. 4)
may fit the difricult poiitical situation in the Southern Reglon, tut we
doubt their operationa) utility. They do not take advantage of the flex-
tbilicy of NATO's naval and air power in the Mediterrancan area (see pp.
84-89). Moreover, since early 19€3 thc operation of ieadquarters
LANDSOUTHEAST and 6 AIAF in Izair, Turkey, have been impaired by the
Greek-Turkish dispute over Cyprus; there have been long periods without
Creek representation in these two headquarters. In owr view, the author-
ity of NATO headyuarturs in the Southern Region ought t) be either con-
siderably strengthened (strengthening would entail fira national commit-
ments) or severely pruned on the 3rounds that they are not able to per-
form their mission through no fault of thcir usm. Given present tensions
over the Middle East and Cyprus, the time is hardly politically propitious
to raise such issues, but soorer or later they ought to he faced. Granted
that {ts NATO role in the Mediterranean gives the U.S. access to many
bases and faci{lities. But if thesea rannot b: ssed in non-NATO contingen-

cies, their value is circumscribed.

1. Allied Forces Southermm Enrope

(C) AFSOUT! at Naples is au®horized 1818 personnel, of which 140
are NATO civilian spaces. Of the military spaces, the U.S. allocation
is 746 (45 percent). When AFSOUTH's subordinate commands are i{ncluded,
the total international command stiucture becomes authorized 5782 spaces,
with 1652 spaces (29 percent) allocated to the U.S. This compsres with
24 parcent in the AFCENT area, where the bulk of U.S. land and air forces

are stationed and where mnst of our CONUS-based land and air forces are
committed. Since the U.S. naval cormitment to ACE is predominantly 1.
the Mediterranean, one would assume an overriding U.S. Navy representa-
tion in AFSOUTH and subordinate commands. Hcvever, almost 50 percent
of U.S. personnel are assigned to NATO land and air headquarters in che
AFSOUTH area.
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2. Shculd AIRSCUTIL Be Abolished?

(C) Headquarters Allied Air Forces Southern Europe (AIRSOUTH) {s
author!lzed 309 personnel, with the U.S. share set at 1.0 spaces, or &2
percent. Its two subordinate commands are 5 ATAF at Vicenza, Italy,
and 6 ATAF at lzmir, Turkey. There is as much military justification
for cer..alized control of air resour~es in the AFSUUTH region as ther:
is in the AFCENT region. The aircraft earmarked for NATO by Italy,
Sreece, Turkey, Britain, and the U.S. constitute a land-based aJr capa-
bility of over 800 aircraft. While these include F-102s and 7-100s and
not even all the newer aircraft have an AWX capability, it is a ={izabie
fcrce. However, we see little possibility that centralized control will
become a reality in the near term fcor both practical and political
rcasons. Communications for centralized comand and control are lacking;
in fact, we have not ye. even solved the inte-face prudlems batween U.S.
land~ and sea-based tactical nir.* AIRSOUTi{ does not .nve the aithurity
to divert air resources from one area to another, and given the voli:i-
cal frictions amng the allies in the Southern Region, such ar *hority
seems unlikely.

(C) SHAPE at one time recommended that hoadquarters AIRSOUTH be
disestablished (as AIRNORTH was) and that Commander AIRSOUTH become an
air deputy to CINCSOUTH, with responsibility for dicecting air defense
operstions. This would seam desirable, providing sufficient personnel
wvere gaifted from AIRSOUTH to AFSOUTH to provide the necessary air staff
personnel. In this case we would further recommend that the air deputy's
dutias include the air defense of the entire AFSOUTH area end development
of an interface between land- and sea-based air. 1If AIRSOUTH is to be
retained, ve suggest a rather arbitrary 10 percent recduction of U.S.
personnel to reduce the U.S. allocation to 91, or 30 percent of total
AIRSOUTH strength. We also question the need for both AIRSOUTH and two
ATAFa, but {f 6 ATAF at Izmi: were abolished (see p. 305) the case for
retaining AIRSOUTH would be strovuger.

»
(U) Tte recent decision to dual-hat AIRSOLTH and the Sixteenth Air

Yorce commander {s & step ia the right direction. At least the command

of U.S. air forces in peacetime and wvartime is vested in the same man.
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J. LANDSOUTH AND 5 ATAF
(U) It ie logical for the defense of Ytaly to be under a NATO ground

and parallel air headquarters thct are crimarily Italian with small allfed
augzentations. Italy does not have the sea- and airlift uecrssary to
transport significant portions of its land forces to o.her arcus of the
Southern Region. The small U.S. Ammy contingents in Italy are generailly

in a nuclesar support role ana organized irto units that remsin fauvyendent
of the NATO command arrangements uatil the U.S. agrees to tnelr telease

to UATO's operational control. The 22 U.S. personnel assigned to LANLSOUTH
should be sufficienct for necessary coordination.

(C) The 5 ATAF {s authorized 350 personnel, with the U.S. allocation
set at 57, or 1o percent. This is more in line with the procedure followed
in AFNORTH, where headquarters ate basically national with outside augmenta-
tion for interface. (The U.3. also furnishes 42 of the 628 sveces allo-
cated t~ a joint signal sup; 'rt group [JSSG] that furnisies comrunication
support to both LANDSOUTH and 5 ATAl.) However, outside of the U.S. alln-
cation, there are only two other non-Italian spaces -- one German, and
one Turkish. We'd favor a gradual teduction of U.S. persornei cond a grad-
ual increase of Turkish, Creek, and British representation, but the numbers
involved sare not aignificant.

4. Revising Command Arrangements for Defense of the Southeast Flank

(C) The comand azrangements for the defense of NATO's southeast
flank seem less and less practical from toduy's perspective. By placing
U.S. generals in commind, there were hopes that an integrated Greek and
Turkish defense could be developed against any invader. But deapite thc
theoretical possibility of joint sctions in the event of WP attack in
Thrace, ws seriouslv doubt that either nation could or would deploy ground
forces to defend the other's territory. 1t is doubtful that sither nation
wuuld accept the other's forces until the situation had reached a dire

emergency. In any case, neither his the wherewithal to transport sizable
elements of its forces; both are sheort of transport even within their own
hcundaries. Furthermore, without the commitment of substantial U.S. forces
to the battle, we doubt that the defease of either Turkey or Greece will
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be direc.ed from [-afy. It seemn far more likely _hat dfrectiny will
t1low trom the!{r reapcctive Ceneral Stasfi {a Ankara or Athens., The valuc
of LANDSOUTHEAST end 6 ATAF as & planring and coordinatiug agency for
nuclear suppnrt i{s rot contested, but we douvc that this rcquire the
uumbor o4 pe-sonnel nuw as-igned. Now the resurgence of Greok-Turxish
friction cver Cyprus adds such msjor political questions as to whether
they can fun~tion effectively in peace >r var.

(S) Hance, Lf NATO must prune headquarters somevhere, ve regard
the southeast ilank as wor.h a close lcok. JANDSOUTHEAST now has 726
personncl assigned (204 U.S.). The 6 ATAF 1s authorized 550 personnel,
with the U.S, share 109 spazes, or 20 peicent. The U.S. also furnished
243 (A8 percent) of the 504 spaces allocated to the LANNDSOWTHEAST/6 ATAP
JSSC. In 1963, a DOD si.cvey team noted that Headquariurs LANDSOUTHEAST
wiLs located In # converted hotel in Izmir proper, while Headquarters
6 ATAF was located about ten miles avay. Since then, 8 ivint combat
operations center has been completed a. an undorgrouvnd war headquarters.
but peacetime operations are run from th. ssme locations, ard all eclements
get their CE support from the JSSG. °“ae DOD survey team recormended
combination and colocation of LSE and 6 ATAF into a joint headquarters
under 8 U.S. ifeutcrnant general. This recoraendation was not acceptel
for a variety of rcasons, princinal among them the leavening influence
the U.S. element had in the Cyprus dispute. But roles and missions also
played their role. Instead, the combined strengrh of LSE and 6 ATAT was
increasud by 369 spaces, or 26 percent (though the U.S. share went down
<! spacev.). The rank of the LSY commander also hss been raiseld tn four
stars and the 6 ATAF commander to three stars, so that Greek and Turkish
commanders would not appear to be vorking for NATO subordinates.

(C) Since the land or air Sattle in Jefense of Creece or Turkey is
unlikely to be run from Naples or Izmir, the principal NATO role in a
nonnuclear conflict will be confired to planning for and cocrdinating the
introduction of augmentation forces and .uppuu.for Greek and Turkish
forces. Virtually all sugmentation would be fros the United States, but
the U.S. contriburion is sinimal in terms of the Greek and Turkish forces
{nvolved (see pp. 315-316). This 2nly reinforces our belief ihat the
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war wil) be dirccted from Achens and Ankara rather than lzmir, and sug-
gests that LANUSOUTHEAST and 6 ATAF coutld be sharply pruned. Therefore,
why not revive the 1963 recomaendation to establish a Joint Headguarters
Allied Forces Southeastern Europe and use the joint resources of LSE and
6 ATAF | man {t? At least a IS percont »ed «ction should be possible.

(C) In fact, . Jtrung case cnruld be made on purely military grow.ds
for going even further and disestablishiig both LANDSOUTULAST and & ATAF,
since in ali likelthood the Greek and Turkish focrces woula *espund pri-
marily to athens and Ankara .1. vartime, and operate inieperdently of each
other. Nor are substantiasl outside-NATO forces likcly to be available to
the southeast flank ir event of s NATU-wid: conllicr. Thus, the rout
likely mission of these two headquar®ers would be riduced t? auclear con-
tingencies. Why should so mary personrel be tied up in headquartevs that
ara unlikelv to have very -ich to do in veal 1life? Hence, assipning
their command respous'hilities direci.ly tc AFSOUTH and AIRSOUTH, which
coLld have a sprll NATO liaison and nuclear cumrand/cuntre. element at
Greek and iurkish Leadquarters, would generate substantial 3ivings. How-
ever, it is politically a poor time to broach sucl s#. al®*emative while
we ave trying to keep Gree ¢ a full participant in F.2D.

