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Preface

In the current Congressional reexamination of national.priorities

the role of the United States in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization

(NATO) occupies a significant place. Since 1966 the subject has been

frequently considered in both the Senate and the House of Representatives.

Senator Mike Mansfield introduced in 1966, 1967, 1969, and 1971 three

identical sense of the Senate resolutions and several amendments to defense-

related bills calling for a substantial reduction in the number of United

States European-based forces. The scale and character of United States

force commitments to NATO have been carefully examined in the course of

defense procurement authorization legislation and during consideration of

defense appropriations. In the current session of the Congress the sub--

ect is again coming up for review.

Accordingly, the underlying paper has been prepared to provide back-

ground and analytical material which may be useful in a 
consideration of

American policy regarding NATO. It has focused especially on two questions:

(1) Are United States forces in Europe being maintained at the proper

level? and (2) Can the United States military budget and foreign exchange

deficit be reduced without damage to the national interest by withdrawing

troops from Europe?

After a short summary, the paper begins with a review of United States

commitments to NATO, including a brief history of their development. 
Parti-

cular attention is given to the legislative aspects of thi 
development.

This section then touches n the importance of the American role in NATO
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to the total United States relationship with Western Europe. The follow-

ing chapter reviews the balance of forces in Europe and present assess-

ments of the Soviet threat. This section has drawn heavily on studies

prepared by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. The next

chapter treats the costs involved in fulfilling United States commitments

as presently interpreted. Some of the possibilities for reducing costs

and foreign exchange losses are examined. The concluding chapter summar-

izes without comment a series of pro and con arguments on major policy

questions regarding NATO currently being debated.

Many subjects which might have been included in a comprehensive

study of NATO have been omitted altogether or only touched upon briefly,

for example, the situation of NATO on its southern and northern flanks.

The exclusion of classified materials severely curtailed any discussion

of strategic questions, staffing patterns, and order of battle material.

Figures should be viewed as illustrative, not absolute. They are

derived from a variety of sources which may use different bases for com-

putation and cover different time scales. (Source and date are given in

each instance.)

Finally, a word about the characteristics of the several parts.

Chapter I is a summary. Chapters II through IV are digests of facts and

attitudes; Chapter V a digest of arguments. Appendices A through E and

Appendix G contain basic documents and NATO organization charts. Appendix

F gives the texts of a series of resolutions and amendments regarding NATO

introduced in the Senate in 1966-1971. Appendix H consists of Statistical

Tables. Appendix I gives extracts from Senator McGovern's defense plan.
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THE UNITED STATES AND NATO

Commitments, Problems, and Prospects

I. SUMMARY

The North Atlantic Treaty was concluded in 1949 to contain

Soviet expansion until European countries developed an integrated

political and military organization of their own capable of balancing

Soviet power in Europe.,.,

A. Commitments

During the 1950's,' Congress by overwhelming majorities en-

dorsed a series of measures which extended the original mutual guarantee

pact of 19+9 to cover the development of an integrated command system,

the assignment to Europe of five United States divisions plus air, marine,

and naval units, an American nuclear guarantee, and a theater nuclear.

weapons force under American control. In short, a structure was es-

tablished to implement the treaty which was henceforth called the North

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).;

The North Atlantic Treaty specified that individual members should

decide the scale of their participation in the common defense in accor-

dance with their own constitutional processes, and in making additional

commitments the United' States government always emphasized that. the

level and duration of these commitments were functions of the intensity

of the Soviet threat and the level of the contributions of its treaty

partners.

The development of an integrated command system within NATO, how-

ever, produced a network of interdependent relationships which created

their own implicit obligations. When each country planned its own defense

CRS-1
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- within the -frameork of an alliance-wide strategy, unilateral changes

by one member affected the vital defense interests of that member's

allies. French withdrawal, which denied the alliance peacetime use

of French territory, thus cutting it in half geographically, was a

serious blow which NATO survived. But large-scale unilateral changes

on the part of the United States would presumably be. considered of more

sweeping consequence for the alliance. Thus the evolution of NATO

has in a sense limited the independencewhich the treaty had accorded

by making unilateral action costly in terms of the relations of the

United States with its allies, thus placing a value on consultation and

consensus beyond the language of the treaty itself.

From the start the United States viewed NATO as a means to an end

not an end in itself. The long-range objectives it was intended

to promote were an all-European settlement ending the

division of Germany, a united Eurppe capable of assuming

responsibility for its own defense, and European stability

achieved by knitting Germany into this larger community. When these goals

had been reached, NATO would either be drastically remodelled or replaced.

Beginning in the early 1960's, and growing in numbers as the decade

progressed, certain members of Congress questioned the scale of the

American military participation in NATO. They argued that it was time

Senator Mike Mansfield's efforts to reduce United States forces in

Europe received much attention. See Appendix F for texts of
resolutions and amendments regarding NATO.

. . . -
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for a change for three reasons: (1) the Soviet threat had lessened;

(2) Europe was now economically strong, politically stable, and ready

to take on the major 'responsibilities for its own defense; and (3) the

United States could no longer afford to spend that amount of money. In

short, they called for a review of NATO commitments in terms of the

balance of forces in Europe , the Soviet threat, European resources, and

NATO costs.

B. Balance of Forces and Soviet Threat

According to the most authoritative unofficial study of the

military balance, the Soviet Union and its East European allies in the

crucial rorth central area of Europe outclass NATO in number of combat

and support troops, tanks, number of aircraft, and capacity for swift

reinforcement. They have developed a formidable anti-aircraft defense

system by increasing the size and quality of their surface-to-air 
missiles.

Moreover, their advantage has been steadily increasing. For' example,

since 1967 the USSR has moved three additional divisions into Eastern

oals

Europe. In addition, Soviet forces have sufficient nuclear power in
ced.

Eastern Europe to respond in kind to any Western use of theater nuclear
de

weapons, and the USSR has been building up its naval forces in 
the

Mediterranean. However, some analysts believe that some of the East

European troops may be politically unreliable. In terms of

Ln
-The Military Balance, 1971-1972, London, The International Institute

for Strategic Studies, 1971.

04
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" total resources, manpower, number of men under arms, and productive

power the NATO countries outclass the Warsaw Pact. Judged on the

basis of twenty-three years' experience, Western strength in Europe,

backed by American strategic nuclear power, balances Eastern.strength

satisfactorily in a political-military sense; it has thus far proved

itself as an effective deterrent.

In recent years fear of deliberate attack has virtually disappeared

and fear of accidental war greatly dimi-nished. Russian soldiers have

never attacked across the Iron Curtain, and even during Soviet harass-

ments of the Western access routes to Berlin, no shots have been fired.

Some now view the Soviet position in Eastern Europe as defensive. They

believe that over-reactions by the West in the 1950's set off an arms

race of which the Soviet build-up in Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean

is a part. According to this view, Soviet troops in Eastern Europe are

there to keep the USSR's satellites in line. The Kremlin pursues its

objectives in Western Europe by political, not military means.

Others hold that the offensive characteristics of the Soviet forces

in Europe far exceed the requirements for controlling Eastern Europe.

According to this view, Soviet offensive strength is intended to create

strong pressure on Western Europe and plays an important part in the

Soviet campaign to prevent the development of an, integrated Europe, in

which Moscow fears Germany would exercise the strongest influence - a

development which would alter the distribution of power greatly to the
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disadvantage of the Soviet Union. Strong Soviet offensive forces so

far forward are considered intrinsically Ahreatening. And past ex-

perience has shown that risks increase where Moscow believes its mili-

tary position is stronger than that of its; adversaries. Thus military

balance is an essential ingredient Q4 stability.

C. Costs

At present there are abput 310,000 American soldiers, sailors,

marines, and airmen in NATO Europe, whose operating costs the Department

of Defense estimated at about $4 million in FY 1972. (The present manpower

figure has bee- reduce from 434,000 since 196Z), Back-up support in the

United States added $3 billion in. bdgetary costs. When troops in the

strategic reserve maiptai.ed primarily. for a major .uropean emergency and

costing another $9 billion were included, the .total estimate for FY 1972

came to about $16 billion. (Br okings Institution experts, taking

additional factors into account, estimated .total expenditures for FY 1971

at about $25 billion as compared with, the Department of Defense estimate

for FY 1971 of total costs of about $14 billion).

On the basis of Department of Defense figures, the United States

spent less than 1 percent of its GNP on stationing and maintaining troops

in Europe, and just under 2 percent on trpops and equipment maintained

primarily for European emergencies but also available for other uses

1/ These figures have been obtained from the Department of Defense.
For .citations, see belowpp 87-88.
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under the present one and one-half crisis strategy. The total United

States outlays for FY 1971,came to $79.6 billion, which represented

7.4 percent of estimated GNP.- Rising prices, military pay raises,

and devaluation wi4.l increase carts .eat. year.

Our Eu~'opean allies maintain about 2 million men under arms and

spent about $24 billion on defense in 1970. This figure represented

3.7 percent of the European NATO members' cmbined GNP. In the last

two years the Euioppan members have initiated two European defense

improvement programs in which the United States had not participated.

The first consisted of a five year program totalling $1 billion for

force improvements, the modernization of NATO communications, and

the construction pf m4ch-neede4 aircrft shelters. The second program,

announced in December 1971, involved'.pledges totalling more than $1

billion for the next fiscal year to -provide additional tanks, anti-

tank weapons, heavy artillery, combat and.transport aircraft, helicopters,

anti-aircraft guns, and ships.

Both American and European budgets have generally risen in terms

of absolute figures at current prices s2 ring recent years but have decreased

in terms of GNP percentages.

Most Europeans do not consider it unreasonable that they devote

approximately half as much of their GNP to defense as the United States,

since the latter faces two oceans, plans in terms of a one and one-half

crisis strategy, and plays the role of a nuclear superpower to which

Europeans do not aspire. Furthermore, tk1e United States acquires valu-

able base rights in Europe as a result of NATO membership for which it

would have to pay .heavily in other parts of the world.
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The foreign exchange losses which the United States incurs be-

cause of NATO fall into a special category because it seems unreason-

able that the allies of the United States should enjoy a foreign ex-

change windfall from the presence of American troops stationed in their

territory for their defense. Special agreements, particularly in the

case of Germanywhere 6Q percent of the total foreign exchange losses

occur', have helped to neutralize the problem.

There are possibilities for dealing with the foreign exchange prob-

lem in a nwiber of ways, and discussions have been going on about how

to made improvements. For example, the subject is included in the

financial negotiations now being conducted between the United States and

m its Furopean allies.

In connection with the problem of the high level of the American

contribution to NATO, much thought has been given to the possibility of

ters, reducing costs by replacing some American troops with European troops.

However, many European experts believe that it is unlikely that European

governments would in fact do so. In the case of West Germany, where most

creased of the gaps created by American withdrawals would occur, there are polit-

ical and legal restra .nts on military expansion. An increase above the

present NATO ceiling of 12 divisions, which West Germany has now reached,

es, would be viewed by the Soviet Union and neighboring countries as highly

if destabilizing. Great Britain. has a volunteer army in which manpower is

expensive and the government is planning to reduce the size of its armed

U- 5'
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forces slightly in FY 1973. France is starving its conventional forces

to build up its nuclear capability. The governments of the -smaller

countries are subject to strong political pressures to make additional

cuts in their defense budgets. (Moreover, there seems to be a growing

trend towards depending on more highly skilled, mobile, and well-equipped

units requiring fewer men a trend which may lead .to changes in NATO

deployment and strategy.) Many think Europeans would follow the ex-

ample of the United. States if it, cut its forces in Europe.

D. Other Considerations

Two other considerations are pertinent to a review of troop

levels in Europe; the nuclear threshold and mutual and balanced force

reduction (MBFR) negotiations.

Administration spokesmen emphasize that reduced conventional force

levels would make it necessary to use theater~ nuc3,eax weapons. very early

in conflict if the Warsaw Pact attacked in force, thus ruling out a non-

nuclear breathing space to initiate. discussions with the other side in

case of a non-nuclear attack. Some Europeans doubt, that either Russians

or Europeans would .take an American nuclear guarantee very seriously if

conventional force levels dropped. They believe that the United States

has abandoned the doctrine of massive retaliation and assume that the

use of theater nuclear weapons would lead to the devastation of north

central Europe and probably full-scale strategic nuclear war.

':i 
____ _____ ____
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The point is also made that a unilateral reduction of United

States forces, if it were announced before MBFR negotiations began,

would amount to throwing away a decisive negotiating asset in advance.

Others are not impressed by this argument because they discount any

chance of success in the negotiations on the basis of the terms which

they believe the West would be willing to offer,

E. 'Opposing 'Positions

The argument about policy towards NATO is not an all-or-nothing

proposition; it is a matter Qf degree. Critics of the Administration

call for a large reductipn of United States troops in Europe, not for

their total withdrawal. Generally they view the NATO connection as of

lasting importance. Their criticism is based on the belief that the

United States has treated Western Europe as' a protectorate, and to prove

their point they cite the fact that the locus of power in NATO, the

position Of the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), is an American

monopoly. In their view the United States should encourage Europeans to

assume greater responsibility for thei' own defense. Because of the

European economic recovery they dismiss as negligible the danger of

West Europeans' yielding to Soviet pressure, pointing to European re-

sources in manpower, productive capacity, men under arms, experience, and

political stability. If still backed by an alliance with the United

States, certified by the presence of some American troops and an American

nuclear guarantee, they b lieve Europeans can create a viable defense

w
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system of their own.

Administration spokesmen also talk in terms of more or less, not

all or nothing. They agree that Europeans should be able to defend

themselves, but maintain that they cannot do it yet. Western Europe

in their eyes is. still only a collection of middle-sized and small

countries with widely divergent views and policies. Effective defense

on a scale which will balance Sov.et power will require political unifi-

cation which they consider still many years away. A massive. American

withdrawal would retard the movement, not advance it. The Administration

maintains that the critics' case is not basically wrong; it is premature.

There is also a difference o' opinion about the nature of the Soviet

threat. In the Administration's view, as long as Europe is divided and

its fundamental political problems are unresolved -- in particular the

division 'of Germany - the confrontation of opposing forces will raise a

risk of conflict unless NATO'P forces are clear]ry sufficient to deter and

defend. The critics tend to discount this risk.

Critics think in terms of troop withdrawals. resulting in substantial

budgetary savings. Advocates reply that troop withdrawals would not save

much, if any, money in the federal budget, unless the troops were disbanded.

And they point out that such e, decision wold have to. be taken in terms

of the overall one and one-half crisis strategy under which the armed

services are now operating. Moreover, they consider the defense dollars -

spent in Europe bring in-high returns: tested allies, a valuable for-

ward position, important base rights. If there is a choice between
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stationing troops in the United States or Europe, they would favor the

European )ocation, provided b udgetary expense remained roughly the same

and the troops were still welcome. Lastly, they warn that policy should

never lose sight of the repercussions of action taken in NATO on our

total r lationslip with Western Europe, including financial and com-

merci4 negotiationsn.

1.
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II. COMMITMENTS

United States obligations towards its North Atlantic Treaty allies

stem from a long series of commitments and assurances given in various

forms: treaties, statutes, appropriations, Congressional resolutions,

executive agreements, presidential and other .executive statements, North

Atlantic Council decisions, and other procedures and practices developed --

often under United States leadership -- within the NATO organization.

This section will briefly describe the evolution of these commitments

and assurances with particular attention to the history of their legis-

lative aspects. A final section will relate them to overall United

States objectives in Europe.

A. Origins -- 1948-1950

The Communist coup d'etat in Czechoslovakia and the Berlin

blockade in 1948 shocked Western Europeans and Americans into joint action

in response to the rapid expansion of Soviet power which had occurred

since the end of the war in Europe. On March 17, 1948, Belgium, France,

Great Britain, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands, with strong United States

encouragement, signed the Brussels Treaty setting up an embryonic Western

European security system.