3. Reorganizing AFSCUTH Naval Forces

(C) 1f settling command arrangements in the Sjuthern Regicn has
been a major problem since the beginning of lIATO, ite most pai 1ful aspect
hus beer. cormand and rontrol arrangements for naval forces. 1r the be-
ginning, *here was a large U X. naval presence and major U.K. bases In
Cyprua, Malta, and Gibraltsr, French interests in North Afr.ca, Greek and
Turkish inierests in defining anational borundaries, and multiple intercnts
concerning comme-cial traf€fic through tiie Suez Canal. These often con-
flicting interests were solved by dividing the Hediterranean into spheres
of influence -- Britain gnt the Gibraltar c:rmand, Frunce got the area
between its southern shore and its African coicnies, Greece, Iraly, and
Turkey eacl. got tire areas arourd their national boundarjes, etc. liost
of the political problems remain today. But two o:her factors which have
now come into piay make the need for more rational na’al comman) arrange-

ments far more urgent.
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(C) Firat, maxing defense of iocac atera a natiowal wmaponaibil-
ity und:r NATO vuidelines e probably outdated. This was a logical sreo
in thr early 1950s; at that time even this task was bevond the capabili-
ties of the Italian. Greek, and Turkish navies, so rellance was p.aced
on U.K., French, and U.S. naval forces. But the real reoson cuastal
defense was not considercd a serious factor was that the Soviets dic nc:
present much of a nava. ‘“reat. Today, hon2ver, the increased Sovie-
naval presence practically dictates that NATO make better use of «vail-
able naval assets. And, alti ~ugh Italian, Greek, and Turkish naval capa-
bilities may have increased somewhat, Br: :ish ~apabilitirs have declined
and French naval parcvicipation cannot be cnnsidered as a firm commit.ent.
Collectively, NATO far outweighs the Soviet naval forces in che area;
individually, the forces are inadequate and che NATO-wide resource bind
will make it difficult %o find enough money to improve them. Moreover,
rising costs are driving down the number of active naval vessels avail-
able to the point where there may soon be more NATO and national head-
quarters in the Mediterranecn than there are major combatant vessels.
Thus there is » strong case for consolidating allied naval commands in
the Medicerranean to meet the Scviet threat.

(U) Second, the NATO ccncept that logitrtical eupport of assigncd
or earmarked forces is a natiomal responsibility ie also outdited. Given
the long-standing orientation tcwevra national defense of coastal waters,
our allies have little capability for undervay replenishment and are tied
to their hoxa ports for logistical supply. This adds yet another compli-
cation to effnrts to cecte an integrated defense auu to establish wvork-
abl. command arrangements. Obviously, trs savings from coabined logis*ic
supp rt reed to be realized (see p. 2Cou); this need, in turn. suggests a
need for vetter combinad command arrangements for this purpoaie.

(C) a._ Naval S.rike and Support Forces Southern Europe (STRIKFOR-
SOUTH) , with 6% asuthorized spaces, including 62 Azericun and 7 allied .s
essentially & shore-hesaed, U.S -domiiated staff that is .esponsible for
planning and coordinating the U.S. Sixth Fleet's activities in its NATO
rola. Ccmmander Sixth Fleet is dual-hatted as Command:r STRIKFORSOUTH;

8 U.S. aduiral ashore {s his deputy in control of the HATO staff (with a
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European admiral as chief of staff). There is undoubtedly some duplica-
tion catween the small NATO staff ashore and the similarly urganized
U.S. staff afloat, but this seemn largely inevitsble, since the staff
afloat must be available for U.S. unilateral actjons, while the staff
ashore must Le uvailable to AFSOUTH fur crordination ol NATO pla..ning
and exercises.

(U) This is a realistic command arrangement; it leaves the Sixth
Fleet readily available for contingency operations rot involviug NATO.
At the same time {t furnishes NATO a naval combatant force free to move
throughout the Mediterranean area w_tl.out regard to artificial command
boundaries. This force is largely self-sufficient, due to i{ts underway
replenishme.t capabilities (although it has consistently sought more ASW
assets, more maritime patrol aircraft for surveillance, and an increased
number of tankers).

(C) b. Allied Naval Forces Southern Europe (NAVSUUTH) -= {n
strong contrast to STRIKFORSOUTH, which is essentially a U.S. command
with a dual NATO role -- is a headquarters without forces or much clout.

The real power re ides in no less than ssven subordinate commands, most
of vhich are thinly disguised national commands with a slighc NATO flavor-
ing. True, NAVSOUTH is suthorized only 267 personnel (18 U.S.) and its
seven subordinate commands 82 personnel (19 U.S.). But the numbers are
ssall because maav of the subordinate commands have rommaniers who wear
dual national and NATO hats and rely heavily on national support. NAV-

SO'TH's share of the NATO military budget is mrdest, approximately 3600,000

for 1973. Most of the overhead costs for the dual structure are in fact
boync by national budgets.

{C) Ve seriously question whether this fragmented command si:uation
is consonant with the groviug Soviet naval threat. Even excluding the
Sixth Fleet, NATO's collective naval strength in the Mediterranean exceeds
that of the USSR == yut fur three years NATO has been expressing concern
about the growing Soviet threat on the one hand, and debating the organi-
zation of its own naval assets on the other. If the purpose of NATO's
military scructure is tc do together what no one nation can do alonc, it
is time to change NAVSOUTH's .ommand arringements. The political obstacles
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are difficult to overcome but perhaps they could be aidestepped. The
key i{ssue should be how to get mor: for the money out of what is at
present just a gjaggle of different national naval forces, most of which
can't even communicate with cach other. .

(C) One option would be to disestablish NAVSOUTH's subordinate
commands except for MARAIRMED and COMSUBMED, whi:h have dual national
roles. We would then recommend adoption of the "task forc: concept,”
beginning with full acti{vation of the Standing Naval Il'crce Mediterranean
with a pe-manent flagship afloat. Then NAVSOUTH might press for expand-
ing tho on-call-force-Mediterranean, paralleling what is already heing
Jdone in the Atlantic. This would create task forces of various size
tfor a set of agreed contingencies; it should include logistic agreements.
Commander NAVSOUTH could be ashore with his deputy afloat; the deputy
positions could rotate among nations contrituting to the force. Neither
the Standing Force nor the on-call-task force would sall into coasral
areas without prior national permission, but the current command boundar-
ies would be abolished. We would also press for NATO funding for the
fuel e<pended by the flagship so that it could be furnished by the allied
nation holding the Deputy NAVSOUTH position. Since NATO furnishes head-
quarters budg=et support, the flagship should be considered as a NATO
headqucrters afloat. Despite all the prcblems involved, the time has
come to reach a solution to this 20-year-old problem. No real sanpower
savings are likely unless duplication between national and NATO head-
quarters can be reduced, but the gains in effectiveness froa giving
NAVEOUTH real command powers might be notable. The Urited States would
have to take the lead on this proposal and, as short as we may be of
destroyer-type ships, to participate on a full-time basis. The U.S.
Navy's attention has naturally focused on STRIKFORSOUTH, but to break
the present impasse, NAVSOUTH must receive greater U.S. attention and
support.

(C) c. Merger of NAVSOUTH and STRIKFORSOUTH headquarters could
sava considerable pe "sonnel. STRIKFORSOUTH's mission is force projection

by a wide range of means — nuclear and conventional, missile, and tacti-
cal air, and amphibious landings of Marines -- whereas NAVSOUTH's basic
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aission {s to maintain and defend the sca and a!r lincs of communication
throvghout the Mediterranean. However, NAVSOUTH's mission s also an
fnherent part of the STRIKFORSOUTH/Sixth Fleet mission, For example,
two of JAVSCUTH's subordinate commanders, MARAIRMED and COMSUBMED, have
dual roles in support of tha Sixth Fleet as Couwmander ASW Forces Medi-
cerranean an? Comminder Submarines and Fleet Rallistic Missile Force,
respect.vely. Certainly in a NATO naval conflict in thc “editerranean,
there will be need for ~lose coordinatiun of NAVSOUTH and STRIKFORSOUTH
activities. This probably could best be handled by a single headquarters
ashore, particularly since hoth naval forces will be counting on joint
use of ASW and snurveillance aisets. One problem is to maintain a U.S.
unilateral link to the Sixth Fleet for U.S. contingencies, but this can
be handled as it is now == through tlhie unified commanu chain. The recond
problem is to satisfy a political requirement for a four-star billet for
an Italian admiral. One alternative would be to establish . Headquarters
Naval Forces Mediterranean from the combined assets of the present head-
quarters; raise the rank of the Commander Sixth Fleet to four-star ilevel,
and dual-hat him as CCMNAVFORMED with an Italian four-star as onshore
deputy. The chief of staff could be a U.S. o{ficer. COMNAVSOUT: .ind
COMSTRIKFORSOUTH would be commanders afloat and the nationality of the
former could

(C) An + Jnd probably less popular, alternative would be to
combine Headquarters NAVSOUTH and IBERLANT (which is under SACLANT).
This would mean breaking the traditional command boundary between SACLANT
and SACEUR. But IBERLANT is a command without resources assigned or
earmarked, and no one can identify specifically where ships or aircraft
will come from; second, NAVSOUTH's e.forts to secure a LOC throughout the
Mediterranean will be to little avail 1if shipping is lost {in the IBERLANT
approaches to Gibraltar; third, the naval battle for superiority in the
Mediterranean should climax in the early Jdays, 1{f Soviet naval reserves
are bottled up in the Black Sca. If NATO is successful, then cil from
the Arab nacions would need protection through the Mediteranean and
tirough the Im area and the approaches to Ev~ope. If we are serious
about the total-force concept and rationalization, we need such
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flexibility as was ‘lemonstrated by the Standing Naval Force Atlantic
sailing through Gibraltar and exercising in the Med{terranean. The
present enerpy crisi. spells out the dependence of Western Europe on

oil in peacetime and, without POL resupply, NATO's conventional capa-
bilities could rapidly wiiher under wartime conditions. STRIKFORSOUTH/
Sixcth Fleet now ranges fu.l length of the Mciiterranean and steps
sust be taken to develoo a similar capability for the allied naval forces

in the AFSOUTH regicn.

F. RATIONALIZING NATO'S OVERALL NAVAL COMMAND STRUCTURE

LB - P B . —— > o oA oo

(U) Indecd, the need for rationalization of NATO's maritime capa-
bilities to get the most for the money out of its substantial but frag-
msented naval capabilities is so compelling as to warrant another look at
overall command arrangements. Logically, NATO should be driven by the
defence resource bind to make more efficient collective use of its still
substantial naval assets in the face of a growing Soviet capability.
Admittedly, changing command arrangements is not a solu~ion to this prob-
lem, but it would help toward a solution vhile in the meantime providing
for more flexible use of existing assets. As noted earlier, the more
clout combined NATO commands are given over national forces and programs,
the more weight is likely to be giver to NATO over national considerations.

(1) NATO's prusent naval command arrangements resemble such a patch-
wvork quilt overlaid on existing national commands as to make one wonder
if {t could ever operate sffectively in wartime. This command structure
evolved more from s>olitical and prestige consi{derations than from mili-
tary. The C3 probiems alone in a fast-moving conflict situation vould
be enormcus, since for the most part ships from one nation can't even
talk witn those of others (see p. 247). The traditional naval benefits
of mohiiity and rapid force concentration are hard to achieve. Coordi-
nated overall planning and programming for naval forcus is equally
difficule.

(C) To help overcome the continued predominance of parochial
national interests over the needs of collective defense, it might be
desfrable to reexamine the old proposal for putting all NATO maritime
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forces under s singlc Supreme Allied Comaander Maritime (SACMAR), in-
stead of under three as at present (SACLANT, CINCCHAN, and SACEUR).

The pros and cons of this are very complex, and we cannot do them
justice here. Presumably making one headquarters re.ponsibtle for plan-
ning and disposit.on >f NATO's maritive assets would facilitate maximum
fiexibility, rational programming, and standardization. However, it
would leave SACEUR's principal subordinate commanders without any direct
control over naval assets in the relatively confined Baltic and Medi-
terranean, when close lend/sea/air coordination is «ssential. Moreover,
the proposal enviseged locating SACMAR in Europe, despite the fact that
the U.S. provides the bulk of NAIO blue water assets and the resultant
advantages from dual-hatting SACLANT and CINCLANT. The costs of setting
up a new headjuarters in Europe would also be sizable. Both SACEUR and
SACLAN” have c~nsideced these disadvantages overriding.

(U) A less disvuptiva alternative would be to make SACLANT the
SACMAR, keeping his CINCLANT hat and present headquarters. Under him
might be four msajor regional NATO commands (Atlantic, Channnl, Medi-
terranean, and Baltlc). But the overriding disadvantage »f depriving
AFNORTH and AFSOUTH of maritime assets would remain. Hence, would it
Yo poesitls 22 have thece commands under SACMAR in peacetime for purposes
of planning and programming an optisuam collective force posture, but
then have SACMAR chop operational control of such forces as he desig-
nated — and the Baltic and Mediterranean commands -- to AFNORTH und
AFSOUTH i{n wvartime? In theory at least, this could give the best of
both wvorlds. But we are not competent to evaluate it in depth.



CONEIDENTIAL

312

VIIl. OTHER KEY ASPECTS Of RATIONALIZATION

(U) In this final chapter we discuss briefly several other areas
in vhich a move rational collective approach could materially strengthen
NATO's deterrent defense posture despite the growing defense resource
bind. Regrettably time did not permit developirg them in greater depth.
Yet any study that seeke to show comprehensively the full potentiali-ies
of rationalization as the answer to NATO's most seriscus deficiencies
would be incomplete without at least briefly mentioning the foliowing
fields.

(U) While our focus has been primsrily on coaventional forces, we
also see a major neec for ratioralizing NATO's theater nuclear posture
as well. Siuilarly, while we have dealt orimarily with wvhat we regard
as the crucial Center Region, rationalized postures are clviously needed —~
in fact may be even more urgently needed -- to defend NATO's flanka.
Another most productive area for rationslization -- beside consumer and
producer logistics -- lies in the broad field of communications, on
which NATO spends literally billions, and wh-re notable duplication and
overlap occur. We also think that NATO's mobilization and alert systems --
crucial to how NATO goes tn war -- desperately need rationalizing for
purposes of more effective deterrence and defense. Last btut not least,
4f NATO must do more with less, it must find new ways of tying in the
potentially msjor French contribution.

(U) We are convinced that substantial progress in these five areas
would cumulatively contribute as much to credible NATO deterrence and
defense at accep.able cost as in anyv other area discussed in previous
chapters. Given the defense resource bind that essentially dictates a
major rationalization effort, we believe that all five should be urgently

explored.

A. THEATER NUCLEAR RATIONALIZATION
(U) This study focuses mostly on NATU's conventional posture,
because this absorbs the most manpower snd mcney. An equally strong case
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can be made, however, for rationalizing NATO's nucl.ar poature. We do
not discuss the modalities in detail here because a substant{al DOD-
spcnsored atudy cffort has long been under way in this field. But we
wish tu underline our general view that some reduction and reworking

of NATO's present theater nuclear posture is desirable. in fact, the
two go hand in hand ~- the more effective NATO's theater nuclear posture
can be made, the more feasible it will be to prunc away obsolescent
elements of the present stockpile without reducing the credibiliry of
nuclear deterrence or raising undue allied concerns.

(U) On the other hand we remain firm believers in the NATO triad
of conventional forces, theater nuclear capabilities, and tie U.S.
strategic umbrella. Despite the changes in the nuclear balance tnat
have occurred since the U.S. loss of strategic nuclear superiority, both
nuclear elements of the NATO triad still contribute significantly to
deterrence. In European, and no doubt Soviet eyes, the theater nuclear
component provides a clearly perceived link to the U.S. strategic capa-
bility. Hence some of the more radical cuts recently proposed wuuld be
premature before NATO achieves a much-higher-confidence conventional
capability. Such radical cuts could have a highly divisive effect on
the Anhnce.. Among other things, they would certainly invite strong
European suspicions that the U.S. was decoupling {ts nuclear posture.
Instead, nuclear and conventional rationalizing must go hand in nhand
ani be carefully lirked. The tormer should not be allowed to get out of
phase vith the latter. Such linkage is also essential if nuclear elements
are included {in MBFR.

(U) Moreover, the rationalized conventional posture that we favor
would also prove better for any nuclear contingency that NATO may face.
Any use of theater nuclear weapons would certainly impose the need for
greater flexibility of deployment, enhanced capability for tactical
sovement, an improved .nd i-tegrated logistics system, and wore complete
and reliable C3 than cui.»n%ly exist within NATO forces. If U.S. tactical

.(U) See for exampie, Jeffray Record, U.S. Suclear Weapona in
Ewrope: Iscues and Altermaiires, The Brookings Institution, 1974, which
suggests veduction of warheads deployed in Europe from a presumed 7000
to 2000, Also A. C. Enthoven, "U.S. Forces in Europe,” Foreim Aff:irs,
Spring 1975.
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nuclear studies to date have taught us anything, Lt ts that the nuclear
battlefield will be faster moving, more chaotic, and more suscertible
to the "fog of war"” thar couventional conflict. Dealing effectively
virth such a situation suggests the need for quick reaction, firm control,
and the ability to reconstitute forces rapidly. These studies also make
clear that theater nuclear weapons, vhile adding an immensely sigrificant
dimension to the battlefield, cannot supplant conventional capabiliiies.
So a rationalized conventional posture along the lires of our proposals
remains essential.

(U) What needs to be done to rationalize NATO's theater nuclear
posture could hardly be stated more cogently than in Defense Secretary
Schlesinger's latest posture statement. He sees five major changes

needed to increase its deterrent effectiveness:

First, ve must reduce their vulnerability to sabotage,
seizure, and conventional assault. Measures are already under-
vay to ensure this condition in cooperation with our allies.

Second, the vulnerability of these forces to surprise nuclear
attack should be reduced, and the more exposed dual-capable
systems should have the capability to disperse quickly so as
to match a surprise dispersal by the Warsaw Pact. And even
after dispersal, all forces should remain under central command
and control, which may imply the crganization of new units with
more specialized nuclear missions. [he introduction of the
Lance missile with its improved munitions should also increase
the survivability, controllability, and effectiveness of the
force.

Third, we need to improve our centralized command and control
and campaign assessment capabilities to the point where reli-
able and comprehencive information about both non-nuclear and
nuclear attacks, and the status of defending forces, can be
more rapidly and reliably communicated to those political
leaders vho hold the resporaibility for nuclear decisions and
the release of nuclear weapons.

Fourth, target acquisition systems that can survive at least
the first phase of any nuclear use still remain essential if we
are to be able to implement a range of selective and controlied
options, and at the same time limit the collateral damage from
their iaplementation.

Fifth, we should continue to develop selective, carefully
controlled options that will permit us: (1) to enhance our
ability to deal with major penetrations of an allied sector
and achieve a quick, decisive reversal of the tactical situation;
and (b) to engage, if necessary, in a highly discriminating
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interdiction campaign against eaemy lines of communication.
Both hasic opticns are desaigned =0 as to minimize the
incentives for the rnemy t» reply at rll or to respond with
uncontrolled attacki. As | {ndicated earlier, changes in
the size and composition uf our deployed nuclear stockpiles
and sxstens will improve our ability to accomplish these
ends,

B. RATIONALIZING DEFENSE OF THE FLANKS
(U) One of NATO's perennial worries has been how to defend its
highly vulnerable flanks, since the smaller and generally poorer flank

allies have great difficulty in generating sufficicnt modern forces

for the purpose. This problem will now be exacerbated, especially for
our allies, Greece and Turkey, in the Southern Region, because they are
particularly hard hit by inflation and recession. The flank countries
in general are going to have to do more with less. This study will not
go into the political and domestic instability that affect the NATO
role of several flank allies, although these problems too will affect
their defense postures. The foregoing suggests, however, that ration-
alized defense vostures may be even more essential on the flanks than
in the center.