On June 11, 1948, the Senate, by a vote of 64 to 4, expressed its

support for American participation in regional collective security

The Brussels Treaty obligated the signatories to build up a common

defense system and to strengthen their cultural and economic ties.

Article IV stated that, should any of the contracting parties be
the object of an "armed aggression in Europe," the other signatories
would afford the attacked party "all the military and other aid and
assistance in their power." NATO Facts and Figures, Brussels, NATO
Information Service, 1969, p. 220.
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arrangements established in accordance with article 51 of the United

Nations Charter (the Vandenbcrg Resolution, Senate Resolution No. 239:

Appendix A). Consequently, United States officials, who had been in

close touch with Congressional leaders., negotiated the North Atlantic

Treaty with the governments of Belgium, Canada, France, Iceland, Italy,

Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, and Great Britain. The

Senate gave its consent to ratification of the treaty on July 21, 1949,

by a vote of 82. to 13, and the treaty entered into force on August 24,

1949. (The text is given in Appendix B).

.. The North Atlantic Treaty

The treaty is the fountainhead of all subsequent United

States NATO obligations. Its main provisions. are

1. If an armed attack occurs against any signatory in

Europe or North America, each signatory will assist the

Party attacked by taking forthwith "such action as it

deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to

restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic

area." (art. 5.)

2. "By means of continuous and effective self-help and

mutual aid," the signatories, "separately .and ointly,

will maintain and develop their individual and collective

capacity to resist armed aggression." (art. 3.)

I,
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3. The signatories Will consult together, whenever , in

the opinion of any of them, the territorial integrity,

political independence or security of any of the Parties

is threatened." (art. 4.)

The signatories undertake to settle any international

dispute by peaceful means, refrain from the threat or use

of force, contribute towards "the further development of

peaceful and friendly international relations," seek. to

eliminate conflict in their international affairs, and

encourage collaboration among themselves. (arts. 1 and 2.)

5. A council on which each member is represented, "so

organized as to be able to meet promptly at any time," was

established "to consider matters concerning the implementa-

tion of the Treaty." A. defense committee was also established.

(art. 9.)

6. The treaty -is of indefinite duration. After. it has

been in force. for twenty years, any Party may cease to be

a Party one year after its "notice of denunciation."

(art. 13.)

A Decade of American Foreign Policy, Basic Documents, 1941-49,

Prepared at the request of the Senate' Committee on Foreign Relations,

81st Cong., 1st sess., Senate Document No. 123, Washington, U.S.

Govt. Print. Off., 1950, pp. 1328-29.

r 
,y,.
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The area covered by the treaty has been changed several times

since 1949. The territories of the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece,

and Turkey have been added; the territory within Algeria originally in-

cluded has been deleted. The map on page 16 shows the area presently

covered by the treaty.

In its report of June 6, 1949, the Senate Committee on Foreign

Relations emphasized that "the treaty expressly provides that all its

provisions must be carried out in accordance with the respective consti-

tutional processes of the parties" [Art. 11] and that these provisions

"are expressly subordinated to the purposes, principles and provisions

of the UN Charter.

2. Attitudes of NATO's "Founding Fathers"

Although Western European and American military planners

were beginning to calculate what the West would need to fend off a full-

scale military attack from the East, leaders on the political level did

not think such an attack likely.' They counted on Stalin's World War II-

incurred respect for United States power to make the North Atlantic Treaty

itself a sufficient deterrent, and concentrated on rebuilding Western

military strength chiefly as a means of restoring Western self-confidence.

Moreover, they feared that too ambitious a defense program would impede

s, the restoration of Western European industrial capacity, which they con-

sidered an essential ingredient of military strength.

1 Ibid., p. 1343. The full report of the Committee is printed on

pp. 1339-1356.
2 Roger Hilsman, NATO: The Developing Strategic Context, see -

Klaus Knorr, NATO and American Security, Princeton, Princeton
University Press, 1959, pp. 13-16.
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In commenting on this point Secretary of State Acheson said:

.... Recovery is a prior necessity; therefore the size of

the European forces must be such that they do not interfere

with recovery. And it looks as though it will continue to

be quite small for some time. Therefore the size of the

forces will not, as many people erroneously assume, mush-

room into vast numbers of troops. _1/

Administration witnesses assured Congress that there were no plans

to send additional troops to Europe to reinforce the two divisions

stationed in the United States zone of occupation in Germany (then out-

side the Ncrth Atlantic Treaty area). For example, Secretary Acheson

gave a "clear and absolute 'No'" to Senator Hickenlooper's question

whether or not we are expected to supply substantial numbers ... of

American troops, to implement the land power of Western 
Europe prior to

aggression.

United States officials, however, did think that the military build-

up on which the alliance members were planning would exceed 
the financial

resources of the economically crippled countries of Western Europe. Dur-

ing his Congressional testimony on the North Atlantic Treaty, Secretary

Acheson explained that the Administration would submit a supplementary

military aid request. On September 28, 1949, Congress authorized appro-

priations of $500 million and contract authority for 
$500 million for

S1/ North Atlantic Treaty, Hearings before the Committee on Foreign Re-

lations, United States Senate, 81st Cong., 1st sess., Washington U.S.

Govt. Print. Off., 1949, Part 1, p. 40.

2/ Germany, however, received some protection since article 6 of the
treaty covered attacks on occupation troops.

f ibid., p. 47. Sees similar statement by General Bradley, Ibid.,

p. 333.

-- *
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military assistance to "such nations as are parties to the" North

Atlantic Treaty after approval by the President of .recommendations for

an integrated defense of the North Atlantic area made by the North

Atlantic Council and the Defense Committee.

B. The Impact of Korea

In 1950, a radical change occurred in United States opinion

regarding the need for additional troops in Europe. In the beginning,

American and allied planners had thought chiefly in terms of World War II

strategy when they considered Western. defense requirements. The Soviet

atomic explosion in August 1949, however, raised questions about the

relevance of such concepts. How could a large-scale expeditionary force

land on the European coast in the face of an atomic bombardment?

The North Korean invasion had an even more revolutionary effect on

Western defense thinking; it shattered the belief that the Communist powers

would not use overt military force to gain a political end. Suddenly

Western political leaders began to take seriously the possibility that the

Soviet Union might attack Western Europe while the United States was

deeply committed in East Asia. Unless Europe was defended as far forward

2/
as possible, what would be left to liberate?-

The Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, sections 101-102 and, A

Decade of American Foreign Policy, Basic Documents, 1941-49, op. cit.,

pp. 1357-8. Since 1949, Congress has authorized large appropriations

for NATO on an annual basis,. but the amounts for direct support have

diminished as Western European countries have regained their economic

strength. With the exception of Greece and Turkey, United States
financial authorizations for NATO recently have been allocated chiefly
to contributions for infrastructure, administrative and other operating
expenses, and to the maintenance and equipment of United States forces
assigned to NATO.

j Hilsman, op. cit., p. 9.
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1. Troops to Europe

In these new circumstances, .a strategy of forward de-

fense appeared to be the only feasible course as well as the pre-

requisite for European support. Moreover, it was difficult to con-

ceive of such a strategy without counting on German territory and the

additional troops which the West Germans could provide. For these

reasons, United States leaders came to accept the need for United States

reinforcements in Germany, the rearming of West Germany, the development

of an integrated NATO command structure, and the strengthening of the

organizational side of the alliance.

President Truman announced on September 9, 1950, the assignment of

four additional United States divisions to Europe and in December author-

ized General. Eisenhower to serve as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe

(SACEUR). In February 1951, the Senate Committees on Foreign Relations

and Armed Services held joint hearings on the nature and extent of the,

requirements for an American manpower contribution to the defense of

Western Europe. The preponderant weight of testimony supported the

President's actions. On April 4, 1951, the Senate passed by a vote of

69 to 21 a resolution (Senate Resolution No. 99) endorsing the presidential

decisions but advising that certain criteria and procedures be observed

In testimony at hearings in 1951 Secretary Acheson said: "These are

the forces that would prevent Europe, -in the event of an attack, from
having to go through another occupation and liberation." Assignment

of Ground Forces of the United States to Duty in the European Area,

Hearings, 82d Cong., 1st sess.,, February, 1951, Washington, U.S. Govt.

Print. Off., 1951. p 80. General Bradley had pointed to some of the

problems involved in a strategy of liberation as early as 19149. See

North Atlantic Treaty Hearings, op. cit., p. 305.

2/ Assignment of Ground Troops Hearings, op. cit., passim.
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before additional troops were sent to Europe. The resolution expressed

senatorial concern about the new policy.

2. Congressional Views

In addition to approving General Eisenhower's designation

and the decision to place United States armed forces under his command.

Resolution 99, voiced the "sense of the Senate" as follows (in summary)

1. That "the security of the United States and our North

Atlantic Treaty partners makes it necessary for the United

States to station abroad such units of our Armed Forces as

may be necessary and 'appropriate to contribute our' fair share

of the forces needed for the joint defense of the North Atlantic

area;

2. That the President as Commander-in-Chief before sending

ground troop units to Europe should consult the Secretary 'of

Defense,' the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Committees on Foreign

Relations and Foreign Affairs,, the Armed Services Committees

of both Houses, and the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe;

3. Before sending ground troop units to Europe, the Joint

Chiefs of Staff should certify to the Secretary of Defense

"that in their opinion the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty

are giving, and have agreed to give, full," realistic force and

effect to the requirement of article 3 of the treaty that 'by

means of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid'

they will 'mainain and develop their individual and collective,

IM
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capacity to resist armed attack,' specifically in so far

as the creation of combat units is concerned";

4. That "the major contribution to the ground forces"

under SHAPE should be made up by our European partners and

the Joint Chiefs of Staff should certify their opinion that

the assignment of United States troops "is a necessary step

in strengthening the security of the United States";

5. That the assignment of troops to Europe both now and in

the future should be subject to congressional approval;

6. That the President should submit regular reports on the

implementation of the North Atlantic Treaty;

7. That provisions should be made to utilize the military

resources of Italy, West Germany, and Spain for the defense

of Europe.

Some of the Senators who had voted affirmatively had expressed res-

ervations in debate. For example, Senator Robert A. Taft and Senator

Kenneth S. Wherry, both of whom had voted for the resolution, had mis-

givings about the strategy upon which it was based. Senator Taft obj ect-

ed to committing the United States to fighting communism "primarily on

Immediately after the vote on Senate Resolution 99 Senate Concurrent
Resolution 18 dealing with the same subject was taken up and amended
so as to conform to Senate Resolution 99. In addition Greece and
Turkey were included in the last paragraph relating to the utiliza-
tion on. a voluntary basis of the military resources of Spain. Con-
current Senate Resolution 18 was then passed by a vote of 45 to
41. No further action was taken by the House. Congressional Record,
March 16, 19, 20-22, 27-30, April 2-4, 1951. For Text of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 18, see Appendix C.

. .;
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the vast land areas of the continent of Europe or the continent of
1/

Asia, where we are at the greatest disadvantage in a war with Russia."

He believed America's proper role was to supply air and sea power while

the countries of Europe and Asia provided the troops. Furthermore, he

saw no "obligations that have been entered into of any definite character

with reference to a sufficient number of troops being supplied by Western

Europe.

C. The Formative Years --- 1950-1960

1. Organizational Developments

Largely as a result of the American decision to reinforce

Western Europe, the early and mid-1950's were years of rapid development

for NATO. Its organizational structure took the form which, except for

some modifications, it has maintained up to the present. The. North

Atlantic Council became a permanent body. (Except during special "minis-

terial meetings" attended by cabinet ministers, resident permanent repre-

sentatives served as spokesmen for their governments.) The post of

Secretary General (an international civil servant presiding over the

council and directing an international staff) was established. The mili-

tary structure was rounded out by setting up new commands; the military

committee was strengthened by an international military staff. New

committees were created to deal with special problems. The most important

changes subsequently introduced were the designation in 1966 of a Defense

Planning Committee composed of all treaty partners except France to handle

Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 1st sess., p. 52.

2g/ Ibid., p. 26514.
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military problems after France withdrew from the North Atlantic 
Treaty

Organization, and the creation in 1967 of a Nuclear Defense Affairs

Committee and a Nuclear Planning Group to 
facilitate the formulation

of Allied nuclear policy. The present structure of NATO is shown in

the organization chart on the next page. Additional organizational

charts are included in Appendix D.

2. Integrated Command

Of particular importance during 
the early fifties was

the increasingly close cooperation evolving between the 
treaty partners,

especially the development of an integrated command system, partly as a

result of the anticipated arming of Germany.

The Senate had written into the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of

199 language favoring an integrated defense of the North Atlantic area.

Section 101 of the Act, which authorized 
the President to furnish mili-

tary assistance to North Atlantic allies in the form of equipment, materiel,

and services, read in part as follows:

Any such assistance furnished under this title shall be subject

to agreements ... designed to promote an integrated defense of

the North Atlantic area and to facilitate 
the development of

defense plans by the Council and the Defense Committee under

article 9 of the North Atlantic Treaty and to realize unified

direction and effort; and after the agreement by the Govern-

ment of the United States with defense plans as recommended.

by the Council and the Defense Committee, 
military assistance

it hereunder shall be furnished only in accordance therewith.k/

In the beginning, integrated defense usually meant specialization of

e function within the framework of a mutual guarantee pact rather than

integrated command. Each ally was to concentrate on the kinds of forces

A Decade of American Foreign Policy, Basic Documents, .9,4-.91493,.5
cit.,.p. 1357.
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Klaus Knorr NATO, Pst PresentProspect, New York, Foreign Policy

Association, 1969, P..146.
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and military production for which it seemed best'suited, and would no

longer attempt to maintain complete, balanced defense establishments.

As General Bradley explained to Congress 
in testimony before the

Committee on Foreign Relations in 1949, 
the United States was to "be

charged with the strategic bombing" and together with Western naval

powers, with the conduct of "essential 
naval operations," while "the

hard core of the ground power in being" 
would "come from Europe, aided

by other nations as they can mobilize."

The decision to send four additional United 
States divisions to

Europe changed this concept of integrated defense. A forward line

made up of units of different nationalities 
could not function effectively

without a carefully correlated general 
strategic and .tactical plan. Thus

on September 20, 1950, the North Atlantic 
Council -endorsed plans for an

integrated force "under a Supreme 
Commander who will have sufficient

delegated authority to ensure that national units allocated to his command

are organized and trained into an effective integrated force in time 
of

peace as well as in the event of 
war.'

3. Joint Planning and Strategy

During this period, the NATO organization 
laid the ground

work for joint planning and operations. For example, in February 1952,

the North Atlantic Council announced 
decisions providing for "the earliest

1 House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings, 
Mutual Defense Assistance

Act of 19149. 81st Cong., 1st sess., Washington, U.S. 
Govt. Print. Off.,

19149, p. 71.

ifSenator Connally, wb-.n referring in 1951. to section 101 of. the Mutual

Defense Assistance Act of 1949, spoke 
of integrated defense involving

"integrated command and you have to have integrated armed forces."

Congressional Record, daily edition, March 
16, 1951. p. 2542.

~/ Text of Final Communiques,19
491970, Issued by Ministerial Sessions 

of-

the North Atlantic Council, the Defense Planning 
Committee and Nuclear

Group, p. 51.

I
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analysed by both the NATO military authorities and the International

Staff. When differe-ces occur between the country force 
plans and

the NATO force goals a first joint attempt is made 
to reconcile them

Fn1. 1 I b i d .,,.p 
. 6 1 .

g/ NATO Facts and Figures., op. cit., p. 67.!
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bui3d i-a of balrced collective forces to meet the requirements of

external security within the capabilities of member countries. Agree-

ment was reached on specific defensive 
strength to be built this year

and on a definite program of measures to be taken this year to increase

the defensive strength' in the following 
years."

In 1952, the North Atlantic Council 
called for periodic reviews of

members' defense efforts. This provided an opportunity for member

countries to examine one another's performance 
and to work out NATO force

goals on an equitable basis, though each country retained "full independ-

ence of action in determining the size and 
nature of their [sic) con-

tribution to the common defense." 
The procedures for working out force

goals have been described in a NATO handbook. ..This summary, which pro-

videsan excellent illustration of the complexities of NATO operations,

reads as follows:

The force proposals are first prepared by the Major NATO Commanders

and then co-ordinated and .eviewed by the Military Committe e before

being forwarded to the Defense Planning Committee. During thStaff,
the NATO Military Authorities receive from the International Stf,

advice on the financial, manpower and production resources member

countries are expected to allocate to defense, and estimates hofecosts

ad othe nnmilitary impljcatio ns of the force proposasTe,adohrnnmltr mlctosothfocprpss.Military Committee, forwards its force proposals, when completed, to

the Defense Planning Committee, stating the reasons underlying the

proposals, and any risks which .might be associated 
with them.

The force proposals are then discussed by the Defense Planning

Committee which recommends a set of forces to Ministers 
for adoption

as NATO force goals. The force goals adopted by Ministers form the

basis for country force goal plans for the five-year period under

consideration.

On receipt of the NATO force goals member governments 
prepare mili-,

tarv and financial plans. for meeting them. These country plans are

i
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by the international civil and military 
authorities and the country

concerned. The results of these 'trilateral' discussions 
are re-

ported to the Defense Review Committee, 
which conducts a critical

'multilateral' examination of countries' 
plans, particularly directed

at eliminating, as far as possible, any remaining differences 
be-

tween country force plans and NATO force goals. 
In the light of

this examination the Defense Planning Committee 
recommends a NATO

five-year force plan to Ministers.

Ministers consider the NATO force plan 
from the viewpoint of its

overall balance, feasibility, and acceptability, taking account of

Military Committee advice regarding its military suitability and the

associated degree of risk. This NATO five-year plan is adopted on

the understanding that countries are firmly 
committed only for the

first year.

NATO planning procedures are thus an indispensable 
element in the

Alliance's defenses. They constitute the main vehicle for co-

ordinating national defense plans, and 
bring to light weaknesses

in these plans as well as their economic 
and financial repercussions

on member countries. Never before in peace or war have members

of an Alliance agreed to exchange systematically such detailed and

precise information on their military, 
economic, and financial

programmes and to.submit these programs 
to the examination and

criticism of their partners. 

*.Cost Sharing

Similar methods were worked out for developing an agreed

system for financing NATO infrastructure 
(i.e. "those fixed installations

which are necessary for the deployment 
and operation of the armed forces,

e.&., airfields, signals and telecommunications installations, 
military

headquarters, fuel pipelines and storage, radar warning and navigational

aid stations, port installations, missile installations, etc.")

In line with the treaty principle of 
mutual aid laid down in article 3

and stressed in Congressional resolutions, NATO 
developed a cost-sharing

Ibid., Pp. 70-71.
* g~/ Tid., p. 1114.
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formula based on ability to pay which was negotiated on the basis 
of

the particular project involved. The criteria used are: (1) the con-

tributive capacity of the member countries, (2) the advantage accruing

to the user country or countries and (3) the economic benefit to the

host country. The annual United States contribution has fallen from

35.61 percent of the total in 1965 to 32.27 percent in 1969. According

to $nfrmation from the State Department the present rate is running at

slightly less than 30 percent.

5. President Eisenhower's Endorsement

President Eisenhower expressed United States support for

these procedures and practices in a statement on March 10, 1955, on the

occasion' of the entry of.the Federal Republic;of-Germany into NATO..

The defeat of the European Defense Community treaty 
in the French

National Assembly on August 29, 1954, nullified the original plan of

integrating German troops at the army group level into a European army

as a means of guarding against German military resurgence. In order

r 1 Ibid., pp. 116-117 .

United States Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad, Hearing be-

fore the Subcommittee on United States Security Agreements 
and Commit

ments Abroad of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States

Senate, 91st Congress, vol. II, Part 10, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print

Off., 1971, p. 2295.
/ The essence of the EDC plan, which was first put forward by French

statesmen in 1950, was the creation of an international military

force that would eventually take the place of the 
existing national

armies, of Western Europe (excluding Britain, Scandanavia, Spain

and Portugal).

,3
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to win support, particularly in France, for German entry directly into

NATO (where weaker restrictions .on German military autonomy would apply)

the British government agreed to keep four divisions and 
some tactical

air units in Germany, subject to certain reservations. President

Eisenhower's statement was designed to give additional assurances; 
in

particular, it stressed that United States troops would also 
remain on

the continent. (For complete text see Appendix E.)

President Eisenhower "affirmed" that, when the Paris 
Agreements

(between West Germany and her European partners) had 
been ratified and

came into force, it would be "the policy of the United 
States" to

participate actively. in NATO "organic 
arrangements";

2. consult with other NATO members on "questions of mutual

concern", including force levels;

3. maintain in Europe, including Germany, such units of its

armed forces as may be neessary and appropriate to contribute

its fair share of the forces needed for the joint defense of th

North Atlantic area while a threat to that area exists";

4. cooperate in developing "the closest possible integration

among the forces assigned to NATO in Western Europe 
in accordance

with approved plans";

5. share "information authorized by Congress" with respect to

the military utilization of new weapons."

-rk 1 Troops could be withdrawn with the approval of the majority of the
Brussels Pact Powers or in case of an. acute overseas. emergency", or, in

the case of too heavy a strain on the external finances of the United

Kingdom, after a review by the North Atlantic. Council. Documents 
on

International Affairs, 1954, Royal Institute of International Affairs,

London, Oxford University Press, 1957, p. 26,

jl Statement by the President on United States Policy respecting the

Western European Union, March 10, 1955, American oreign Policy,
1950-1955, op. cit., vol. 1, p'991
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headquarters, NATO civilian organs, and the military forces of one

NATO country stationed in the territory of another. See Legislative

History of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate,

+ 83d Congress, 2d'sess., Senate Document no. 162, p. 22.
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This assurance about the maintenance of American troops on 
the

continent is one of a long series. Similar declarations have been

made by every President since President Truman and have been 
reaffirmed

by numerous statements of Secretaries of State and 
Defense.

6 Ending of German Occupation and U.S. Responsibilities

Not only did the negotiations governing the 
entry of West

Germany into NATO influence American policy towards that organization; 
they

also clarified the nature of the United States' 
continuing responsibilities

in Europe.

For example, on October 31, 1963, President Kennedy stated: "The 'policy

of the United States is to maintain six divisions in Germany as long

as they are .required. In addition to these six divisions, and over

and above our NATO commitment, we have sent to Germany as temporary

reinforcements during the Berlin crisis of 1961 six combat units 
con-

sisting of three artillery battalions, two armored battalions and one

armored cavalry regiment. This augmentation of United States forces

in Germany was made to help the deficiencies of other NATO members in

fulfilling their commitments at a very crucial time when the build-up

of West Germany's own forces was incomplete." President Kennedy's

News Conference of October 31, 1963, New York Times, November 1, 1963,

p. 14, col. 1. In a message of December 16, 1964, President 
Johnson

assured the North Atlantic Council that the United States "will keep

in Europe the equivalent :of six American divisions 
that are now de-

ployed there, as long as they are needed." Department of State

Bulletin, vol. 50, p. 29. For statements of .President Nixon, see'

below. Statements, on this subject are indexed in the periodic 
in-

dices of the Bulletin of the Department of State under the heading

North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

An early indication of Congressional recognition of the 
likeli-

hood that U.S. troops would remain on the European 
continent for a

long time was the Senate's ratification by 
a vote of 72 to 15 of the

NATO Status of Forces Agreement on June 19, 1951. 
Similar agreements

governing civilians and a NATO headquarters 
agreement were approved -

on the same day by voice vote. These agreements dealt with the many

new problems concerning the legal status .of international military
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The basic dccisiens regarding the termination of the occupation

regime were taken in 1952 despite 
the fact that, as a result of the

defeat of the EDC treaty, German entry into NATO did not take place

.until1955.

On June 30, 1952, the Senate by a vote 
of 77 to 5 gave its "advice

and consent" to the ratification of the 
Convention on Relations between

the Three Powers (France, Great Britain and the United States) and the

Federal Republic of Germany, which ended the occupation. It also

approved by a vote of 72 to. 5 a protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty

which extended the guarantees of the treaty 
to the Federal Republic.

Since the Convention on Relations did1 not constitute a final peace

settlement, paragraph 1, article 2 of the agreement reserved 
certain

The Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign RelationshMarch 31,.

1955, recommending the ratification of the 
protocol on the termina-_

tionof the occupation regime in the Federal Republic of Germany

contained the following statement regarding 
reserved rights: "The

-first of these rights relates to the city 
of Berlin, which is not

now a part of the Federal Republic of Germany and is 
administered by the

Allied forces. In view of Berlin's unique and exposed position, the

Three Powers will continue to exercise their rights 
and responsibilities

in Berlin. In two declarations of October 1954, France, the United

Kingdom, and the UnitedStates, furthermore, reaffirm their intention tQ

maintain armed forces in Berlin as long as their responsibilities require

it and to treat an attack on Berlin as an attack against

their forces, and their determination 
to insure the greatest possible

degree of self-government in Berlin compatible with Berlin's special

status. The second retained right and responsibility 
applies to

Germany as a whole, including reunification 
and a peace settlement.

Since either of these actions would materially alter the 
legal re-

lationships between the Federal Republic and the occupying 
powers,

this reservation is necessary so that the latter can participate 
in

any negotiations which have the objective of reunifying Germany 
and

concluding a peace treaty." American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955,

op. cit., vol. 1, p. 638.
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Greece and Turkey entered the alliance in 1952. By including the territory

0 ~/ Congressional Record, daily edition, October 5, 1902, p. 22637.
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rights to France, Great Britain, and the United States. These reserved.,

rights related to: (1) Berlin, and (2) the reunification of Germany and

a peace treaty. Of particular importance for the United States role in

NATO was this specific statement of American responsibilities in connec-

tion with negotiations on German reunification and of her obligation to

defend Berlin, the most exposed position on the European continent. Since

195)4 the United States, Britain and France, and with .them West Germany's

other NATO allies, have been pledged to support the objective of German

reunification and to defend Berlin. (The NATO commitment was spelled out

when the negotiations regarding German entry were completed in 1954.)

Congress has subsequently gone on record in endorsement of joint

United States, British and French rights and responsibilities in 
Berlin.

In October 1962, the two Houses of Congress passed House Concurrent

Resolution No. 570 (Eighty-second Congress, Second Session) by over-

whelming majorities. The resolution expressed the sense, of Congress that

"the continued exercise of United States, British, and Frence rights in

Berlin constitute a fundamental political and moral determination, and

that the United States is determined to prevent by whatever. means may be

necessary, including the use of armed force, any violation of those rights

by the Soviet Union."

7. Greece and Turkey

United States NATO commitments were also extended when

I
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strategy in Europe in these terms in his statement of March 31. , 9

Hearings on Military Posture. and H.R. 3818 and H.R. 8687...before

the Committee on Armed Service, House of Representatives, 
92d Cong.,

1st sess., Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 
1971, Part I, p. 2327.
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of these two new members in the area covered by the treaty, that area was

increased by 352,24 square miles. The protocol of the North Atlantic

Treaty on the Accession of Greece and 
Turkey was approved by the Senate

on February 7, 1952, by a vote of 73 to 2.

D. NATO and Nuclear Weapons

1. Massive Retaliation

The change in administration in 1953 resulted in a shift in

defense policy which directly affected the United 
States role in NATO.

Partly as a means of cutting back the inflated war budgets of 1950-1952,

the new administration .planned, wherever possible, to substitute nuclear

firepower for conventional manpower. A basic National Security Council

decision of October 1953, "authorized the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff to base

their plans on using tactical and strategic 
nuclear weapons against con-

ventional attacks whenever this was militarily 
advantageous (although by

law the President retained the exclusive 
authority to order their use in

2

any particular contingency)." This new directive did not, however, in-

volve plans for the withdrawal of troops from 
Europe. Under the new

strategy limited general purpose forces were 
deployed well forward "with

a potential tripwire function for possible 
nuclear response."

From 1953 to 1957, when the United States had an overwhelming

1/. Ibid., February 7, 1952, p. 931.

2/ Robert Endicott Osgood, NATO, The Entangling Alliance, Chicago, The

University of Chicago Press, 1962, p.103.

3/ Secretary of Defense Laird described the 
Eisenhower Administration

-A6~ 14-
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superiority in nuclear weapons, United States 
defense planning placed

more and more emphasis on nuclear defense -- a development generally

summed up in the phrase "massive retaliation." This in turn affected

the operations of NATO. On March 2, 1955, the North Atlantic Council

approved an agreement between the NATO partners for cooperation 
regarding

atomic information. This agreement committed the United States "from

time to time," and subject to the restrictions of the Atomic Energy Act,

(which -was amended in 1954 to permit dissemination of some atomic infor-

mation) to furnish NATO with atomic information needed to develop defense

plans, train personnel in the employment of, and defense against, atomic

weapons, and evaluate enemy capabilities.

In December 1957, the Council decided "to establish stocks of nuclear

warheads, which will be readily available for the defense of the Alliance

2/
in case of need.'

2. United States Nuclear Commitments

As the major manufacturer of nuclear weapons in NATO,. it be-

came the responsibility of the United States to supply 
these weapons and

to train NATO troops in their use under a system 
in which American soldiers

retained custody of the warheads. Between 1957 and 1961, the United States

negotiated bilateral agreements, with 'Canada, France, 
Greece, Italy, Turkey,

the United Kingdom, and West Germany for cooperation "in the operation of

atomic weapons systems for mutual defense purposes." 
These agreements

1/ Department of State Bulletin, April 25, 1955, pp. 687-9.
*/ NATO Final Communiques, op. cit., p. 105.

United States Defense Policies in 1961, House Document No. 502, 87th

Cong., 2d seas., June 7, 1962, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. 9ff.,

1962, p. 58.
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covered training and exchange of information needed to prepare for

using nuclear weapons in combat. (According to the International

Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), the United States has stocked

about 7,000 theater nuclear weapons in Western Europe, 
Greece and

Turkey. See below, p.64.

3. President Kennedy's Commitment

On May 17, 1961, President Kennedy announced an 
additional

commitment in the nuclear field. After affirming that the United States

would "maintain our forces now on the European 
continent and .. increase

their conventional capabilities," the President 
said that the United

States government:

1. Was "prepared to join our allies in working out suitable

arrangements" in order to "make certain that nuclear weapons will

continue to be. available for the defense of the entire treaty area

and that these weapons are at all times under close and flexible

control that meets the needs of all NATO countries;

. 2. ; Will "commit to the NATO command five -- and subsequently still

more - Polaris atomic missile submarines, which are defensive weapons,

subject to any agreed NATO guidelines on their control 
and use and

responsive to the needs of all members 
but still credible in an

1/.
emergency.