(S) The NATO authorities also keep pointing out that defense of
the flanks is critically dependent on timely external assistance. NAIO
has postured for this and frequently exerclsed it, thereby contributing
notably to deterrence. But it has always been difficult to predict
how much prompt external help could actually be provided, given the
higher priority that the mafor allies attach to defense of iLhe Center
Region... Nov, in a period of severe defense budget constraints and
possible force cuts, it is even harder to see how significant external
assistance could be made quickly available in the event of a general
NATO/WP clash. These factors will also redice the amount of peacetime
military aid that richer allies 1i¥e thc U.5. and FRG can provide to
poorer allies like Greece and Turkey.

‘(U) Arnual Defense Department Report, FY 1976, pp. 111-2 and -3.

..(U) We point out in Chapter I how this also helps deter attack
on the flanks (see p. ).
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(U) This rattonaitization of tlank defense must entail in essence
cutting the coat to fit the cloth., Without going into detail, this
means that (a) flank countries, rather than relying £5 heavily on
outside aid, must shift internal defense resources to meet their own
highest priority needn; (b) there must be a similar shitt in the pattern
of military aid to Greece and Turkey; and (c) last but not least, that
flank missions must be adjusted to the limited resources available to
the flank allies. This is all the more reason why NATO should not,
by set.ing {mpossible force goals, press the flank allies to do more
than they feel they can afford. Moreover, NATO has too often found
itself in a straitjacket when measures prnposed had to be fitted to
special flank circumstances or were held up because of objections by
flank countrier. In cffect, NATO must stop prescribing the sacme medicine
for all allies (e.g., pushing a forward defonse strategy on all of them)
and start treating the flanks differently because such :'z'ifferent condi=-
tions apply. This applies to nuclear as well as conventicnal matters.

1. Small Flank Countries Cannot Afford
Fully Balanced National Forces

(U) Even a cursory lock at the force structures of the flank
allies suggests that they try to do too much with too little. As a
result, they have weak ground, air, and naval forces across the board,
instead of stronger forces in at least one or two key categories. This
iust isn't rationsl. For example, we point out in Chapter IV that
Jenmark, Norway, Greece, Turkey, and even Italy maintain obsolescent
naval units of quite lisited value, which sop up personnel and O'M costs
that could othervise be diverted to meet more pressing needs. Moreover,
they often have the wrong type of naval forces. What they need is to be
able to concentrate more on choke-point defense (see pp. 155-156).

(U) But the mos. pressing defense needs of Turkey, Greece, and
Norway are ground/air defense against a WP attack. They are particularly
weak in antiarmor capabilities. We think this should be their highest
priority, and that trade-offs must be found largelr within their own
defense budgets for the prrpose. Italy, on the other hand, could probably
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make its best contributicn to the comwon Jdefense via stronge. and
more modera naval forces in the Meciterrunean, Thus, it {s discouraging
to see so much of Italy's neaser military budget going into buying
6C0 Leopard tanks, whose contribution to the defense of Italy's mountain-

ous land frontier is hard to discern at a distance.

2. Rationalizing Flank Defense Concepts
(S) Under NATO's forvard defense concept, Greece, Turkey, and

Norway are trying to defend more of their natior..l territor; than they
effectively can. "Forvard Defense" was conceived as a necessity to
bring the FRG into NAIO, but somehow it was allowed to justify (a) Norway's
extending ity main defense up into Northern Norway; (po) Greece's extending
its defense line out into Northeast Thrace, instead of planning to
sacrafice it §f necessary; and (c) Turkey's planning to move its key First
Ammy up into Turkish Thrace for a aobile defense, instead of defending
wvell buck, with its main defense line on the Asiatic side of the Dard.-
nelles, In each case, this has entai)ed sharply higher force and equip-
ment requirements to enable defending much more terrain, We believe
that these shifts, endorsed by the NATO military authorities in the
fiftiea, were more than the traffic could bear. In the Turkish and
Greek cases, they vere based on assumptions as to massive MAP afii --
assunptions that were never realfzed. At one point, the gap between the
MAP needed to meet Turkey's NATO force goals and the actual program vas
over $1 billion. There was a comparable gap in MAP for Greere.

(C) GCiven the severe defense resource deficits confronting NATO,
ve see little alternative to reassessing forward defensc in these three
cases. By trading space for time, the Greeks, Turks, and Norweglans
conld buy insurance against overwhelming curprise attack and make their
main defense in prepared rearward positions that, in wmost cases, have
greater terrair advantages than their present EDP positions. The former
could be further strengthened by preemplaced barriers constructed with
NATO infrsstructure funds. Such revemping would reduce equipment
requirements, while enhancing the likelihood that NATO could retcin
control of t-w0 key choke points -- the Turkish straits and the Baltic

exits.
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(U) The argrmen* Ils often made that such options would be polft-
fcally unacceptavle because they would expose nation.l territory to
occupation. This betrass a misunderstanding of what actually deters
WP action in the first piace. The USSR is unlikely to launch off :naives
agiinst Greece, Turkey, and Nurway unless ft has high confidence of
achieving its stra‘egic objectives, whiclt {n thiuse cases are control of
the straits and the 3altic exits. Thus, any defense posture that
reduces the likelihood of quicy achievement of these oblectives contributes
more to deterring any attack than does a forward defense posture that is

in fact so weak as to be militarily inviting to an aggressnr.

C. RATIONALIZING NATO COMMUNICATIONS

(S) Though we have not been able to get as drecply into NATO commun-~
fcations as the subject deserves, what we have seen ourselves and learned
from other investigations sugCests that the NATO allies pay an unneces-
sarily high price fur communications. Unfortunacely, even with this

investment, there are glaring gaps and unnecessary Auplication in NATO's
overall communications capabilities. The unnecessary expenditure of
funds 1is regrettable. But an adequate communicacions capability is a
crucial wveakness in any credible deterrent posture, as well as in a

real war-fighting ability. As the Sccre:ary %eneral stressed in a recent
personal meassage tu the defense ministers nf the member nationa: “An
adequate effective, integrated communications system is one of the most
urgent needs cf this All.unce.". SACEUR's latest (owhat Effectivencss

Report nu. 28 that

much still aeeds to be done te improve our communications
capability....Ilf operational commanders ure to optimize

the flexivility of their assigned forces, continued emphasis
18 nceded in such areas as early warning capabilitics, an
ACE tactical air control system (ACE TACS) and extensions

of secure voice capability.**

.(U) Headquarters NATVU message, Secretary General to Defense Miristers,
NATO Integrated Commmicaitons System (NICSj, DIG 271815274, December 1974.

**(U) SACEUR Combat Effectivenics Report, 6 July 1974 (Secret).
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(S) The scale of the problem {n relation to the resvurces expended
is sugpested by a few atatistics. Approximately 60,000 people are
required to perform nondivicional communications functions just ia the
Central Reglon of NA"‘O.. In th2 U.,S. Army in Furope alone, 24,100
manpower spaces --- 3 little aovar one-2ighth == are dedicated to rcommun=~
fications functionz., This does not include another 6700 {a Army Szcurity
Agency (4.3A) unlts." In terms of diullars, $3.7 billion cf our DOD
udget for FY /6 {s devoted to nontacticil communications, and perhaps
as much as $1.5 tu $2 dillion morz to taccicai communicatinna. As for
NATO, the total projected costs just for the NATC Integraced Communicu-~
tions S:stem (NIC3) and U.S. national cnmmunications requiroments for
Europe are almost $4 billion over the next five years.“‘ But no onc
really knows what the total communications bil! for NATO would be Jf
NATO-dedicatad systeas and individual national systems were added tcgether.
Nonetheless it is arguable timu NATO collectively is not getting its
soney's worth {n terms of militarily adequate communications capability
for Lhis vast expenditure of resources.

(S) Complicating the whole problem o* communications looked at in
the NATO context is the perceived need ca the mart of =ach naticn to
have its own dedicated self-controlled communications to its own miliiary
units at all levels. This i{ssue was highlighted in a recent U.S. ctudy
of the European C3 situation aimed at determining what steps the U.S.
could take unilaterally to improve C3, or alternatively, what steps the
U.S. should recommend be taken by NATU., With regard to communications.
the study group was priamarily concerned with achieving interoperability
between the NATO and U.S. systcms and otherwise improving those systems
in order to improve NATO's communications effect’'veness. Cost saving
vas not a paramount consideration. Perhaps the single most important
conclusion of the report is that the go-it-alone syndrome among the allies,

.(U) NATO Rationclization Potemtial, op. cit., p. B-1l-1 (Secret).
s

(U) Rarnd R-1231, op. cit., p. &1
.“(U) NATO Rationmalization Poter‘ial, op. eit., p. B-1-2 (Secret).
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with the U.S, leading the pack, is the most destructive siungle fartor.
With respect to the U.S, the study asks:

Ia the U.S. going to prepare for a NATO or a U.S5. unilate ai
war in Europe, or both? The C} requirements of each are
different and it does not appear feaanible for the U.S. to
expend the resources to go toth roads simultaneously.'

The study group's conclusion is tnat if satisfactory progress is to be
made in developing an adequate J posture for NAIU, {01 which communica-
tions is the essential glue, we must all start to "think NATO." We
heartily endorse this view, which also applies to a greater or lesser
degree to many other allies,

(C) NATO has funded over the years a number of sta.ic systems,
notably: (1) a tropospheric :catter transmission system (ACE-High),
which currently carries most voice and teletype traffic between ACE
commands; (2) the NATO-wide Communications System (NWCS), a special tele-
type net connccting NATO Headquarters with the MNCs and allied capitals;
and (3) a satellite communications net known as NA[O SATCOM, whict links
the same puints. Now, as a result of 1970 NATO agreement, most of these
will be atsorbed or replaced by NICS, a highly survivable circuit-
switched common-user system, which is currently est{mated to cost about
$507 milllon for a viaule system and $750 million for a fully survivable
one, now projected fcr completion by the mid-1Y80s. A management organ-
ization has be:n set up to procure, iastall, and run NICS under a complex
cost -sharing formula.