~.American Foreign Policy,. Current Documents, 1961, Department of

State Publication 7808, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. 
Off., 1965,

p. 486.
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Effects of Nuclear Policy on NATO

These new assurances were partially designed 
to deal with

problems arising from the 1957 decision 
of the North Atlantic Council

to stock nuclear warheads in Europe.

a. The Problem of Force Levels

Starting with the premise that the NATO 
governments,

in the face of political and economic realities, could never build up

conventional troops to match the forces, 
of the Warsaw Pact, the operation-

al plans of the Eisenhower administration 
had been predicated on the use

of tactical nuclear firepower in the defense 
of Europe. In the eyes of

many Europeans -- probably unaware of the view of some military experts

that the use .of nuclear weapons would call for more, not fewer, men --

such a strategy seemed to discredit 
the importance of the conventional

contribution of the continental NATO 
members. Many asked why spend money

needed urgently in domestic programs 
for what seemed to be an increasing-..

ly irrelevant part, of European defense -- particularly when the Russian

threat'seemed to be diminishing and when both the British and American

governments were reducing their conventional 
forces as they built up their

nuclear strength. As a result General Norstad (SACEUR), 
found himself

in 1960 with a NATO "shield" that was "at almost half the operational

strength that had been projected in 1957 as a bare minimum.
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discontent in the nuclear field. The' Polaris offer mentioned above was
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b. The Problem of Control

Secondly, NATO members found themselves 
increasing2 Y

dependent on the United States in the defense field at the very time when

they were ending their economic dependence. In particular, they had no

control over the use of the decisive weapon. 
United States strategic

nuclear forces (SAC) had never been assigned to NATO, and the tactical

nuclear weapons which had been assigned could only be used at the personal

authorization of the President, and of the government of the country in

which they were' stationed (the "two key" system)'. More disturbing still,

the increase in Soviet strategic and tactical nuclear capabilities was

'beginning to cast doubt on the reliability of the American guarantee.

To those who believed that' tactical nuclear warfare would escalate rapid-

ly into total war, -there could be no certainty that an American president

would risk his country' s obliteration 
by- authorizing the use of tactical

nuclear weapons in Europe. This doubt was strengthened by the knowledge

that Americans had refused to use strategic nuclear weapons .in Korea, at

a time when nuclear weapons were available in significant quantity only

to the United States. Furthermore, the United States has not used tactical

nuclear weapons in Vietnam.

c.Attempted Solutions

President Kennedy attempted'to deal with these problems

in several ways. He used the Berlin crisis of 1961-63 to press for an in-

crease in the conventional force levee and he tred to assuage European
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one gesture in the latter direction. Another was the American pro-

motion of a scheme to develop a NATO multilateral 
nuclear force (MLF).

But such plans ultimately failed because the United 
States was unwilling

to delegate to individual allies, or to NATO itself 
the power to decide

when to initiate the use of nuclear weapons, and because European countries,

with the exception of West Germany, showed no 
enthusiasm for an MLF.

Only in 1967 did a limited solution 
emerge. After an amendment

of the Atomic Energy Act, Secretary of 
Defense McNamara recommended the

establishment of.a Nuclear Defense Affairs Committee, with a sub-group

for nuclear planning, in which European 
NATO. members could be comprehensive-

ly briefed on American nuclear policy 
and be given an opportunity to parti-

cipate in the selection of nuclear 
targets:: and other aspects of nuclear

planning. (These new decisions committed the. United 
States government

to sharing more nuclear information with its allies than 
in the past.)

5.NATO Adopts Flexible Response

In the same year the North Atlantic Ministerial 
Meeting

adopted a revised strategic concept which, 
to quote official NATO language,

"adapts NATO's strategy to current political, 
military and technological

The Nuclear Defense Affairs Committee (NDAC) consists of all members

r:. except France and Iceland.. The Nuclear Planning Group consists. of

seven members selected from the NDAC countries for periods ofk18

months.. The Nuclear Planning Grtoup now consists of Belgium, Denmark,

Germany, Greece, Italy, Great Britain and the United States. The

new committees propose general policy 
on nuclear affairs and "deal

with specific aspects of policy plans, programs 
and procedures for

the use of nuclear weapons, the improvement of machinery 
for carrying

out agreed methods of consultation, and the possible modernization..

of existing weapons systems." NATO Facts and Figures, op. cit., p. 69.
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developments." It is based "upon a flexible and balanced range of appro-

priate responses, conventional 
and nuclear, to all levels of 

aggression

or threats of aggression."' In other word , the North Atlantic Council

formally adopted the American strategy of flexible response.

E. Consultation in NATO

A .major development in the late 
1950's and 1960's was a greater

use of the North Atlantic Council 
for the purpose of consultation and 

ex-

change of information. Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty had laid

down an obligation to consult only 
when, in the opinion of one of the

signatories, "the territorial integrity, 
political independence or security

of any of the Parties is threatened." However,, wider consultation became

more frequent as NATO relationships 
grew more complex. With the increase

of Soviet .influence in the Middle East, the Mediterranean, Africa, and the

Indian subcontinent, NATO countries saw advantages in exchanging estimates

about areas not covered by the North Atlantic Treaty. But they all agreed

that there was no obligation to coordinate national policy in such cases.

e,
1.The Troubled Partnership

The adequacy of consultation became 
a matter of crucial

importance when issues arose involving 
the confidence of members in one

another. There are numerous examples of the 
damage resulting from a loss

ag

69.
j/ Text of Final Communiquesop. cit., p. 187.
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of mtuai trust. The division over Sue seriously weakened NATO. The

drastic shift in basic strategy from the Eisenhower administration doctrine

of massive retaliation to the Kennedy 
administration doctrine of. flexible

response -- a shift which was made unilaterally 
by the United States

government on the basis of restricted nuclear 
information which was not

fully discussed with NATO allies 
-- greatly added to tensions within 

the

2/
alliance.

1/ Numerous books and articles were written 
in the 1960's about stresses

within NATO. Perhaps the most influential was a book bHe A.

Kissinger: The Troubled Partnership: A Reappraisal ofythe A

Alliance, Double Anchor, New York,- 1966. The similarities between

the viewpoints expressed in it and passages 
in President Nixon's

reports to Congress on foreign affairs are striking. 
An example of

the European desire for more consultation was a comment 
by Gema

CDU Bundestag faction chairman Rainer Barzel on April 
6, 167,re-

garding a forthcoming visit of Vice President Humphrey. Barzel

said: "This visit is to be welcomed asian indication that Washington

is turning to European matters... It is urgently necessary to have a

real talk with the USA about all. European matters...."

report from United States ConsulatehFrankfurt, April 11, 1967.

The combination of tensions within the alliance culminating 
in the

withdrawal of France from NATO in 1966 and the atmosphere of detnte

following Khrushchev's retreats from his aggressive 
stands on Berlin

and Cuba led to a series of hearings in Congress onNATO in 1966.o

See The Crisis in NATO, Hearings Before the Subcomittee 
on eo

the .Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Represeftatives 89Ceo,
2d sess., March 17 .. June 13, 19, and The Atlantic ance,

Hearings Before the Subcommittee on National Security and 
International

Operations, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate,

89th Cong., 2d sess. The report on the House hearings recommended,

among other things, that "new initiatives [be) 
undertaken to pave the

way for a possible reciprocal reduction in land forces between NATOry

and the Warsaw Pact..' See The Crisis in NAT, p. 9. Sectaryh t
McNamara in the course of the Senate hearings suggested that the timemight be ripe to consider a reciprocal reduction of forces in NATO and

*ith Warw Pact.In July 1966, Senator Mansfield called for a 10 per-
the W arsaw Pact . I n u yt e r t r f t o ps n

cent reduction of United. States troops, plus the return of troops

stationed in France, without specifying-reciprocal 
reduction of Soviet

troops in Europe. On October 7 president Johnson in a "bridge-build

ing" speech referred guardedly to the. possibility of a "gradual and
ing"spech eferedguar ly d Th SoietUnion

balanced revision of force levels on both sides." The Soviet Union,
did not explore these suggestions 

at this time, See ThomasW.ol,

Soviet Power and Europe, 1945-1970, Baltimore 
and London, Johns

Hopkins Press, 1970, pp. 294-5.
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Furthermore, the high priority which the Kennedy and Johnson

administrations gave to reducing the dangers of a nuclear arms race

contributed to NATO's probe.ers . Nego.t.ations on nuclear matters were

primarily bilateral ones between the 
two superpowers even when other

nations participated, but they touched upon the vital interests of all

NATO members. The long and complex negotiations on nuclear testing,

nuclear non-proliferation, and the limitation of strategic weapons in-

evitably aroused fears -- which were never far beneath the surface -

that the United States would reach a bilateral agreement with the Soviet

Union on the basis of selling out European interests. The Germans, in

particular, feared a European settlement which would perpetuate the

division of Germany.

Lastly, the atmosphere of detente and bridge-building between East

and West, which existed intermittently 
throughout the 1960's placed a

much greater emphasis on political, economic, and diplomatic maneuvering

than had been the case in the Cold War period of the 1950's. In such

circumstances, the coordination of detente policy became important as a

means of preventing the Soviet Union 
from playing off one ally against

another.
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2. Consultation and the Future Tas

Some of the considerations involved in the consultative process

were discussed in a basic study conducted by the North Atlantic Council

in 1967 regarding the future tasks of the alliance. The study described

consultation within the alliance in the following terrnt:
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As sovereign states the Allies are not obliged to sub-

ordinate their policies to collective decision. 
The Alliance

affords an effective forum and clearing house for the 
exchange of

information and views; thus, each Ally can decide its policy in the

light of close knowledge of the problems 
and objectives of the

others. To this end the practice of frank and timely 
consultations

needs to be deepened and improved. Each Ally should play its full

part in promoting an improvement in relations with the Soviet Union

and the countries of Eastern Europe, bearing in mind that the pur-

suit of detente must not be allowed to split the Alliance. The

chances of success will clearly be greatest if the Allies remain

on parallel courses, especially in matters of close concern to them

all; their actions will thus be all the 
more effective. .

President Nixon has expressed himself as strongly in favor of the

principle of allied consultation. For example, in his report to Congress

of February 18, 1970, the President said:

I went to Western Europe in February 1969, 
to reaffirm

America's commitment to partnership with Europe.

A reaffirmation was sorely needed. We had to reestablish.

the principle and practice of consultation. 
Far too long in the

past, the United States had led without listening, 
talked to our

allies instead of with them, and informed 
them of new departures

instead of deciding with them. 2/

F. Congressional Criticism

Commencing in the early 1960's, a group in Congress. 
led by

Senator Mike Mansfield became increasingly critical of Administration

policy toward NATO. On the ground that the United States 
stationed many

NATO Facts and Figures, op. cit., p. 334.A

2/ Richard Nixon, United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's - A New .

Strategy for Peace, February 18, 1970, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.

Off., 1970, p.. 29. In December 1971, the press carried stories 
of

allied dissatisfaction with Merican 
consultation. According to the

Washington Post, Brandt and Scheel had made plain 
before they lef

Bonn'[for German Chancellor Brandt's 
visit to President Nixon] that

they were dissatisfied with the 
pattern of consultation in recent

months and the President's announcements 
of dramatic changes of

policy without prior consultation." Washington Post, December 29,

1971, p. .A-13. The Economist reported similar dissatisfaction 
on

the part of Prime Minister Heath. See The Economist, 25-31 Decembe

971 p. 54. See also New York Times article of July 26, 1972, entitled

Soviet-American Accord Embitters NATO Officials, 
Appendix J.

I
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more men in Europe than were necessary 
and spent entirely too much

money there. In their view, the new highly prosperous countries

of Western Europe were capable of carrying a much larger share of

the burden of European defense and American overprotectiveness was

smothering European initiative and self-reliance.

The period of. the mid-196 0's was one of general malaise re-

garding the Atlantic alliance on both sides of the Atlantic, with

popular enthusiasm for NATO waning as the sense of danger decreased.

Increasingly absorbed in their own problems, Europeans tended to

turn inward and there was a resurgence of nationalism th oughout

the continent led by de Gaulle. The French decision to withdraw

from the integrated command structure of NATO reflected in a dramatic

form a widely held European longing for greater independence. These

developments contributed to Congressional criticism of American NATO

policy.

Partly as a result of the pressures created by the Vietnam war

and the mounting social and economic problems in the United -States ,

the size and influence of the group of Senatorial 
critics have increased

in-recent years. They have had an opportunity to state 
their positions

n

in the course of Congressional debates which have taken place in con-

nection with a series of resolutions and amendments 
introduced by

Senator Mansfield calling for a reduction' in United States troops in

Europe. The texts of Senator Mansfield's resolutions 
and amendments-

together with resolutions and amendments 
on the same subject introduced

by Senators Clark, Dodd, Javits, Dominick, Fulbright, Church, Nelson,

Bayh, Matthias, and Percy are given in Appendix F. Arguments used in

debate are summarized in Chapter V.
tie
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On October 4, 1970, President Nixon reassured the NATO allies that

the United States would not reduce its 
troops unilaterally. He said:

I ~ / United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's, op. cit., pp. 31-32.

I Est #
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G. ixon Administration Policy Towards NATO

Although there have been important changes 
in emphasis and

approach in United States policy towards 
NATO .since the new administra-

tion came to office in 1969, President Nixon has 
been as consistent in

his support of strong United States participation in NATO as' any of his

predecessors. In his first major report to Congress 
on United States

foreign policy for the 1970's, the President 
outlined his views about

the proper relationship between the 
United States and its North Atlantic

allies in the following terms:

A more balanced 'association and a more genuine partnership

are in America's interest. As the process advances, the balance

of burdens and responsibilities must gradually 
be adjusted to re-

flect the economic and political realities 
of European progress.

Our allies will deserve a voice in the 
alliance and its decisions

commensurate with their growing power 
and contributions.

As we move from dominance to partnership, 
there is the possi-

bility that some will see this as a step 
toward disengagement. But

in the third decade of our commitment 
to Europe, the .depth of our

relationship is a fact of life. We can no more disengage from

Europe than from Alaska.

We recognize that America's contribution 
will continue to be

unique in certain areas, such as 
in maintaining a nuclear deterrent

and a level of involvement sufficient 
to balance the powerful

military position of the USSR in Eastern 
Europe. But we have no

desire to occupy .such a position in 
Europe that European affairs

are not the province of the sovereign 
states that conduct them...

In choosing a strategy for our general 
purpose forces for the

1970's, we decided to continue our support for the 
present NATO

strategy. And the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense

announced at the NATO Council meeting in December that 
we would

maintain current United States troop levels in Europe at least

through mid-1971. _/
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I stated categorically to the NATO commanders , and I do

here publicly again, that the United States will under 
no cir-

cumstances reduce unilaterally its commitment to NATO. Any

reduction in NATO forces, if it occurs, will only take place

on a multilateral basis and on the basis of 
what those who

are lined up against the NATO forces -- what they might do.. In

other words, it would have to be on a 
mutual basis. 1/

In a message to the North Atlantic 
Council ministerial meeting held

in Brussels in December 1970, 
President Nixon stated:

We have agreed that NATO's conventional 
forces must not only

be maintained, but in certain key areas strengthened. Given a

similar approach by our Allies, the United States 
will maintain

and improve its own forces in Europe and will not 
reduce then'un-

less there is reciprocal action 
from our adversaries... -

The most comprehensive statement 
on United States policy towards

NATO is contained in President. 
Nixon's second report of United 

States

foreign policy for the 1970's, submitted.,to Congress on February 26, 1971.

(The full text of the section of 
this report devoted to Europe 

is given

in Appendix G.) Significant extracts follow 
below:

We and our NATO allies do 
not believe that war is imminent 

in

Europe, but we must face the 
possibility that~ it vr'coulde occur. The

military power of the Warsaw Pact has grownoe hedcd and con-

;tines t o increase. Postwar Europe has seen more than its 
share of

crises, and new crises are 
possible.....

We and our allies reaffirmed our consensus that 
we must have

forces able to deter and defend- below 
the threshold of general nuclear

war, to give us full flexibility in respodint y outbreak of

hostilities. This means a strongan credible deployment of modernized

NATO conventional forces. These forces must be capable of rapiditial
mobilization and reinforcement and of 

sustaining a successful

forward defense against conventional 
attack....

Remarks by President Nixon at Dromoland Castle, 
Newmarket-on-Fergus,

October 1970. Department of State Bulletin, November 2, 1970, p. 529

*f Messaerom,9- Prepent xoo te Noth Atlantic Council Ministerial
Meeting Held in Brussels, December 3, 1970, Department of State Bulletin
January 4, 1971, p. 2
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The economic strength of the NATO nations, we found, 
makes

uscconsiderably stronger in military 
potential than the Warsaw

Pact. We and our allies collectively enjoy 
a three-fold advantage

in Gross National Product ani a two-fold advantage in population.

The actual balance of conventional military 
forces in Europe

is much closer, however. NATO's active forces in peacet-ime are

roughly comparable to those of the Warsaw Pact. 
Following mobili-

zation, NATO is capable of maintaining forces larger than the Warsaw

Pact. But geographic proximity and differences in domestic 
systems

give the Warsaw Pact the significant advantage of being able to

mobilize its reserves and reinforce more rapidly than NATO....

The concept of burden sharing in previous 
administrations was

that our allies should share our burden; the thrust of the Nixon

Doctrine is that their primary tas15 is to shoulder their own. The

emphasis is no longer on their sharing the cost 
of America's mi-

ta commitment to Europe -- although financial arrangements may

play a part -- but on their providing the national forces needed

in conjunction with ours in support of an effective common strategy....

I decided .. that given a similar approach by 
our allies the

United States would maintain and 
improve its forces in Europe and

not reduce them without reciprocal action by our 
adversaries....

Uo token force could serve our purpose. Our substantialcontribution..
of United States forces -- about 25 percent of NATO's peacetime

capabilities in Central Europe -- insures the viability of the stra-

tegy of flexible response. It enables us to found Alliance defense

on something other than reliance 
on the threat of strategic nuclear

war. It is the basis of our allies' confidence in us. It links

European defense to a common strategy and to the nuclear power

of the'United States. l/

The text of the joint United States-West German statement. following

meetings between President Nixon and German Chancellor Brandt on December

28-29, 1971 contained a section on NATO. The statement read in part as

follows:

Richard Nixon, United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's -

_ Building for Peace A Report -to the Congress, February 25, 1971,

Washingtonl, U.S. Govt . Print. 0Oi'f " 1971, p. 33-37.

I .',:
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Common defense through NATO is an essential 
component of

both United States and German policy. 
In this spirit the progress

of joint efforts on the part of the European allies plays a major

role. The President and the Chancellor were in 
agreement that all

members of the alliance must adequately 
share the defense burden

in order to ensure their common security. The Presidentreaffirmed

that no decisions affecting the Alliance will 
be taken without full

consultation w;.th its allies. The President reiterated that the

American commitments in Europe will remain unchanged and that, in

particular, no reductions in the American troops stationed 
in Europe

will be made. Preparations for early' East-West talks on Mutual and

Balanced Force Reductions should be 
fully coordinated within the.

Alliance. Agreed criteria for such reductions must insure that the

Alliance's defense capability remains unimpaired. 
The United States

will not negotiate its troop levels in Europe on a bilateral basis.,.*,

In his report to the Congress on United States foreign 
policy for

the 1970's, delivered on February 9, 1972, President Nixon reiterated his

opposition to a unilateral reduction 
in United States troop levels in

Europe:

C...given the existing strategic balance' and similar efforts

by our allies, it is the policy of this Government 
to maintain and

improve our forces in Europe and not 
reduce them except through

reciprocal reductions negotiated with the Warsaw 
Pact. 2/.

H. Senator McGovern's Defense Proposals, January, 1972.

On January 19, 1972, Senator George McGovern, later 
Democratic nominee

for President, publicized a plan for reducing the American military 
budget.

The plan gave the "highest priority"-to 
the United States defense commitment

to Europe and recommended that, in the absence 
of mutual- reductions, United

States land forces available for service in Europe 
should not be reduced

Text of United States-Federal Republic of 
Germany Joint Statement

Following Meetings between President Nixon 
and Chancellor Brandt,

Office of the White House Press Secretary 
(Key Biscayne, Florida)

* December 29, 1971.
2 United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's, The. 

Emerging Structure

pf Peace, A Report by President Richard Nixon to the Congress,
February 9, 1972, p. 49.
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below eight divisions(as compared 
to nine divisions provided for in

present Defense Department planning). 
However, it called for. the return

of two and one-third divisions of the four 
and one-third presently stationed

in Europe (roughly 170,000 men, leaving 130,000 
men). Citing the

"capability for rapid deployment 
in the case of attack or ominous 

enemy

buildups" and the ability of the 
Alliance to "marshall clear nuclear

superiority for the initial stages of any conflict," the plan argued that

"a force of that size would be sufficient to supply an important military

contribution at the start of any conflict," and "to signal the U.S.

commitment both to Europe and the 
Middle East." The plan did not discuss

the relative costs of stationing 
troops in Europe as compared with 

station-

ing them in the United States with swift deployment capabilities. The

Defense Department has strongly 
attacked this plan. (Pro and con arguments

for making substantial cuts in American 
troop levels in Europe are given 

in

Chapter V. Some of the cost implications are discussed 
in Chapter IV. The

sections of the McGovern Plan dealing with 
Europe are given in full in

Appendix I).

Characteristics of United States Commitments

As this brief survey has shown, United States commitments have 
two

complementary characteristics.

First, in the spirit of the treaty, they are based on specific en-

gagements undertaken in accordance 
with the United States Constitution.

gs The member state is theultimate judge of the nature and extent of the

1/ The-Congressional Record, daily edition, 
January 19, 1972, p. , 158.
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Soviet expansion until Western European countries 
developed an integrated

political and military organization of their 
own capable of balancing

CRS- 4 9

obligatiofs assumed and the occasions when vital national interest 
re-

qure ajutmnt--asinth cseof the British withdrawal of troops
quires adjustment -a ntecs

because of an "acute overseas. emergency" (e.g8" Ireland) or "excessive

financial strain" (e. g., sterling crises). From the beginning the

United States has emphasized that 
its troop commitment was dependent 

upon

effectiVe self-th and mutual aid by other partners, 
and that the duration

and level of the troop assignment 
were related to the degree 

of the threat.

Secondly, the measures taken 
by all treaty members under 

the. strong

leadership of the United States created 
an organic association which 

be-

came increasingly interdependent. European members (with the exception

of France) accepted as fact 
the thesis that their defense 

establishments

could be significant only in collaboration 
with those of their allies,

especially the United States. 
Thus they built their armed 

forces on the

basis of mutually agreed defense planning. 
In the course of this develop

meant, the United States drove home the essentiality 
of centralized control.

Thus a series of relationships developed 
where unilateral change by one

member -- especially the United States -- could jeopardize the defense

interests of the others. This situation created implied 
obligations, which

if honored in the breach, could 
have profound consequences 

for United

States relations with its closest 
political and military allies.

NATO Commitments in Relation to General Europan Polix

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
was designed to contain
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Soviet power in Europe. NATO was a means to an end -- not an .end in

itself. It should therefore be considered in relation 
to the other ob-

jectives of United States post-war policy towards 
Europe, which are dis-

cussed briefly below:

1. An All-European Settlement

At the close of World War II, the United 
States government

hoped, in cooperation with the Soviet Union, Great 
Britain, and France,

to establish a European security system, 
embracing Eastern and Western

Europe and providing for the unification 
of Germany under suitable controls.

Such a settlement seemed indispensable if 
a third European civil war, in

which the United States would inevitably 
be involved, was to be avoided.

This approach ended abruptly when Stalin 
repudiated the Potsdam Agree-

ment, and since that time all attempts to 
negotiate a final German settle-

ment have been fruitless.

Recently foreign policy experts have 
been thinking less in terms of

a grand design for a united Europe, 
and have directed their attention 

to

the possibilities for'gradually reducing East-West 
suspicion and fears

by settling specific problems on a pragmatic basis, Despite this gradualist

approach, the United States government 
still would welcome an all-European

security settlement which would end the 
division of Germany -- Europe's

most dangerous source of instability 
--. and would maintain a proper balance

between East and West. If it is to have adecisive influence 
on such a

settlement, the United States will need 
to be an active and powerful men-

* ber of NATO, without which West Europeans 
would not be able under present,

circumstances to negotiate with the Soviet 
Union and the other Warsaw Pact
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countries on equal terms. If and when a settlement is reached, NATO 
can

be replaced, but even then it is difficult 
to conceive of a situation in

which the Soviet Union and the United States 
would not wish some sort of

multilateral framework to provide a means of influencing the evolution

of a unified German state or confederacy.

2. Western European Unity

From Marshall Plan days to the present', American 
policymakers

have recognized the advantages of having as 
an ally a unified political

community composed of Western European countries 
which now have a combined

population of 300 million and an industrial 
capacity accounting for 25

percent of total world production. They thought of such a community,

which shares with the United States a common 
heritage and many -common

interests, as a counterweight to the Soviet 
Union in Europe and a partner

capable of assuming a large share of the global responsibilities carried

by the United States, especially assistance 
to the developing countries

in the Third World. In the widespread system of alliances which the

United States built up throughout the world, the relationship between

this country and Western Europe was clearly unique.

Although NATO is, of course, not directly involved in the integration

movement, the protection and confidence it provides may be a critical

e factor in the achievement of European unity. The Soviet Union has con-

sistently attempted to thwart the movement-in 
every way possible. It

looks with alarm at the prospect of a unified political 
entity outnumbering

the Soviet Union in population and industrial capacity, in which 
Germany
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will have an important voice. If there is no strong NATO shield,

Soviet pressure might be able to sap the European will to unity.

3. European Stability

The knitting of Germany into an integrated command structure

was, as we have seen, one of the purposes served by NATO. Such an arrange-

ment seemed the best way to guarantee against independent German military

action and to allay the fears of Germany's neighbors. And the presence

of American troops on German soil in large numbers in itself 
acted as a

restraint. Thus NATO arrangements contributed to the major United States

objective of ensuring European stability until 
a West European political

organization had come into being or an all-European 
settlement had been

reached.

Some political observers believe that this is a matter 
which is of

concern even to the Russians, despite their unceasing 
campaign for the

withdrawal of all American troops from Europe. For example, Alastair-

Buchan (for many years director of the Institute for Strategic Studies)

has written about "one deep-seated, though not always 
prominent strand

in Soviet thought, namely, that the status quo can only. be maintained in

Europe and its long-term security assured, if the United 
States plays

an active part in European politics."

K. Europe's future Prospects

None of these major objectives of American policy is yet firmly.

secured. The lines of future European development are by 
no means certain

Ala stair Buchan, Europe's Futures, Europe's Choices, New York,
W"f Columbia University Press, 1969, p. 66.
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there is still much room for choice -- or drift.

I. Political Itegratiofl

At one end of the spectrum of possibilities is the establish-

ment of a European federation 
friendly to the United States -- one of

the visions of American statesmen. 
Even under the most favorable 

cir-

cumstances this development will take time; it is not likely to be com-

pleted before the end of the decade. But there are signs of movement

again. In particular, President Pompidou's 
approval of British entry

into the Common Market has given European federalists renewed 
confidence.

Many factors contribute to this new optimism, 
such as: the desire

of both Germany and France to have Britain in the Common Market as a

-Moderating and stabilizing influence; the entrance on the political

scene of younger men less wedded than their seniors. to the sanctity o

sovereignty; and the pressure of economic forces, such as the movement

towards a unified monetary policy, and increased contacts between

Western European countries.

Progress towards political integration 
would almost certainly in-

volve at some stage the establishment of a European defense community.

In the earlier stages of integration, 
British and French nuclear forces

would probably remain under national control but they might be assigned

targets on thebasis of the community's strategic 
an. As the European

federation's political and defense structure 
neared completion, these

forces could be taken over by the new 
federal Europe, which could qualify

1
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as a "successor state" to Britain and France under the terms of the

American interpretation of the non-prliferation 
treaty. At that point

the federation would have jto decde whether it wanted to maintain its

own strategic nuclear force.

The development of a European defense 
community would, of course,,

have direct consequences for the organization 
of NATO and the United

States role therein. As long as the new defense community did 
not develop

an effective nuclear force, it would be dependent on the protection 
of

American strategic power. During this period, American troops -- if the

United States wished to preserve the United States-West European relation-

ship -- might have to remain in Europe in considerable numbers to give

credibility to the nuclear guarantee. However, if European conventional

strength improved in quality and mobility, and if the North Atlantic

Council concluded that the threat had lessened (possibly as a result of

agreements on mutual and balanced troop reductions or other disarmament

measures), a substantial reduction 
of American troops should be acceptable

to West Europeans. After an all-European settlement 
all troops could be

withdrawn unless its terms call 
for the presence of Soviet and American

peace-keeping troops.

It is also possible that a European federation would be highly.

nationalistic and would choose to folLow its own independent course as

a major power on the international stage.

2. Economic Integration

Of course, it is by no means certain 
that the countries of the,

Common Market will achieve political and military 
integration. The forces



of nationalism are still strong 
in Eurppe; many are dubious of the

consequences which supranational centralization might have . for their

way of life. Europeans may prefer to develop only the commercial and

economic side of integration, exploiting 
their mutual advantage in a

customs and monetary union. Such trend might lead Europeans to think

of relations with the East chiefly in commercial terms and to play down

the importance of defense. If this course is followed, the Soviet Union

should find it easier to deal with 
European countries on a bilateral

basis.

3. Separatism

It is conceivable that European countries would draw away from

the United States. An increase in the scale of American 
investment in

Europe, accentuating "the suspicion 
and concern with which many Europeans

view American investment in their countries," 
might contribute to such a

development. Diminished confidence in the American 
nuclear guarantee of

Europe, possibly as result of large-scale 
troop withdrawals, might also

encourage European countries to 
believe that they could best serve 

their

own national interest through direct 
bilateral dealings with the Soviet

Union.

Gaullist foreign policy was an example of a nationalistic 
approach.

In 1968, it was described by a French foreign policy 
expert, who wrote that

France:

9ca/ Buchan, op. cit. p. 16.
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Studies, February 1968, p. 1.

2 Anthony Hartley, Western Europe in the 1970's -Possible Roles,

Adelphi Papers, No. 70, Europe and America in the 1970's, Institute

for Strategic Studies, November 1970, p. 25.
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wants to eliminate American presence in 
Europe, in the

form both of troops and of the American-German 
relation-

ship; she wants to replace them 
on the European level

(while preserving the global Soviet-American balance)

by a different system, based on the France-Soviet-German

triangle. And in this system she wants to occupy the

key balancing role on the all-European 
level, while

maintaining a dominant position on the West European

one. 1/

It is conceivable that West Germany also, if adro itly handled by

the Soviet Union, might come to believe 
that it could best serve its

national interests by strictly bilateral 
dealings with Moscow.

An individualistic foreign policy carries risks 
-- particularly as

domestic political success can become dependent 
upon foreign policy

achievements, or at least the appearance of achievements. 
One commenta-

tor has expressed the view that the German Ostpolitik may already have

limited the freedom of action of the German Federal Republic. 
He wrote

in 1970:

At any future stage of European integration 
it will.

be open to the Soviet Union to declare 
that she regards

such a step as incompatible with her non-aggression 
agree-

ment with Bonn and it seems likely 
that any integration of

European defense would at once 
meet with such an objection. 2

If this process were carried very far 
it might result in the effective

neutralization of Western Europe, 
and as far as the United States was

concerned, the loss of a major defense zone. A thorough fragmentation of

1/ Pierre Hassner, Change and Security in 
Europe,. Part I. The Back-

round Adelphi Papers, No. 45, London, The Institute for Strategic

s
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Europe, which is an extreme forecast, 
would imply a Europe without

NATO. With NATO would go the foundation 
upon which rest the United

States forward position and base 
rights in Europe. Even United

States communications sites,"on which it sets such store, might

be denied. However, unless confidence between the United States and

its allies disintegrates drastically, such a sweeping reversal of

recent history seems unlikely.