(U) But NICS is only a partlal solution -- and an expensive one ~-
to NATO communications weaknesses. In our view the growing defense
resource bind dictates substantial further rationali:cation efforts if
NATO's weakness:s are to be overcome at acceptable cost. What this means
in effect is that sizable cost savings must be found, largely through
eliminating unnecessary duplication, to permit resource trade-offs to

meet higher-priority resource necds. We suggest some options below.

.(U) Interim Report of the Buropean Command, Control and Communica-
tions Study Group, 30 September 1974; hereaft-.r referred to as the
Corcoran Report.
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1. Ratfionalizing Tactical Communications

(U For easc of consideration, we have divided the overall field
into two broad categories -- ta-~tical and nontactical communications.

The division between the two {a somewhat arbitrary., We considered the
TOSE communications at army-corps, and comparable air-force level, and
below =- tho.e that move with and support the combat echelonc —- as
coaprising the tactical comunicitions category. For naval forces, the
task-force level would appear to be a logical place to divide. The
others -- those that are usually large, complex, and essentially fixed --
ve treated as nontactical. ¢t chis higher-achelon environment, the
requirements for mobility are much redined or evea ncnexistent, and much
traffic is logistic and administrative.

(S) The key problem with NATO tactical communications is relatively
straightforwvard: It is that, by and large, the national tactical
entities within NATO cannot easily communicate with one another. There
appears to be adequate tactical communications capability within enslh
national entity. However, the fundamental hang-up is lack of (Lanter-
operability. Without the ability to communicate rapidly »ad effuctively
betwveen the nationsl cntities, NATO will be unable to achieve a flexible
conventional responwe, and for that matter a flexible nuclear relponlc..
Units ir one national corps sector will be severely hampered in assisting
their allies in another national corps «4rea. Even specifically desig-
nated reserve units will find it difficult, 1if not iampossible, to move
to reinforce the sector of another nstion unless extensive and detailed
prior arrangements have veen worked ont and exercised over snd over again.
The same cituation, by and large, pertaina to NAT) naval forces. In a
situation in which our policy, as well as circumstances, dictate the
defensive, at least initially, thus insuring rhe eiemy the initiitive as
to time and place, such a condition invites disastor.

(U) These protlems are similar but even more complicated than those
of NATO logistics discussed in Chapter V. In addition to their inability

to agree on standardization of materiel items, the NATO countries have

*
(U) 1Ibid., p. 18.
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differing tactical frequency spectrums, teckr.uiogies, communicatfons
doctrines and procedures rhat furtlier complicate an already difficult
problem.

(S) A full solution to Lhe NATO tactizal communications problem
will be lrig-range and expensive. It will re~uire the NATO countries
to “Zevelop 4 common communications doctrine, ensure compatibility of
squipment, and agreze on communications procedures. If a true combined
tactical capability is ro be achieved, all communications materjel and
training must then be altered to meet these standards. Since finding
the money and just reaching agreement on what to do is difficult, the
goal of complete interoperability is some way off. The important thing
is to recognize now that we cannot intercommunicate at the tactical
level satisfactorily. Once this problem is faced, it should be easier
to gain agreement and cooperation in moving toward the goal. But until
we do so, rthe situation will progressively; worsen as more money is spent
by the member countries to procure materiel and design methods that
simply cannot operate together. Since the solution to the NATO tactical
communication problem, while immensely difficult, is fairly apparent,
let us turn to the nontactical category, where a more immediate impact

seems possible.

2. Ratfonalizing Nontactical Communications

(C) The principal characterist.cs of nontactizal systems seem to
be l:orge size, long range, complexity, generally fixed sites, and high
costs. Thus we could have large-scale intelligence or command and
control nets that by our categorization would be considered nontac*ical.
The characteristics of the system, rather than its vse, determined its

category. The principal problem in the nontactical coumunications area
is unnecessa:y duplication. This multiplies the cost per unit of
effectiveness. There are some noninteroperability and incompatibility
prcblems as well, which feed the unnecessary monster of duplication.

(C) Of course, a certain amount of redundancy is desirable in any
military communicatiors systea (i.e., che capability to reroute over
alternate means during emergency periods to ensure that critical message
traffic gets through). However, in NATO there are many examples of
duplicative systeas that do not provide military redundsncy, since they
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are not interconnected and in some cases aire not even compatible. Whet
brings this about? First, a political fact. Communications {s the
means through which a nation exercises con%rol over {ts own forces.
Any action that dimi..ishes this control, or places it in jeopardy, will
be redisted. In addition to positive control, we much consider the
desire of nations for confidentiality -- the ability on occasion to
vbtain faformation and pass i{nstructinne sirictly within a national
system, We even find many cases ot duplication within nations, For
example, the different armed services of s nation may and do maintain
separate, parallel communications systeams, wvhen a single system would

be more effective and certainly less expensive. At the individual
service level we run again into the perceived need for positive cnntrol
and confidentiality that seems to dictate that individual services
operate their own systems. This is not necessarily tsue with today's
technology.

(S) There are also cases of unnecessary duplication between civilian

and military systems within a nation. The cause for much of this can

be traced to hureaucratic competition. Also, we think that the military
have a built-in bias against arrangements chat provide for them to rely
on civilian systems in time of war, even tlough these systems may be

as responsive, as well as more secure and less vulnerable to enemy action.
Leasing civilian communications lines wnere they are adequate, instead
of installing and operating a parallel military system, can result in
substantial resource economies. The Bundeswehr seems to have gone
farthest in satelliting on civil nets. The U.S. military also makes
considerable use of civilian capabilities within the continental U.S.
and even overseas, including Europe. For example, 66 percent of the
Defcnse Communications System (DCS) within the U.S. has been commeccial-
ized. This is by far the largest segment of the (S. The cost {s $3C0
million a vear, which seems high.. Hovever, when you compare the total
(DCS) lease costs worlduide of approximately $500 million to the 33,000

.(U) Robert D. Terry, MG/USA (Vice Dir, DCA), "U.S. Defense Requiie-
ments Can Benefit from Leasing Foreign Systems," Defense Minugement
Jouwrnal, ‘.pril 1974, 7. $8.
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military manpower spaces worldwide which it {s estimated the U.S. saves
by using leased commercial capabilities -- at their annual cost of
approximately $495 million -- it oceginsy to maka sense to go commercial
vhenaver possible.* Moreover, the $495 million only pays for the
military spaces and their immediatc operation and maintenance costs.
It does not include any of the costs asso:ciated with procuring necessary
equipment, constructing facilities, and obtaining utility support. Thus,
commercialization where feasible would appear to be rational.

(S) As uentioned earlier, unnecessary duplicartion also results
from incompatibility or lack of interoperability. Let's look at how a
typical case might coue about. A system is started, using a given tech-
nology. Subsequently a competing technology, which is incompatible
wvith the first system, gives promise of being rore efficient, smaller,
more capable, cheaper, or perhaps all of these. Converting the existing
system would be expensive, so the system is retained and expanded using
the old technology. Meanwhile, other subscribers prefer to establish
a new (and noninteroperable) system using the new technology, which in
the long run will be cheaper and more efficient for them. An excellent
example of this is the possible flaw in the interface between the NICS
network for the 1980s, wvhich is oriented to analog transmission, and the
U.S. plan to convert the DCS worldwide network to digital transmission.
The digital approach has such advant-grs as size, security, speed, and
less vulnerability to jamming. Nevertheless, as a ainimum to obtain
interoperability, an analog/digital converter system would be needed,
which 1f it works, would probably degrade the network. Besidea the
NICS network, most or all of the national communications systems in
Europe are and will continue through the 1980s to be analog.

(S) Also, as vith other types of NATO systems, cuplication in

communications recults from problems of cost sharing, production quotas,

.Ibid.. p. 69. The 33,000 military manpower spaces saved is MG
Terry's estimate. The $495 million per year was calculated by the
authors by multiplying the spaces vaved by the average annual cnst of
a typical military communications space ($15,000).
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and national propriecary interests. The biciering over the NATO Tele-
graph Automatic Relay Equipment (TARE) is a good example of thln..

(S) Viewed individually, all the reasons for the duplication and
othar problems that we find within the nontactical NATO communications
systems have some validity. However, viewed as a whole, the NATO commun-
ications situation is clearly unsatisfactory. What can be done about
it? Some remedial actions are already underwvay, particularly in connec-
tion with the creation of the new AAFCE (s¢e p. 83), e.g., interconnec-
tion of selected transmission systems, planning for offering the use of
automatic switched systems to NATO and arranging combined use of U.S./FRG/
NATO/civil communications resources in reasponse to AAFCE's requireuenta."
But these efforts are limited in relation to the size of the problen,
and much more could profitably be done. The Corcoran Report agrees
that more action is necessary end suggests a number o us2fui ideas

that move toward rationalization, auch as:

o That the U.S. offer NATC use of the U.S. Autoaatic Digital
Network (AUTODIN) until the comparable NATO system (TARE)
becomes operational in 1979. (I1f satisfactory, thia could be
made nermanent in lieu of NATO's going toc TARE. This, however,
is a politically charged issue.)

o That the U.S. offer certain critical NICS subscribers use of
U.S. Automatic Voice Network (AUTOVON) until the like NATO
systen (Initial Voice Switched Network) goes into operation
in 1976-1979.

o -hat the U.S. develop plans for overbuilding the NATO Commun-
ications Improvement Program 1967 (CIP-67) transmission network
(a long-lines system for the NATO Center Region comparable to
the DCS) to permit U.S. use of this system in licu of upgrading
the Europeaa segment of the DCS.

.(U) Hq NATO message, DTG 271815274, op. cit. The main thrust of
this message was to urge the NATO countries to stop bickering over prob-
lems such as this with respect to TARE and get oa with its development.