4. A Final Point

Despite their hypothetical and schematic character, these

speculations serve to point up 
the implications of various possible

lines of European development for the 
United States. They illustrate

the advisability of keeping an influence in European 
affairs as long

as it is welcomed because the outcome 
of European evolution over the

next decade will have a profound influence upon the position of the

United States in the world.

rc
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III. REQUIREMENTS

As the agency of a defensive alliance NATO's concept of its

mission is to maintain sufficient military force in Western Europe

to deter aggression .by the Warsaw Pact 
countries and to repel attack

if it should occur. Its requirements are determined by the level 
and

character of the forces maintained by the 
Soviet Union and its

allies and estimates of their intentions. Thus the following chapter

will begin with a brief description of the balance of forces in

Europe and a summary of current views 
regarding the Soviet threat.

A. Balance of Forces

1. Force Levels

Department of Defense information on the 
positioning

of NATO troops is classified. Therefore the following discussion on

the balance of the forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact 
(Bulgaria,

Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, and the

Soviet Union) is based largely on information covering the period

1971-1972 compiled by the International Institute for Strategic.

Studies (IISS) in London.

/.The Military $alance, 1971-1972, op cit. For additional figures

on some earlier periods published in the Congressional Record of

November 23, 1971, see Appendix H.
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a. NATO Gtound Forces in North Central Europe (West)

The IISS sets the figure for NATO combat and

direct support ground troops at 580,000, of 
which about 190,000 are

American.! Similar French troops in Germany and France total

120,000 (of which about 62,000 are stationed in Germany). Primarily

as a result of an increased German contribution, the combat-ready.

divisions- in the central region were increased by 50 percent between

1961 and 1965, from sixteen to twenty-four divisions (excluding the

two French divisions in Germany)

Department of State Briefing Memorandum, 
May 13, 1971, entitled,

The Eurodollar Crisis and U.S. Forces, Item 5, p. 1.

2 Translated into terms of division equivalents, NATO 
has 8 armored

and 16 infantry, mechanized and airborne divisions 
in Northern

Europe as compared to 28 armored and 37 infantry, mechanized 
and

airborne divisions for the Warsaw Pact countries of which 19 and

22 respectively are Russian. NATO divisions are much larger than

those of the Warsaw Pact (e.g., a United States infantry division

numbers 16,000 as compared to a Soviet division of 10,500. A

Russian armored division contains 8,400 men as compared 
to an

American armored division of 16,500.) See The Military Balance,

op. cit., p. ii.

3/2!State Department Memorandum of May 13, 1971, Item 5, p. 1. See

also Hearings on Military Posture, op. cit., p. 2372. Total

German forces were increased from 270,400 to 462, 
700 between

1960 and 1969. See State Department Briefing Paper of May 13, 1971,

Item 5.

IN
;
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b. Warsaw Pact Ground Forces in North Central Europe

Comparable Warsaw Pact troops 
in North Central

Europe east of the Iron Curtain 
total 960,000, of which 588,000 are

Russian. However, many Warsaw Pact divisions 
are kept well below full

strength and some need major reinforcement before combat.

c. Ground Forces in Southern Europe

In Southern Europe (including Greece and Turkey),

the combat and support forces of 
NATO outnumber similar Warsaw Pact

troops by 525,000 to 385,000 of which 90,000 are Russian. (The

Italian forces, which are .included, are all 
stationed in Italy far from

the areas of potential conflict. 
United States force contributions

in Southern Europe consist chiefly of Naval, Marine, and Air personnel.)

2. Reinforcement Potentials .

Owing to the advantages of proximity, 
totalitarian

organization, and discipline, 
the Warsaw Pact countries, especially

the Soviet Union, can reinforce their front-line troops 
more rapidly

The Warsaw Pact figures include "the commanddforwhich the Pact

High Commander has responsibility, but excludes the armed forces

of Bulgaria and Rumania. Soviet units normally stationed in

wste US pad sh troehowever htben comittedo 
the Balti

-theatre of operations have, hweer'beninlued o the arsaw
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than the NATO countries. The IISS estimates that the 31 Soviet 
divisions

in Central Europe could be increased to 70 in well under a month if

mobilization proceeded. on schedule. If the other Warsaw Pact countries

mobilize on the same scale, the Warsaw Pact might have 1.5. million men

ready for action within a month. 
Such a massive mobilization, however,

might overburden the Pact's '.rather makeshift logistical system.

By contrast, NATO, as an alliance of independent democratic countries,

organized militarily to take defeisiwe action, would need time to reach

political decisions before a full-scale mobilization could be put in

motion. (Thus political warning time, involving good intelligence and

communications, plays an important part 
in NATO strategy.) In the case

of the United States, the two-thirds of a division kept in the United

States on alert for immediate assignment to Europe could be swiftly

flown in by airlift and joined up with its pre-positioned equipment in

Europe (given a secure air environment and usable airfields). 
Additional

reinforcements from across the Atlantic, however, would require time,

especially since ___ v.e_. i ent would have to be shipped bty sea.

3. Relative Strenths after Full Mobilization

During the first month NATO would be at a disadvantage,

ularl in case of a surprise attack. But thereafter, the fact that

the NATO alliance has a larger reinforcement base should begin to tell,

provided NATO front-line forces have been able to prevent the forces of

the Warsaw Pact from overrunning Western Europe.

ohn Newhouse, with Melvin Croan, Edward R. Fried, and Timothy

Stanley, U. S. Troops in Europe, Washington, D. C. The Brookings

Institution, 1971, p. 57.
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The total population of NATO countries is 537 million as compared

to the Warwaw Pact population of 350 million of which Russia comprises

245.7 million. NATO's total estimated GNP for 1970 was $1,717.0 billion;

that of the Warsaw Pact was 61.5 billion, of which Russia accounted

for $490 billion. NATO manpower in army/marine units totals 3,409,000

(including 329,000 for France) as compared to 2,778,000 for the Warsaw

Pact of which 2,000,000 are Russian. (These figures include American

forces in Asia and Soviet forces in Asiatic Russia along the Russian-

Chinese border.)

Figures on the total armed forces of the United States, the Soviet

Union, West Germany, France and Great Britain are given in the following

table.

Based on IISS figures.
Ibid., P. ?8
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TOTAL ARMED FORCES OF THE U.S. A., USSR, WEST GERMANY,
FRACE AND GR AT BRITAIN '

(in thousands) -

West

Year USA Germany France Britain USSR

1951 3,250 610 841 4, 600
195 3,50--- 645 890 4,600

1953 3,480 --- 695 902 4,750
1954 3,350 15 600 840 4,750

1955 3,049 20 568 800 5,000

1956 2,857 66 785 760 4,500

1957 2,800 122 836 700 4,200

1958 2,637 175 797 615 4,000

1959 2,552 249 770 565 3,900

1960 2,514 270 781 520 3, 623

1961 2,572 325 778 455 3,800

1962 2,827 389 742 445 3,600

1963 2,373 403 632 430 3,300

1964 2,687 435 555 425 3,300
1965 2,723 441 510 424 3,150

196 3,123 455 500 418 3,165

1967- 3,446 452 500 417 3,220

1968 3,547 440 505 405 3,220

1969 3, 454 465 503 383 3,300

1970 3,066 466 506 373 3, 305

1971 2,699 467 502 365 3,375

a

Excluding forces enlisted outside Britain.

4. Comparison of Equipment

a. Tanks and Artillery-

There are great diversities in the amount and type

of equipment stocked by the two alliances. The Warsaw Pact has almost

three times as many operational tanks (16,000 -of which 10,000 are Russian)

as NATO (5,500) in North Central Europe, but the Western tanks are

generally more modern. (NATO has. 5,000 additional unmanned tanks 
in

/ Military Balance, op. cit., p. 63.
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reserve.) The Warsaw Pact advantage in tanks 
is offset to some extent

by NATO' s superiority in ground and airborne anti-tank weapons.

Conventional artillery level, the IISS believes, are roughly equal

although NATO may excel in firepower. In Southern Europe NATO has 2,250

tanks as compared to 5,700 for the Warsaw Pact of which 1,600 are Russian.

b. Aircraft

NATO is markedly inferior in numbers of aircraft.

Despite some probable superiority in sophistication of equipment, 
capability

of aircrews, versatility of planes, 
and the ability to send in air re-

inforcements, the IISS concludes that "the Warsaw Pact advantage in

numbers remains a very real one." In connection with this point Senator

Stennis stated in November 1971 that although "NATO's air forces are out-

numbered by Warsaw Pact forces by nearly 2 to 2, they do have certain other

advantages in pilot skill and aircraft quality which creates a rough

balance in airpower in that part of the world."

Comparison of Aircraft
North Central Europ. Southern Europe

NATO WP. (USSR NATO W.P. USSR

Tactical Aircraft in

operational service
light bombers 150 280 (200) 30 (30)

fighter/ground 10 (0
gh attack 1,150 1,400 (1,100) 450. 150 (50)

interceptors 300 2,100 (1,100) 275 900 (450)

reconnaissance 400 400 (300) 125 100 (40)

or balance o 79.. Carrier aircraft not included.
/ ongrssioalRcod, Npci., 23 S19492.
Congressional Record, 

November 23, 1971,: p. S14 *
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c Nuclear Weapons

According to IISS calculations, NATO has twice 
as

many theater nuclear warheads 
as the Warsaw Pact, 7,000 

to 3,500. (The

Soviet Union has retained custody of al1 warheads; 
some vehicles have been

given to non-Soviet forces.) Despite this inferiority in numbers, the

IISS believes the USSR has "the ability to launch a battlefield nuclear

offensive on a massive scale if it should choose, or to match any NATO

nuclear escalation with broadly similar 
options."

5.. Recent Trends

Over the last five years the balance of forces in the

north-ce tral area has shifted somewhat in favor of the East. Since 1962

(the period of a Berlin crisis), American land, sea, and air forces in

Europe have dropped from 434,000 
to roughly 310,000. Since 1967 (shortly

before the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia 
in 1968), Soviet divisions

in Eastern Europe have increased from, 28 to 31. In recent years the

Warsaw Pact has developed a formidable anti-aircraft defense by increasing

the size and quality of its surface-to-air 
missiles. The Soviet Union

has also built up its fleet of tactical aircraft. According to State

Department figures, the Soviet Union increased its defense and defense-

related expenditures roughly between 5 and 8 percent annually from 1965

to 1969.

The Military Balance, op. cit., p. 80.

dn Ibid., p. 80. 1 9. o t Item p.l.

* ~~.../ Department of State Memorandum o f May 13, l7l op. ci.4tmp1
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1/ Military Balance, op. cit., p. 81.
/ Ibid., p. 80.
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6. Naval Forces

NATO outnumbers the Warsaw Pact in naval forces in all

categories except submarines and motor/torpedo boats. The IISS ends its

comparison between the two fleets with the conclusion "that it seems

fair to say that while the sea is still an area in which the West has

superiority the Soviet fleets are now able to offer a challenge at

every level of military or politico-military action.

The two fleets are compared in the following table

NATO and Warsaw Pact Fleet Strengths

. ..

MIR

Cate orw

Attack Carriers

ASW Carriers

Surface Attack

cruisers/destroyers
Anti-submarine-destroyers/

frigates/escorts
Motor/torpedo/gunboats
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Attack Submarines

nuclear
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range.

short-range.
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7. Sumnary of Relative Advantages

The advantage of the Soviet Union and its allies 
in the

number of ready troops, capacity for speedy reinforcement, and offensive

armament, particularly tanks, explains the reliance in current Western

strategy at some point on 'the use, or threat of use, of nuclear weapons

if the Soviet Union presses a full-scale attack despite 
stiff resistance

by Western conventional forces. Thus the balance of strategic nuclear

weapons between the two superpowers remains a highly important factor in

the calculation of the balance of power in Europe.

In estimating this balance, other factors should also be taken into.

account. One is the relationship between the Soviet forces and those of

the other members of the Warsaw Pact.

8. Reliability of Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact-Forces

One mission of the thirty-one Soviet army divisions in

East Germany, Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia is to keep subservient

pro-Soviet governments in power and to protect them from their own citizens.

It is difficult to estimate to what extent the level of Soviet troops is

determined by this police mission as distinct from purposes of military

action. Soviet troops have put down revolts in Hungary and East Germany.

.According to the IISS, Soviet deployments in Eastern Europe are as

follows : 20 divisions (10 tank) in East Germany; 2 tank divisions

in Poland; 4 divisions (2 tank) in Hungary; and 5 divisions in

Czechoslovakia. These divisions are kept at or near combat strength.

Ibid., p. 6.

I
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Estimates of the number of troops which invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968

to overthrow the Dubcek government began at 250,000.

How many such custodial troops could be sent into West Germany

with impunity? In general, it seems likely that a swift and relatively

small-scale attack could be carried out with less 
risk of trouble behind

the lines than a large-scale protracted campaign.

Secondly, there is a question of how reliable all the 
Warsaw Pact-

troops are. The IISS notes that "the military value 
of some of them

may be suspect for political reasons." 
Some dissatisfaction exists with-

out question, but given the strict military discipline 
and thorough

indoctrination of the officer corps, it is hard to tell how many Warsaw

Pact troops would perform loyally in an unprovoked Soviet attack against

NATO.

"For the number of troops directly involved in 
the invasion of

August 20-21 and the peak build-up which took place within the next

few days, the estimates began at 250,000 to 300,000 and ran 
up to

650,000 with the number of divisions ranging from 
around 20 to 35.

The bulk of these were Soviet forces, padded by an 
estimated 2 to 4

Polish divisions, elements of 2 to 3 East German divisions, and

contingents of less than division-size from Hungary and Bulgaria."

Thomas W. Wolfe, op. cit., p. 469.

2/ The Military Balance, op. cit., p. 77.

One French Eastern European expert wrote in 1970: "In case of military

conflict, no one in Moscow can seriously rely on active support from

Polish, Hungarian, Czechoslovak, or even East German troops. It will

be left to the Russians to do the job." Michel Tatu (Eastern

European correspondent of Le Mode), The East: Detente and Confront-

ation, Adelphi Papers No. 70, Europe and America in the 1970's,London,

Institute for Strategic Studies, November, 1970, p. 20.
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9. Imponderables

There are many other imponderables which might be decisive

in determining the outcome of an East--West engagement. Timing morale,

type of engagement, relative advantage of offensive and defensive actions

on the North German plain, the skills weaknesses, training levels,

capacities of soldiers to handle equipment, 
and leadership will all play.

their part and cannot be tabulated in 
advance.

10. A Brookins Institution Stud Summary

In a Brookings Institution study of United 
States troops

in Europe, Timothy W. Stanley has summed up professional views about the

balance of forces in Europe as follows

Most experienced military officers would assert

that the net' preponderance of Warsaw Pact 
forces, coupled

with an assumed initiative, affords the -East a degree

of superiority for a large-scale deliberate attack. This

group can be divided into those who think the preponderance

is such that nothing NATO could do within 
the present

military-economic context could redress the conventional

imbalance -- hence that heavy reliance must be 
placed

on nuclear weapons -- and those who believe that a

marginally greater and better 
organized common defense

effort could significantly improve the balance. The

latter school emphasizes qualitative improvements in

training, equipment, and supplies for European forces,

and in antitank and antiaircraft defenses ... A distinct

minority are those who believe that a nonnuclear

balance could be' maintained even at 'a substantially

lower level of Western (or American) effort than now

exists ./

Stanley personally believed that, although the technical military -

question how the present. balance could affect large-scale combat in

U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit., pp. 63-64
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event of war is unanswerable, there is enough evidence accumulated in

twenty years of political experience to conclude that

... any current advantage to, the Warsaw Pact in

forces rapidly available in Central Europe is

partially offset by other factors that favor the

West. Even if there is not a 'balance' in the

narrowest military sense, there probably is a
balance in the political-military context of
deterrence. The relation of forces (as the Russians

term it) seems to have deterred aggression and

rebuffed pressure for twenty years. This affords

grounds for hope that the existing political-

military balance will continue to be effective--
if it can be maintained. _/

Estimates of the political-military balance in Europe of the kind

contained in the last paragraph depend on a judgment regarding the

relative weights which should be given to Soviet capabilities and Soviet

intentions. This in turn is related to the way in which .the Soviet

threat to Western Europe and the United States is perceived.

B. .ThePerception of the Threat

1. Changing Estimates

The Western sense of palpable threat from the Soviet Union

was intense in the early years of NATO. But as time passed without any

Soviet military moves against Western Europe, the European and American

sense of danger diminished despite intermittent Soviet threats and, a

series of harassing actions against Berlin. In the post-Stalinist period,

Soviet policy became more and more emphatically.aimed at the preservation

of the status quo. Soviet troops suppressed uprisings east of the Iron.
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Curtain, but Moscow limited the Russian role in Western Europe to

political activities through Western communist 
parties and the Russian

underground network, threats and psychological warfare, and a diplomatic

offensive aimed -at dividing and isolating Western European countries

from one another and from the United States. Throughout the entire

period Moscow refrained from military action west of the Iron Curtain in:

any form. (Even in Berlin, 110 miles inside East Germany, they did not

use military force, except for such relatively minor actions as occasion-

ally buzzingWestern planes in the Berlin air corridors or stopping

civilian or military travellers on their authorized surface routes to

Berlin.) Yet the scale of Soviet non-military actions, the continuing

Soviet build-up in Fastern Europe and the evidence of what the USSR was

doing there by way of subjugation and oppression were sufficiently in

European minds to provide the impetus' for the continuous development of

NATO institutions.

2. The "Revisionists"

Towards the end of the 1950's, and with increasing emphasis

in the 1960's, revisionist commentators and historians suggested that the

West had over-reacted in the 1949-1955 period. Pointing to the historical

"Russian tradition of large standing armies and the paranoic Russian fear

Influential examples.of books on this .subject were: George F. Kennan,

Russia, the Atom, and the West, New York, Harper & Bros., 1957;

Memoirs 1925-1950, Boston, Little, Brown, 1967; Louis J. Halle,

The Cold War as History, London, Chatto and' Windus, 1967.
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of invasion nourished by memories oft Napoleon, Ladendorff, Hitler, and

Western support of White Russian armies in 1917-1920, they cast doubt

on the likelihood of a Soviet attack~

Gradually the sense of threat of war with the Soviet 1Union diminished

in Western Europe and the United States. The "man in the street" .came to

doubt that the Russians would take the risk that military action in the.

West might escalate into nuclear war. Furthermore, he began to wonder

whether the Russians ever had had any intention 
of attacking NATO.

In a sense it was a testimony to NATO's 
remarkable success as a deterrent

agency.

Writing in 1968, a French foreign affairs expert described this

change of mood as follows:

In Europe the feeling of insecurity, which at
an early stage came first from the 'fear of aggression

and then from the fear of accidental war, 
has dis-

appeared ... The victory of 'intentions over

'capabilities' is complete.1

3. Detente

The detente mood which this quotation 
reflects reached its

zenith in 1968 just before the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. 
Many

were anticipating the possibility of significant concessions on the part

of the Soviet government in the fields of arms control and East-West

~/Pierre Eassner,: Change and Secl.~rity in Europe, ,Part I - the: Background,

Adelphi Papers, No. 45, February, 1968, London, The Institute r

Strategic Studies, p. 5.

-



&

Thomas W. Wolfe, op. cit, p 514

CRS- 73

relations. There was speculation about the emergence 
in Russia of

leaders more cautious in temperament than Khrushchev, the increasing

influence of "new men" who' were more technocrat than ideologue, the

pressure for the allocation of a 
greater share of resources to civilian

needs, and above all the increasing tension between China and Russia.

Such analysts found hope in the deve Iopment in Eastern Europe of a

less rigid form of communism for &.series of small steps towards closer

relations between Eastern and Western Europe containing the long-run

possibility of a pan-European settlement.

4, Czechoslovakia

Czechoslovakia dampened these hopes because 
it discredited

the thesis that the Soviet Union was on the brink of a significant change

of policy. On the contrary, the Soviet invasion and the subsequent

proclamation of the Brezhnev Doctrine showed that the leadership in the

USSR considered the stamping out of liberal trends in Eastern 
Europe a

vital Soviet interest, clearly believing that the spread of such ideas

would imperil Soviet control of the East European approaches to Russia and

might even threaten the leadership in 
the Soviet Union itself. Thus the

invasion gave support to the fears of some in the West that the Soviet

leaders, "grown old in their ways and perhaps still prisoners of a rhetori

of class struggle rooted in the past, may find it impossible to set the

Soviet Union on a new track at home or abroad. " However, the West
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considered the invasion of Czechoslovakia a limited defensive action

which did not necessarily affect larger policies.

5. Post-Czechoslovakia

By now the effects of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia

in 1968 have largely worn off; signs of improved relations between East

and West abound (e.g., the German-Soviet and German-Polish 
treaties, the

BerlIn agreement, the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Treaty (SALT), President Nixon'.

visit to the Soviet Union, increasing trade between the Soviet Union 
and

the West, prospects for a conference on European security and

negotiations on mutual and balanced troop reductions 
in Europe).

Present official American estimates of the 
threat of a Soviet

attack on Western Europe are pitched it a relatively restrained tone, In a

portion of the Department of Defense report on military manpower 
requirements

for FY-1973 the following description of the threat was given.

The USSR a.nd other Warsaw Pact forces facing NATO are

maintained in forward areas with forces immediately ready

for combat. These forces arg .designed to blunt a NATO

attack and then seize the initiative. Additional objectives

are the maintenance of Soviet influence in Eastern Europe

and keeping political pressure on Western Europe. While

these forces pose a substantial military threat to NATO,

a war ,s not presently considered likely in Europe. This

is based on our assumption that the Soviets are deterred

from attacking NATO because the present size of NATO's

conventional forces is sufficient to require that any

conventional attack by the Warsaw Pact be a large, 
mobilized

attack. Given this situation, the Pact military commanders

should not have reasonable confidence of attaining their

objectives by conventional force or by threat 
of eon-

ventional force. U.S. strategic strength insures that

the Soviet Union would have no incentive for launching a

first strike against the United States in order to attain

objectives in Western Europe, or anywhere else. So, across

the spectrum of warfare - conventional to strategic -

the U.S. and its NATO allies possess the forces adequate

and appropriate for deterring various threats of aggression.
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(1) The Warsaw Pact Threat

While we do not consider aggression by the USSR

likely in the pre;.ent political climate, the fact

remains that the Sviets hare a vital interest in

preserving the status quo in Central Europe and in

retaining their hold on Eastern Europe:. A crisis

that could lead to a conflict could arise if the

political situation substantially changed in a way that

threatened the USSR or its hegemony over Eastern

n's Europe, or if the Soviet government saw opportunities

for other ways to apply critical pressures on the

cohesion of the Alliance. Such a crisis could

escalate to hostilities./

A Change of Attitude Within NATO

Despite many signs of a desire to pursue further the

dialogue with the East, there has clearly been a change of mood in

NATO since the Czech crisis. There is a stronger feeling now that the

Soviet system is slow to change, less confidence that the forces of

nationalism in rope and a -relaxation of control by the superpowers

will g ive Europeans a chance to work out their own solutions, and a

reluctant acceptance of the thesis that no significant European security

arrangements can be achieved without the participation of both the

United States and the Soviet Union because the latter has no intention

of losing control of the half of Europe under its domination.

Views of this sort have again strengthened NATO ties. This has

been illustrated by the greater efforts which- the European members of

NATO have made .n the last two years to improve the quality of their

defense forces. (See below, p. 115.)

1/ Military Manpower Requirements Report for FY-1973, Department of Defense,

February,3972. Hearings on Military Posture and H.R. 12604....beforeon,

Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, 
92nd Congress, 2nd

Session, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govt. Print. Ofc. 31972, Part 3, pp. 12000
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7. Views of European Governments

Despite the wide range of opinion in Europe about NATO

and the United States role therein European governments both left and

right, with the exceptionof the French, consistently support NATO.

For example, in a speech given in September 1971, British

Conservative Prime Minister Heath said:

I believe most strongly ... that the need of all

member countries for the alliance is as great now as

in the past. The need may be less -starkly obvious,
in terms of immediate military necessity, than at

some moments in the past. It is true that the

potential threat which confronts us does not present

itself so dramatically as it has done at other. times,

but the threat is still there. Any progress, therefore,

towards detente in Europe must be careful, and considered.
We need to be absolutely sure that there is no mis-

understanding between East and .West about what con-

stitutes the basis for genuine detente. Nor can we,

in common prudence, fail to note that there is no

apparent slackening of the efforts which the Warsaw
Pact countries devote to improving the efficiency
and capabilities of their own forces.

We must also face the inescapable geographic and

strategic facts of the current situation. Of the two

superpowers, one is physically present in Europe

while the other is separated from the continent by

the Atlantic Ocean. The smaller countries of Europe

can only counter the overwhelming influence of the

Soviet Union by maintaining an effective and durable

relationship with the United States across the

Atlantic. 'NATO is the embodiment of this relationship.

An example of the emphasis which British. policy is placing on

strengthening the position of the Europeans in NATO is a passage in the

British 1972 Defense White Paper. It reads as follows
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Within the Western Alliance the European countries

should seek to cooperate mre closely on defense 
and to

establish a greater identity of view. In keeping with

the sum of its re ounces, Europe needs both to exert more

influence on the' major issues affecting Western security,

and to assume increased responsibility for its own

defense. There is also continuing pressure on all

European Governments to make the most effective use of

the limited resources available for defense. Bilateral

staff talks, collaborative projects for arms pro-

curement and the practical activities of the Eurogroup

are already making important contributions. But it will

be necessary to extend existing forms of co-operation

ooth in scope and depth if Europe's needs are to be met.

That process should be facilitated by the growing

European unity symbolized by agreement on the enlargement

of the European Economic Cormunity. "./

Another example of strong support for.the continuation of the current

American defense role in Europe is to be 
found in a recent article by

German Chancellor Brandt in the April 
edition of Foreign Affairs. The

Chancellor wrote in part:

It should be kept in mir4 that, on the whole the existing

situation regarding Western security, 
or security. in the Atlantic

area, had hardly changed at all in recent years. 
European security,

requires that it be actively geared to 
the American interest. In

military potential, the gap between 
the American superpower and the

West European nations in continuously widening. 
It is going to be

a long time, if ever, before Europe will be in a position 
to

guarantee her own security effectively... For the foreseeable future,

Western Europe will have to remain militarily 
geared to the

United States. This dependency will diminish as peace is made more

certain and as tensions are reduced.2/

11Statement on the Defense Estimates, 1972, Command Paper4891, London,

Her Majesty's Stationery Office, February, 197
2, p.44.

2/ Willy Brandt, Germany's "Westpolitik," 
Foreign Affairs, vol. 50,

no. 3, April, 1972, pp. 418-9.

's
r
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The strength of German support fo a continued American presence in

Europe was demonstrated by a 1970 public opinion 
poll which showed that 79

percent of the Bundeswehr soldiers 
interviewed believed West Germany 

would be

overrun in the event of a communist 
agression if United States troops were

removed (a view shared by 66 percent of the sample of the general public).

In October 1970 the Social Democratic German Minister of Defense,

Helmut Schmidt, pointed out that "American GI's manned one fourth of

Europe's dividing line" and that seventy to eighty percent of all the fly-

ing units in the Fourth Allied tactical airforce covering southern Germany

were American. He believed that if substantial American troops were 
with-

drawn "grievous gaps would be created and the concept 
of forward defense

2/

would be turned into a shambles." The head of the Planning Staff of

the German Ministry of Defense Theodor 
Sommer made the additional point

that neither Europeans nor Russians 
would be much impressed by a "symbolic

American force" left behind after a major United States withdrawal since

"the Americans have rejected the 
strategy of massive retaliation' 

and3/

Europeans find a "theatre nuclear war unacceptable."

Two recent illustrations of the importance the German government

attaches to NATO and to the United States continuing 
an. undiminished

participation in it come to mind. The first is the leading role the

Germans played in the decision of the European members of NATO to

improve the equipment of their forces and increase their financial cones

tributions. (See below, pp. 115-6) The second was the favorable offset

1/ Helnut Schmidt, Germany in the Era of 
Negotiations, Foreign Affairs,

October 1970, p.
43 .

2/ Ibid., p.43 .

3/ Theodor Sommer, Detente and Security: The Options, Adelphi Paper,

No. 70, Europe and America in the Seventies, 
op. cit. p..13.
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agreement which the Germans concluded with the United States in

December 1971.

8. Some Questions

Despite some hopeful signs discussed above, 
questions

arise which are difficult to answer, Why has the Soviet Union in the

past several years concentrated on 
building up the offensive capabilities

of its forces stationed in Eastern Europe? 
In particular, why has it

increased the number of tanks in the north central area? Why has it

brought in more tactical aircraft--especially 
since the number of surface

to-air missiles has greatly increased the Warsaw Pact's 
ability to

neutralize Western air action? Why is the Soviet strategic nuclear

force being increased so rapidly? Even despite the Czech crisis does

the Soviet army's police mission in Eastern Europe require 
the stationing

of three additional divisions in Eastern Europe in the past three years?

If United States troops in Europe were reduced 
or withdrawn, would

Western European nerves stand up to a Soviet strategy of terror involving

pressure against Berlin, military maneuvers, and extreme diplomatic

pressure in the form of threats and demands backed up by local Communist

parties -- especially in France and Italy?

Behind these questions li more general ones. What are the chief

characteristics of the Soviet threat today? Is Soviet motivation chiefly

defensive or is there a direct military threat? 
Are the present Soviet

leaders'continuing their build-up in Central Europe, the Mediterranean

and elsewhere, and in the field of nuclear weapons, to achieve what they

r
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maintained between East and. West, the risk of

accidental war will increase.
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consider a dependable balance 
of forges or in order to exercise 

the

power generated by superiority "in 
being?" Is the USSR aiming to get

into a better bargaining psition 
for arms control and mutual and

balanced force control discussions?

Qaetions of this sort lead back to judgments 
regarding the

relative importance of capabilities and intentions in deciding the re-

quirements for an adequate defense. The weights assigned will be

directly related to the way the Soviet threat is perceived. As we have

seen, the general publics in Western Europe and the United States'have

tended to discount the threat more 
and more but opinions today still 

vary

widely. The two schools of thought predominant today regarding the

Soviet threat can be summarized briefly as follows:

a. Views ePMhasizin the seriousness. of the threat:

1. The threat should be measured by Soviet military

capabilities - not guesstimates of Soviet intentions.

The continual build-up of Soviet military power must

be constantly kept in mind.

2 Soviet aggressiveness is related to the balance of

power. The vast Soviet conventional superiority from

1945 to 1950 coincided with Stalin's 
expansionist

period; the Russian space and nuclear achievements of

the late 1950's spurred Khrushchev to ventures in

Berlin and Cuba. Thus unless a rough balance is

I
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If Europeans believe they lack the capabilities

to hold off a Soviet attack< in force, the self-

confidence which has enabled them 
to pursue independ-

ent policies -- particularly towards European 
integration,

which the USSR strongly opposes 
-- will be undermined.