..(U) AAFCF. staff commeats on a drafc of this Report attached to
a letter from Deputy CINCEUR, January 14, 1975.
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(5) The Corcoran Report's thrust toughly consists of throe time-
phased stages. First, how can we best approach getting existing systems
inte connected, with the highest chance of short-term improvement in
affectiveress? An example would be to interconnect the current DCS
Europe with the NATO ACE-High systea to achieve somewhat greater flex-
ibility, capacity, and survivability than currently exists with the
two systems operating separately. Seccend, how can the designs for
scheduled midterm improvements be meshed to ensure intc¢rconnection and
move toward the goal of inctegration? Overbuilding the CIlF-67 system as
a substitute for upgrading the DCS Furope is an example of trying to
revamp upomfng improvements for midterm gain. Third, the Corzoran
Report suggests that we "adopt now as a U.S, goal the complete integra-
tion of the DCS Europe with the NICS."* to get NATO aimed in the right
direction for the longer-run future.

(S) Following up the thrust of the Corcoran Report, we think that
an "ideal" solutior to rationalization nf NATO communications would

appear to be along the follow.ng .i123:

a. All allier would agree to Interconnect their nontactical
(fixed plant) national defense communications with those of
NATO and eventually to integrate these inro a single NATO
network that would be used for unilateral national requireazents
as well as NATO requiremente.

%. In developing this combined system, NICS and national commun-
ications planners would identiiy and eliminate all links and
facilities that are duplicative but do not provide militery
redundancy. In satisfying NATO and national requireaents,
priority should be given to utilizing existing or planned
civil communications systems where they are available and would
provide a satisfactory solution.

¢. Other links and facilicies that are duplicative but do provide
military redundancy should be subject to casc-by-case review
to determine whether the additional redundancy achieved is worth
the resources required to maintain that particular link or facility.

*) 1bid., p. 17.
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d. To enable nations to uwe this {ntegratcd neiwork for sensitive
national requirements (e.g., transmission cf U.S. NOFORN
intelligence data) without eavesdropping by othrr users or by
the operators of the network, secure voice or cryptographic
devices that permit end-to-end encryption will have to be
provided. Such devices ar: under development or have been
developed. However, there are still i{nteroperalility and cost
problems tc be resolved.

e. Until d. above is perfected, the L.S. may have to retain a
small unilateral cowmunications capability completely under
U.S. control for communication with SAS sites and for zertain
other contingencies. Thio may best be handled by a system

based on the use of satellites.

(S) We believe that the order of actions in the "ideal" sclution
has got to start with fundamental agreement within the Alliance at the
highest levels. If the goal is ever to be reached, the leaders must
embrace the theme of the U.S. Secretary of Deferse in his June 1974
remarks to the NATO Defense Planning Committee, ani ensure that history

does not repeat itself:

Communications require as much of our attention as organiza-
tion and doctrine if we are to modernize the command and
control of our forces. Since the concept of the NATO Inte-
grated Communications Jystems was approved by the DPC in
1970, progress has been ulowv and difficult& and implementa-
tion schedules have progressively slipped.

D. RATIONALIZING MOBILiZATION AND ALERT PROCEDURES
(C) In our opinion, no espect of NATO command machinery needs

rationalizing more than {ts complicated and cumbersome mobilization and
alert system. It is 8c complex that mot more than a few tndividuals
tn any NATO or national staff understand it fully. Since NATO, as a

*(U) USNATO 3355 (Section & of 6), June 13, 1973, p. 2 (Sccret).
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defensive alliance, grants the attacker the fnitiative, NATO's problem
is not just strategic warniug, but timelv responsive steps. In ract,
it 13 less the likelihood of delayed warning than of political pitfalls
that will impede timely respons:s by the 15 separate nations composing
NATO. Heire is yet another area in vhich some experts doubt that NATO
could cffectively go to war.

(S) For vears the NATO military have complained about this. In
June 1950, Field Marshal Montgomery said: "As things stand today and
ip the fcreseeable future, there would be scenes of gppalling anu
fnd<scribable confusion in Western Europe {f we were ever attacked by
the Ruuians.". Ever since, NA[O's military and political authorities
have expressed concern over the dangers i{n its alert and mobilization
procedures. In June 1974, another four-star NATO general deplored to
us the present lack of lnowledge of even the interrelationsnips in the
curvent alert cystem and the e::act implications and ramifications of
specific measures. Does the implementation of one measure, for example,
compromise the subsequent implementation of another because of compe-
tition for resources upon which both depend? What effect wil ae
present extensive national withholds have on the system? Even a cursory
review of the way NATO i{s supposed to get ready for war ~uggests that the
whole incredible mess needs cxtensive overharl. This is especislly
important for graduated deterrcnce and Leeting surprise attack. But
NATO planning has not yet taken sufficiently into account the fact
that the flexible response strategy it adepted in response to emerging
nuclear parity implies a more flexible mobilization pattern as well.
NATO could learn many lessons from the failings of the highly regarded
Israelli mobilization and deployment system in the October 1973 war.
Although the lsraelis relied heavily on their carefully conceived and
frequently exercised mobilization system, numerous breakdowns occurred.
Reserve equipment was difficult to get out of storage and to the front,
and substantial losses were experienced. We suspect that some NATO
allies would fare far worse than the Israelis, if they had to mobilize.

‘(U) NATO, The First Five Years, op. cit., p. 30.
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(U) Now a new factor i{s making the probl>a more serious. 1If
raduction in active forces and grecter reliance on reserves is the
most likely way for the NATO allies to cope with current hudget con-
straints (see pp. 26-27), this has obvious implications for the way
in vwhich RATO must mobilize. It places a rairly higher premium on
quick rerponse to varnlng.. This trend toward grearer relia.ace on
quickly sobilizab'e reserve forces s already gathering momentum --
note the cases of Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, and now the FRG,
for example.

(S) 1If the name of the NATO game is deterrence, more attention
also needs to be paid to how graduated depluoyments and reserve call-ups
stort of extensive mobjlization could incrense deterrence in a crisis.
What are needed are numerous, preferably preplanned cptions and levels
of response for crisis situations entailing less thar attack out of the
blue. FPor example, built into the NSC and F'OD-approved planning scensrio,
which assunes & 30-day WP buildup and 2] days for NATO 1s an implicit
assunption that much could be done in the more than three veeks after
warning is received to deter acturl WP attack. The optimum is, of
course, a series of gradusted prevar responses during periods of crisis,
designed lioth to asignal a potential fce to desist from threats and to
place NATO in a heitrer vosition to face such threats if necessary. NATO
has sought this over the years, but much more could be done.

(U) What dors all this have to do with rationalization? 1In our
view, more sensible prevar NATO response patterns would be a raticnal
low-cost or no-cost way of enhancing NATO's deterrent and defense
posture ~- ore doubly useful in a period of sharp budget cons:iraints.
flence, rationalization of NATO's own complax alert system, which suffers
from s proliferation of measures and unwieldy and unresponsive pro-
cedures for approval and implementation, is long overdue. What is needed
first is a fresh objective study in depth aimed at desiyning a simplified,
understandable, and politically acceptable alert system, utilizing ADP
methods. This would require an in-depth study by a group with ADP

[]
(U) see Hl.lnt. OP. Cit.. P. ‘91.
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background to determine to what extent ADP methods could assist in
simplifying and sequencing the declaration and ioplementatinn of alert
meatures,

(C) Also needed are more preplanned readincss exercices to reveal
flaws and make sure the system works. Low-cost CPXs that dn not tequire
actual call-ups of forces are very useful; those held to Jate, like the
HILEX series, have revealed much of real concecra. We are not qualified
to address the details of these proble-s, but it is clear that they
wlll not be addressed without strong politica. impetus at the ministerial
level.

(S) But {n the last analysis, no matter how good the alert systems
and procedures NATO can desigr, the crucial factor will remain the degree
of national responsiveness. At present the nuaber of national withliolds
on NATO alert measures is so extensive as to make the jJystem itself almost
a farce. Thus, the whole question of how nationzl vithholds undermine
the alert system's cbility to work in actual practice needs to be
reexanined at the m.nisterial level too. Moreover, the NATO mcasuies
apoly only to committed forces. While the extensive national forces
not committed to NATO are urged to act cimilarly, NATO commands have
no influence over them at all.

(U) The polit{:al facts of life must be taken into account here
too. No ally is going to give up easnily {ts ultimste right to decide
for {tself when to mobilize fully or to declare war (if this decision
is not preempted by WP attack). however, individual allies might be
more willing to commit themselves to such lesser st=ps as: (a) stream-
1inuirg mobilization procedures; (b) more exercising of such procedures;
(c) partiol mobilization steps; and (d) partial chopping of forces to
NATO commard. Hence, an incremental approach 1- necessary in this field
too.

(S) For example, to overcome the pcoble~s of slow parliacentary
procedures and natural 5¢lltlt10nl; while continuing to reserve to
parliasents the decision on full modilization, the NATO authorities might
press the allies to move toward two-tier or even three-tier moh’lization
systeas. Under these, certain relatively small contingents urgently
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necded for emergency readineas could be called up and deployed by a
defense ministry or by executive decision without pcrior parliamentary
action (a requirement for prompt subiequent legisiative aporoval migut
be desirable). The model we have in mind is the proposed new 30,000-man
FRG Standty Reserve, subject to call by the uefense sinister. The

Dutch RIM system has similar features. Our Defense Department also will
reportedly seck authority to call up around 50,000 reservists without
having to o to Congreis. By such partial measures, NATO readiness ’'n

an emergency could be quickly eahanced.

E. STRENGTHEN NATO'S FRENCH CONNECTION
(U) No comprehensive effort to enable NATO to preserve a credible

deterrent/deferise posture within severe resource constraints can afford
to neglect france's contribution. After all, France's potential peace-
time Center Region contritution is second only to that of the FRG. The
problems inhibiting more rational use of French resources are primarily
political, not military. But over time, the cxistence of political
differences is making France's forca posture, too, less useful to collec-
vive defense.

(U) Since Prance wichdrew from the NATO structure in 1966, though
remaining a member of the Alliance, the other allies have been faced
with a dilemma. On the one hand, it has beer. general policy not to let
France have the benefits of NATO membership without participation, lest
this encourage France not to rejoin, and worse yet, encourage others to
take a similar course. So while a chair is kept for France's retura to
the NATO table, an effort is made to ensure that her present position
does not provide her benefits grester than those of fully participating
partners. (m the other hand, in areas where defense cooperation with
France makese overriding se se, various formulas have been worked out.
For example, Prance has maintained its connection witk NADGE (see p. 334).
The U.S. and FRG have also separately maintained bilateral military-
level relaticnchips with the French First Army to facilitate French
participation in Center Region defense.
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(U) 1t is time to acknowledge that NATO's atandoff policy has
fafled. We are not arguing that France's position is right; on the
contrary, we think {t seriously weakens NATO's collective security
posture, and is against France's own security interests as well., It
is also leading tc considerable waste of resources on hoth siden. As
France's force poscure gets more and more out of gear with those of
its allies, it beconmes less useful to collective defense. Meanvhile,
the other allies are forced to devote resources that tl.ey might other-
wise not have to expend tc compensate for their inabi'ity to plan firmly
on use of French soil and resources,

(U) Over time post-Gaulliit France wmay move back into NATO, if
European integration proceeds in other spheres. Indeed, the more that
French forces could be informally tied to NATO's, the faster this
process might evolve. But in the short tera, formal reentry of France
is quite unlikely. FHence, it seems rational to accept this political
fact of 1ife and to design around it. We suggest below several vays in
which this might Ye dcne. Moreover, the more ways in whici: the French
and their aliies work together in practice, the more likely that Pact
planners will aasume that France will stand with NATO from the out~-
set -- an assumption that will add measurably to deterrence.

(S) It is the issue of whether NATO could relv sufficiently on
prompt French participation to base plans on this assumption that
worries military men. Our feeling is that NATO'S force deficit is so
great that it really has nc alternative but to do so. This also seems
to be the view of all the NAT"N commanders with whom we discussed the
problem recently in Europe; they are eager for closer military rapport
with the French. Given French sensitivities, any further assurances
regarded as necesrary must be obtained discreetly. This is prooably
best left to the FRG, U.K., and Belgfum. Since SACEUR {is an American,
the preferred military negotistor might be CINCCENT.

(U) Given the Center Region need for more ready and quickly
nobilizable ground forces (sec pp. 37-39), Fiance's five action
divisions (tu2 of them already deployed forward in Germany) could make
a subatantial differencc. There are two ways in which French forces
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might be {nitfally employed: (1) as part of the AFCENT reserve for
deployment to the most threatened s~ctor of the CENTAG front; or (2) to
take over a defined corps sector in the GDP.

(S) We undcrstand that the French preier the former role, given
their tactical nuclear capability, and because reiuforcing against a
WF attack aimed at, sav, the Frankfurt area would not require them to
have an initial D-Day mission. The present CINCUSAREUR also would prefer
to use the French in the northern CENTAG area, Lo help defend against
any WP tuarust through the Hessjan corridor, since exrtensive plans have
already been worked out. However, logistic constraints might make it
difficult Lo employ French forces Jn chis manner. Moreover, if the
French were committed on the Frankfurt axis, no reserves would be
available to meet a thrust up the Danube Valley. Hence, it mizht be
better if after D-Day the French were to assume a corps sector in Bavaria
to help guard against such a Soviet thrust up the Danube. The
necessary logistic arrangements could be worked out well in advance
bilaterally between the French and the Germans. If USAREUR should shift
to using a Benelux LIC -- and would thus be better prepared to reinforce
NORTHAG -- a more soutier: deployment for the French also would make
sense.

(S) As for follow-on forces, a hign proportion of French manpower
is structured for antisudversive or antiairborne defense of French soil.
It {s hard to regard this as optimum. A French Army of some 322,000
generates only six division equivalents, as opposed to 12 for a Bundeswehr
only slizghtly larger. There are ;20 reserve divisions, and the French
Arm;'s ambitious reequipment prcgram has been seriously delayed by
rising costs and diversion of resources to the nuclear force de frappe.
Rationalization could produce a much more useful French contribution to
the zollective defense.

1. Ccnnecting the NATO and French Communication Systeas

(S) France declined an invitation to pa:ticipate in NICS, rather
than to pay her fair share of previous communication projects that would
be inciuded in NICS and from which sh¢ would benefit. It is prol.bly

SECRET

® iBade PO RO P

e 3 R R e e ]




SECRET

334

unrealiscic to believe she would participate in any joint communication
! program in peacetime. On the other hand, France has cuntinued to
rarticipate in NADGE and to pay her share of the inrrastructure budget

for the system, with the understanding that her cooperat.fon would extend

only to the point where reporting ends and the control of retaliatory

devices begins. But the NADGE connection is there and can be eapanded

vhen and {f France decides to participate. We need a similar atandby
! connection that can link French rilitary headquarters with AFCENT and
AAFCE in their wartime headquarters at Boerfink. The distance betveen
Boerfink and the French border is short and could be linked by microwave
stations and land ‘ines established on both sides of the Rhine in peace-
time and activated in time of tension or war by the French. Facllities
within Germany could be provided bv the FRG with Bunilespost land lines
and an add-on to their CIP-67 program now under way. We are convinced
this is feasible, because the French have communication links with their
two-army divisions in the FRG that could serve as part of the network
and have kept their liaison with USAFE air defense centers open by liand

ey
-
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lines.
(S) The French Air Force has over 1000 aircraft in its inventory.
A peactime standby communication link would be a umall price to pay to

prepare for the contingency of their use in NATO's forward defense.
Moreover, its establishment might foster French military coopzration in

«ae

other are:zs.

2. We Need Contingency Plans to Use French Facilities
(S) USAFE has not been able to develop replacemeat airfields for

PV PP

those lost on our withdrawal from France, a situation that has greatly
increased our peacetime base loading and complicated our wartime dispersal

plans. We agree that war plans cannot be based on the uncertain availa-

bility of French facilities, but we need contingency plaas in case they
are available. For example, the USAF's COB package of WRM requires

only a score of people for maintenance. They .eed not be U.S. military,
and if they are U.S., they do not need to b2 in uaiforn. We recommend
discreet U.S./French dizcussions to see if the French are willing to

enrer into some form of contingent COB arrangements with the U.S.

A 208 2o tms m

L o
R N oY o)

SECRET




=

.“T"

-

P cst®h o - W

P IR R T

e84 cv'e ~o@v.* N

SECRET

335

There {s a precedent to indicate that French authorities could be per-
suaded to bend thefr position, namely, the F-cnch agreement to reinscate
limited USAFE and Canadian use of their afr-to-ground weapoas range at
Suippes.

(U) Once hostillties are under way, the U.5. also nceds APODs 1n
che rear area for follow-cn forces and for the resupply of forces already
engaged in coubat. Numerous aicfields with runways capable of with-
standing the weight of heavy airlift aircraft and of sufticient length
for safe landings are on French territory. Their use as emerrgency APOC3
could be incluied in the U.S./French COB discussions recommended above.

(S) So long as France stands aside from the NATO command structure,
the U.S. will doubtless ieel compelled to rely primarily on an LOC
through the Benelux countries (see pp. 213-216). But it might be wise
quietly to probe French willlngnass to envirage a backup LUC through
France as a hedge. 1f the U.S. ever did deploy as many as 15 to 20
divisions to Furope again in wartime, such an LOC might come in very
handy. But any peacetime arrangements would, of course, have to be
handled discreetly, <nd on a contingency basis.

3. We Must Be Preparud to Give Some Quid pro Quo

(C) Despite the fact that the actjons outlined above would enhance
French as wel) as NATO security, we should expect some hard bargaining --
if not from the military, then from tlhe political level. One of the
most promising quids wec can offer is increased cooperation in military
technology. For example, ve offered the French the opportunity to partici-
pate in the NATO EWF or a parallel track and afforded them: the same
briefings on U.S. techtnology as given NATO. They have also been kept
read in on U.S. progress in the development of PCMs, and the availabiliry
of U.S. weapons. In Chapter 1II (p. 123) we suggested that a NATO RPV
program be initiated and would recommend a parullel track be offered tn
the French, if an offer is made to NATO.

4., France's Modernizing Her Naval Forces Could
Contribute Greatly to Southern Flank Defense
(S) It is interesting that Fraace is already deploying more of her
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naval strength from the Atlantic into the Mediterianean. French naval
capabilities could be measurably increased by moving in the directions

we suggest for other allied navies in Chapter 1V. Naval personnel

number some 69,000 (only about 25 percent conscript). Two small carriers,
one heiicopter carrier, two cruisers, 19 submarines, 17 destroyers,

29 DEs, 5) miresveepers, and 14 patrol craft add up to a sizable force,
though largely obsolescent. But eigh: destvoyers/DEs have good ASW
capabilities. The naval air force of 150 combut aircraft could be useful
too. But the French Navy is a classic example of a futile attempt at

a balanced national force despite insufficient resources.
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AAA
AAFCE
ARCUHAN
ACCB
ACE
ACLANT
ACR
ACSFOR
ACTICE

AD

ADM

ADP

AEW
AFCENT
ATE

AFM
AFNORTH
AFSOUTH
AG
AIRCENT
ALO
AMF
AMS
ANG
APC
APOD
ASA
ASM
ASW
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND
ABBYEVIATIONS

Antiaircraft Artillery

Allied Air Forces Central Europe

Allied Command Channel

Air Cavalry Coabat Brigade

Allied Command Lurope

Allied Command Atlantic

Armored Cavalry kegiment

Assistant Chief of Staff, Force Development

Authority for Coordiration of Inland Transport in Central
Europe

Alr Defense

Atvmic Demolition

Automatic Data Prucessing

Airborne Early Warning

Headquarters Allied Forces Center Region
Allied Forces Europe

Alr Force Manual

Allied Forces Northern Lurope

Allied Forces Southern Europe

Ad jutant General

Headquarters Air Forces Center Region
Alert Level

ACE Mobile Force

Army M»p Service

Air National Guard

Armored Personrel Carrier

Aerial Port of Debarkation

Arny Security Agency

Afr-to-Surface Missile

Antisubmarine darfare
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ASYG
AT
ATAF
ATC
ATGM
AVLB
AWACS
AWX
BAOR
BCT
BOP
BOS
BUIC
CAP
CAS
CBR
CBU
(o110
CENTAG
CEP

CG
CGEE
CHG
CINCCENT
CINCCHAN
CL

CLG
CLGP
CLSS
CNAD
cos
comM 2
c?

c3

srtstn eand Ao
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Assistant Secretary General
Antitank

Allied Tactical Air Fc: ce

Air Transport Command

Ant{taak Guided Misiile

Armored Vehicle-Launched Bridge
Alrborne Warning and Control System
All-Weather

Sritish Army ol the R4ine

Battalicun Combat Team

Balance of Payments

Base Operating Support

Back-Up Interceptor Control

Combat Air Patrol

Close Air Support
Chemical/Biological/Radiological wariare
Cluster-Bomb Units

Combat Devel~pment Command

Central Army SGroup

tirewlar Error 2robable

Cruiser

Combat Equipment Group Europe
Guided Missile Helicopter Ship
Comuander-in-Chief, Center Region
Cormander-in-Chlef, Cnannel C~amand
Light Cruiser

Guided Missile Light Cruiser
Cannun-Launched Juided Projectile
Combined .ogistic Support Syctems
Conference of National Armaments Directors
Colocated Operating Base
Compunication Zone

Command/Control

Commanc /Contro)./Communications
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coMMO0 Communications
CONUS Continental United States
CUSCOM Corps Support Command
CPX Coumand Post Exercise
CRAF Civil Reserve Air Fleet
CSUSA Chief of Staff, U.S. Army
cv Afrcraft Carrler
cv Combat Vehicle
CvVs Adrcraft Carrier Antisubmarine Wartare
DAD Decentralized Area Defense
DD Deslroyer
DDG or DG  Guided Misrile Destroyer
DDM ASW Helicopter Desiroyer
DE Destroyer cscort
DEH ASW Helicopter Des*royer Escort
DFE Division Force Equivalent
DISCOM Division Support Command
DL Frigate
DLS Cuided Missile Frigate
DOT Défense Opérationnelle des Territoizes (France)
DPC Defensr Planning Committee
DPPG Defense Planning and Program Guidance
DPQ Defense Planning Questionnaire
DRC Defense Review Comittee
DS Direct Support
DSA pefense Supply Agency
DSRS Division Suppurt Rocket System
ECCM Elcctronic Counter-Countermeasures
ECM Electronic Countermeasures
EDC European Defense Community
EDIP European Defense Improvement Program
€DP Emergency Defense Plan
EDP Electronic Data Processing
| ». | Enlisted Men
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EOB
EUCOM

EWG
EWS
FAC
FASCOM
FEBA
FLIR

FNIH
FPB
FPBG
FRG
FSTS

GDP
GDR

i GEEIA
GIUK

GON
GPF
GS
GSFG
GTA

HQM
HS

IAF
1CB
IFF
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Electromagnrer.ic Pulse

Electronic Order of Battle
Europear Crmmand

Electronic Warfare

Executive Working Group (of the DRC)
Electronic-Warfare Supnort
Forward Air Controller

Fleld Army Support Command
Forward Edge of the Battle Area
Forwvard Looking Infrared

Foreign National

Foreign National Independent Hire
Fast Patrol Boat

Guided Missile Fas. Patrol Boat
Federal Republic of Germany
Forwvard Storage Sites

Field Training Exercise

German Air Force

General Defense Plarn

Germaa Democratic Republic

Ground Electronics Engineering Instailatioa Agency

Creenland, Iceland, United KingdHa
Cross National Product
Goverrment of the Netherlands
weneral Pucpose Forces

General Svpport

Group of 5Soviet Forces Germany
German Territorial Army

High Explosive

Headquartere, Miscellaneous
Helicopter, Shore-based

Israeli Air Force

International Competitive Bidding
Identification Friend or Foe
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IR

IRR

IS

ISt
JCs

Jp
JSSG
KP
LARS
LAV
LGB
LHA

IN

LOC
LOCPORT
LOGSTARS
LOH
LREP
LS
LS/.LG
MAAG

MAC
MAF

MBFR
MCS
M35GB
MHC
Ml
NICV
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Initial Operational Capability
Infrared

Individual Ready Reuerve
International Staff

Initial Support Increment

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Jet Propulsion Fuel

Joint Signal Support Group
Kitchen Police

Light Artillery Rocket System
1.ight Antitank Weapon
Laser-Guided 3omb

Helicopter Amphivious-Assault Ship
Local !'ational

Line of Communicarion

Line of Communicat{ons/Port Package
Logistic Status Reporting System
Light O%servation Helicnpter
Long~Range Reconnaissance Patrol
Labor Service

Labor Service/Civilian Labor Group
Military Assistance Ads/isory Group
Mobile Assault Bridge

Military Adrlife Ccmand

Marine Amphibious Force

Military Assistan-e Program
Medium Artillery Rocket System
Mutual Balanced Furce Reductions
Coastal Mineswveeper

Modular Guided Glide Bomb

Coastal Minehunter

Milicary Intelligence

Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle
Coastal Minelayer
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MML Inshore Minelayer
MNC Major NATO Commander
MOB Main Operating Base
MOD Ministry of Defense
MOS Military Occupational Specialty
MP Military Police
MPA Maritime Patrol Aircraft
MRCA Multirole-Capable Aircraft
MSC Major Subordinate Commandcr
MSU Ocean Minesweeper
MTOE Modified Table of Organization and Equipment
NAC North Atlantic Council
NADGE NATO Air Defense Gcround EZnvironment
NAMSA NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency
NG National Guard
NuA NATO Guidelines Area
NIAG NATO I~dustrial Advisorvy Group
NICS NATO Integrated Communicaticns Systea
NORTHAG Northern Army Group ’
NSC Natfonil Security ©--.-0¢
NouM wwe viss Security Decision Memorandua
NWCS NATO-Wide Communications System
oM Operations & Maintenance
o.JT On-the=-Job Training
0SD Office of the Secretary o  1etense
PB Patro] Boat
PBEIST Planning Board for Furopean Inland Surface Transpest
PC Larpe Subchaser
PCE C. .al Escort
I'cs Small Subchaser
i PEC Progran Element Code
} PEMA Procurement Equipment wnd Muritions/Army
i PESR Program Elemen: System Report
‘ PF Patrol Zscort
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POL
POM
POMCLS
PPGM
PRF

PTF
PTFG

QRA

REEE

RD&P
RDT6E

SETAF
sy
SHAPE
SHORADS
S.AR
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Precisfon-Guided Missfle or Munitions
Petroleum, 011, and Lubricants

Process for Overseas Movement
Prepositioned Materiel Configured to Unit Stocks
Planning and Programming Guidanc. Memorandum
Pulse Recurrence Frequency

Torpedyv Boat

Fast Patrol Boat

Large Guided Missile Patrol Boat

Post, Teleplone and Telegraph
Quartermaster

Quick Reaction Alert

Research and Development

Royal Air Force {U.K.)

Remote Area Mine

Rocket Assisted Projectiles

Research, Development, and Procurement
Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation
Royal Netherlands Army

Real Property Maintenance Activities
Remotziy Piloted Vehicle

Rativnalization and Specislization
Supreme Allied Commander Europe

Supreme Allied Command Atlantic

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
Surface-to-Air Missile

Senfor Civil Emergency Planning Committee
Sea Corirrol S“ip

Southeast Asia

Southerr: European Task Force

Special Forces

Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
Short-Range Air-Defense System
Side-Looking Radar
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sLOC Sea Lines c¢f Communication
s? Self-Propelled
SS Submarine (Diesel)
SSBN Ballistic Missile Submarine (Nuclear Propelled)
SsZ2 Coastal Submarine
SSK Antisubzarine Subaarine
SS1 Sustaining Support Increment
ssH Surface-to-Surface Missile
SSN Submarine /Nuclear)
STAMP Standard Air Munitions Package
STANAG Stendardization Agreement
STC SHAPE Technical Center

STRATCOM Strategic Communications Coumand
STRICOM Strike Command

SYG Secretary General

TA Territorial Army

TAC Tactical Air Command

TACS Tactical Air Control System

TAC SAT Tactical Communications Satellite System

TAC NUC Tactical Nuclear

TC Tanx Corps

T Table of Distribution

™ Tank Destroyer

T/0 Table of Organization

TOA/DME Time of Arrival/Distance Microwave Equipazent
TOSE Table of Organization and Equipmant

T0T Time on Target

TOW Tube-Launched, Optically-Tracked, Wire-Guided (missile)
TRAP Tanks, Racks, and Pvlons

TRICAP Tripie Capabilicy

UCMs Unit Capability Measurement System

uE Unit Ecuipaent

UH Ucility Heliccpter

UPT Undergraduate Pilot Training
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USACDC U.s.
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Army Combat Development Command

USACGSC U.S. Army Commard and General Staff College
USAFE U.S. Alr Forces Furope
USAREUR U.S. Army Europe
USASTRATCOMEUR
U.S. Army Strategic Communicaticns Command/Europe
USEUCOM U.S. European Command
UsMC U.S. Marine Corps
USNATO U.S. Mission to NATO
VAP Snall Maritime Patrol Aircraft
ve Maritime Patrol Afrcraft
VPWG Verification Panel Working Group
Vs Small Maritime Patrol Aircraft
VSTOL Vertical/Short Take-Off and Landing Afrcraft
WEL Weapons Effectiveness Indicacor
WP Varsaw Pact
WRM War Reserve Materiel
WRM War-Readiness Materieil
W.S. Weapons System
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