The totalitarian character of the USSR makes Soviet

policy susceptible to rapid changes in direction

reflecting changes in leadership. Since one cannot

count on a continuing policy of 
moderation, the West

should be prepared to deal with all contingencies.

b Views minimizinlg te threat:

1. The USSR has no intention of invading Western

Europe. Soviet history and postwar conduct indicate

a basic policy of keeping Russian troops east of the

Iron "Curtain where their role is defensive and custodial

(to keep subservient local governments 
in power).

Soviet aims in Western Europe are pursued by political;

not military means.

2. The uncertainty ofthe Western response to Soviet

military action in Western. Europe on any level is

far too great for the Soviet government to run the

risk of nuclear war by initiating either a large-scale

war or a limited military probe.



Id
I CRS-82

l 

.

I low,
MOM NORM

t 

t

1

:, ;

.,'mot

.9 
Y

i$Y ,

r X

r V

4

i

3. Even in case of accidental war, a strong Western

stand with trained and equipped units should 
provide

time for moving the issue from the military to the

political level. Such forces would not need to

match Warsaw Pact forces on a man-to-man 
basis.

4. Western European countries are far less 
vulnerable

to Soviet pressure than in Stalin's time because they

have regained their internal political stability and

economic strength.

C. Force Goals

The requirements for NATO are arrived at by 
a consideration of

four major factors: (1) the military balance; (2) estimates of the

intentions of the Warsaw Pact; (3) the strategy selected by the North

Atlantic Council, presently the strategy of flexible response; and (4)

available resources. These requirements are spelled out in NATO force

goals, which are classified. However, an idea of the scale of the force

goals for the United States, plus certain 
additional features arising

from general United States strategic requirements, 
is given in unclassified

testimony to Congress and other unclassified briefing materials.

In his FY 1973 Posture Statement Secretary Laird spoke of United

States European requirements in the following terms:



CRS-- 83

:

,.

I

r

'S

__ , _~ .
..

Our general purpose theater force requirements are

largely determined by planning for U. S. and allied

conventional forces which krill deter the Warsaw Pact

nations from conventional attack of NATO Europe. We

and our allies also must insure -- and display -- our

ability to sustain and reinforce our deployed forces

and those of our allies through control of the air and

sea lanes.

Our force planning. for NATO has been developed to

implement our agreed strategy. In this regard, it is

appropriate to note what the Defense Ministers 
stated

in their communique of December 8, 1970:

Ministers confirmed the continued validity

of the NATO strategy of flexibility in response,

which includes forward defense, reinforcements

of the flanks and capabilities for rapid mobil-

ization, and calls for the maintenance of military

capabilities which are able to provide an

appropriate.counter to any aggression. They

noted the continuous rise in Soviet defense

and defense-related expenditure and the 
evidence

that the USSR is continuing to strengthen still

further its military establishment, including

that in the maritime field where Soviet power

and the range of its activity have markedly in-

creased. They, therefore, emphasize the need for

improvements in NATO's conventional deterrent,

as well as the maintenance of a sufficient and

modern tactical and strategic nuclear deterrent.

The security of NATO being indivisible,

Ministers underlined the special military and

political role of North American forces 
present

in Europe as an irreplaceable contribution to
the common defense./

1/ National Security Strategy of Rea.listic Deterrence, Secretary Melvin

R. .aird's Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1973, Washington, D.C.,

U.S Govt. Print. Off., 1972, op. cit., pp. 108-9.
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The specific contribution of the United 
States to alliance defense

i represented by the current United States force deployrfents in Europe.

United States Force Deplnts in Erope'

Of the thirteen active army combat divisions or their

equivalents planned for FY 1973 five are to continue under the direct
1/

operational control of "our commander in Europe." 
They are earmarked.

for NATO and will come into the NATO 
chain of command when an alert is

declared. Four and one-third divisions are stationed 
in Europe and two-

thirds of a division is on call at Fort Riley, Kansas, ready for

immediate transfer to Europe by airlift in case of emergency. In

addition, a' Strategic Army Force (STRAF) of four. and one-third general

purpose division equivalents is available for a European contingency, if

need arises. (STRAF forces 'might also be used in non-European crises,

if required. They are usually based in the continental United States

but may be stationed elsewhere. In peace time they serve various national

purposes. In calculating the total costs of general purpose troops

primarily maintained for use 
in a European emergency, two 

of these

divisions are included.) Two marine amphibious forces (each made 'up of

a division plus an air wing) are also earmarked for NATO.

1/Annual Defense Department Report FY 1973, op. cit.. p. 86, and
written statement of General Westmoreland, Hearings on Military

Posture, op. cit., Part 1, p. 2718-2719.

.!Military Manpower Requirements Report 
for FY 1973, op. cit., 'p. 33.

~/ Department of State Briefing Paper, Military Forces in Europe,

September 21, 1971.
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In addition, sixteen land-based tactical air wings, 
eight of which

are base in Western Europe, and four carrier task forces, two of which are

continuously on station with the 
Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean,

together with other ships in the Mediterranean and Atlantic fleets, are

earmarked for NATO.

From a peak of about 434,000 troops in Europe at the height, of the

Berlin crisis of 1961-62, United States forces have been reduced to

approximately 310,000. These can be broken down 
by service as follows:

Army....... - 195, 000

Air Force. . ......... 70,000
avy ndor i. . , .. - -- - - - 45,000 (including the Sixth Fleet)

"Of these forces, the bulk, about 225,000, are located in West

Germany, the key area to the defense of Western Europe. Most of the

Navy personnel are in the Mediterranean, 
including Italy and Spain.

Smaller numbers of Army, Navy, and Airforces are in the United Kingdom

Italy, Turkey, Belgium, Greece, the Netherlands, Spain, North Africa,

the Azores, Greenland, Iceland and other related 
countries. Armed

. 1/

forces dependents total 225,000 of whom 145,000 are in Germany.

1/ There are 319,000 authorized spaces and 
the figures normally run

- between 295,000 and 315,000, Hearings before the Committee on

Armed Services, United States Senate, 92nd Congress, 
2nd Session,

on 5. 3108, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Office, 1972, Part"
2 ,.

p. 581
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The major combat units in Europe are

4-1/3 army divisions plus a brigade in Berlin (not 
NATO-committed)

and 2 armored cavalry regiments

29 air squadrons approximatelyy 629 tactical A/C)

Two carrier task forces (22-28 combatant ships,
including submarines) in the Mediterranean

Of these forces approximately 50,000 are not assigned to the

European Command. They are attached to MAAG missions, to SAC or to

other special commands, such as intelligence and communications.

The strategic nuclear defense. of Western Europe is, of course,

provided by the Strategic Air Command (SAC) 
and the Navy Polaris

fleet which are not NATO-committed in the sense of being 
under SACEUR's

command. NORAD is primarily responsible for the defense of the

continental United States; these costs in men and equipment are 
not

included in calculation of the cost of the United States contribution

to NATO defense -- despite the fact that this contribution is

probably the most crucial and costly of 
the lot. (Some SAC missiles

are targeted on the Soviet IRBM missiles which threaten European

countries but cannot reach the United States.)'

1/'State Department Briefing Paper of May 13, 1971.

2/ All the figures in this section were checked with the 
Department of

Defense in July 1972.

:
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IN. COSTS

The cost of fulfilling the United States commitment to NATO, as pre-

sently interpreted, and of implementing United States strategy for the

defense 'of Europe is generally considered in terms of budgetary costs and

foreign exchange expenses.

A. Budgetary Cost

The budgetary cost of the American program for the defense of

Europe - minus the strategic element and certain other categories --

was summarized by the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense,

Don R. Brasier, in a statement to Conress on June 30, 1971. He said:

...For FY 1971 estimates [for the costs of 
United States

forces in NATO Europel have been 
provided on three bases:

1. $14 billion represents the estimated totalcost of

United States general purpose 
forces both in NATO Europe

and those general purpose forces 
usually based in the United

d ths ger p se fr fos use in a European

States and maintained primarilyfr sneinauroeasn

emergency, related support elements 
d headuat s

NATO Europe, the support in the United States such litary
training and logistics required,' for these forces,.iitr

assistance for NATO countries 
and the NATO military con-

struction program.

2. $7-8 billion represents the 
cost of general purpose

forces stationed in NATO Europe (including the Sixth

Fleet) plus the United States 
support required for these

forces, . e-, .cost of new equipment and training and

logistics support.

3. $3.1 billion represents the operating costof Unitednthe
* States forces actually stationed 

in NATO Europe includingh

Sixth Fleet). It includes military personnel costs and

the costs of operating and maintaining 
equipment c-

ties used by these personnel. 
It excludes

and administrative costs outside 
of NATO Europe, major pro-

curement and construction 
ostsrand the United Statescon-

tribution to the NATO const~ructionl 
program.

7 -7
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The.$3.l 'illion total is included in the $7-8
billion figure which,- in turn, is included in the $114
billion estimatc.I/ (The figure for operating costs
in Europe was raised to $3.2 billion in the Defense
Department's FY 1972 budget request.)/

The Department of Defense has updated these figures for FY 1972. The

new estimates are $16 billion for total costs, $7 billion for. costs of

general purpose forces stationed in NATO Europe plus their support in the
2/

United States, and $4 billion for the operating -costs in Europe.

Brookings Institution experts believe that these Defense Department

estimates do not adequately reflect the total costs of the NATO-oriented

defense program because they do not make allowance for overhead costs,

which are difficult to allocate on a geographic basis, "such as adminis-

tration, research and development, intelligence and communications, central

supply and maintenance, training, ard other general personnel activities,

and retirement pay." On the basis of their own estimates of factors of

this kind the Brookings analysts wrote that "the annual cost in 1972

dollars of the total NATO-oriented force is estimated at about $25 billion."

1/ Testimony of Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller) Don R. Brazier before the Subcommittee on International
Exchanges and Payments of the Joint Economic Committee, Congress-
ionai Record, daily edition, June, 30, 1971, p. S10321.

.2/ Revised figures received from the Office of the Principal A'ssstant
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) July 19, 1972.
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This estimate is aalysed in greater detail in the following tables
This es-1-,-ThatAsia tltable iis

taken from two Brookings Institution studies.

based on FY 1973 figures; the second on FY 1972 figures; the third

on estimated annual costs for 1970.
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Possi1le Distribution of aijoposed FLscal Year 1973 General Purpose
.:Forvs, by'Gcographic Contingency

For worldwide
contingencies

For European For Asian and strategic
contingencies contingencies reserve '

Based Based Based
Based In con- Based In con- In con-

in finental In the linental tinental
lTpc' offorme Europe U.S. PacIfic+ U.S. U.S." Total

Active Army divisions 41/ . % 2 6' 13
Marine division air wingsd ... l 1 1 .

- . 3
National Guard and

Reserve divisions ... 8 ... ... . 9
Navy carrier

task forces' 1 4 1 6 4 16
Air Force fighter/

attack squadrons 21 4 16 ... 31 72
Air National Guard and

Reserve fighter/
attack squadrons ... 39 ... .-. ... 39

Sources: Based on Department of Dcfen:. "Military Manpower Requirements Report for FY-1973"(February 1972; processed); International Institute for Strategic Studicsb The Military Balance. 1971-1972(IISS. 1971); Dcfense Department Report. FY 1973.
a. Including Hawaii.
h. Small detaclhments arc located elsewhere, primarily in the Westcrn Hemisphert.
e. Three of the strategic reserve divisions are armored/mechanized units. specifically trained and equippedto fight in Europe. If these are added to the five Army and one Marine 'ivision listed for European contin-gc:-cies, the total matches that cited irn Setting National Priorities: The 1972 Budget, Table 3-5.d. A small fraction of the Marine division forces are deployed forward on amphibious ships.c. Assumes one carrier with home port in Greece and one in Japan or elsewhere in the Western Pacific.Agreements to permit these arrangements have not yet been completed. The total includes two ships prc-viously designated as antisubmarine warfare (ASW) carriers. Because of this change, entries differ fromthose in Table 3-5 of Setting National Priorities: The 1972 Iludget. The carriers designated for strategicreserve incluue the two that are normally in overhaul. There are 15 fightcr/attack and 4 ASW air wingsassociated with these task forces. 4 of which are in reserve.

1, Charles L. Schultze, Edward R. Fried, Alice M. .Rivlin,H. Teeters, Setting National Priorities: The 1973 Budget,The Brookings Institution, 1972, p. 60,
and Nancy
Washington, D., C.
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Estimated Cost of U.S. General Purpose Forces for NATO
and European Contingencies, by Region, Fiscal Year 1972
Costs in millions of dollars

Units

1n Ii -
Region and force Europe United States Total cost

Central region
Army divisions

Active 4Y3 33 8,250
Reserve 6 2,100

Air Force tactical wings
Active 7 9 5,650
Reserve 7 750

Antisubmarine and antiair warfare forces
(percent of total)" to23,300

Airlift and sealift forces (percent of total)bso 600

Subtotal 19,650

Southern region
Marine active divisions/wings 1/9 8/9 1,050
Navy active carrier task forces a 2sa,6oo
Antisubmarine and antiair warfare forces

(percent of total)" 50t1,000
Amphibious and other naval forces

(percent of total)b 7 6 1,100
Subtotal ... 5,750
Total 25,400

Sources: Charles L. Schultze and others, Setting National Priorities: The 1972 Budge
(Brookings Institution, 197'), p. 55; statement of Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird in
Department of Defense Appropriations for 1971. Hearings before a Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Appropriations, 92 Cong. 2 sess. (1970), Pt. 1, p. 270; statement of
General Leonard F. Chapman, Jr., Commandant of the Marine Corps, ibid., p. 740; testimony
of Admiral Thomas H. Moorer in CVAN-7o Aircraft Carrier, Joint Hearings before the
Joint Senate-House Armed Services Subcommittee of the Senate and House Armed Services
Committees, 91 Cong. 2 ses. (1970), p. 135; The Military Balance, 1970-71 (London:
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1970), pp. 3-5; statement of William W. Kaufmann in
Changing National Priorities, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Economy in Government
of the Joint Economic Committee, 9 Cong. 2 ses (4970), Pt. 1, p. 2:.

a. The distribution of forces between NATO's central and southern regions reflects their
primary mission and. %r likely deployment in a NATO contingency. However, the nature
of general purpose forces is such that they could be deployed differently, depending on the
nature of a particular contingency. Planning for central region forces, for example, also
contemplates their use in northern region contingencie.

b. In U.S. force structure; excludes escorts for attack 4arricrs.

U.S. Troops in Europe, op. ci, . 119

;.
.. .;.r . ._. >.. ,, fis _ ,_ r, .. . .. . .Y _ -,.,, .. ,_ _ -. . _ ... , _.a .
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Estimated Annual Cost of U.S. Forces in Europe, 1970

Millions of dollars Z+

Investment
Cost of and indirect

NATO area operations support cost Total cost

Central region
Land-based forces 2,850 4,000 6,85o
Naval forces afloat (Second Fleet) 150 Soo 6o

Subtotal 3,000 4,500 7,500

Southern region
Naval forces afloat (Sixth Fleet) 200 1,750 1,950

Subtotal zoo 1,750 1,950

Total 3,200 6,250 9,450.

Sources: Total operating cost of U.S. forces in Europe is from testimony by Secretary of
Defense Melvin R. Laird in Military Posture, Hearings before the House Committee on
Armed Services, 92 Cong. i sess. (1971), Pt. I, p. 2597. Allocation of these costs is based
on the estimated distribution of U.S. forces between the central and southern regions of
NATO. The cost of investment and indirect support is derived by subtracting operating costs
from total costs. Total cost of forces is from Charles L. Schultze and others, Setting
National Priorities: The 1972 Budget (Brookings Institution, 197!), PP. 54-55.

a. In testimony before the Subcommittee on International Exchanges and Payments of the
Joint Economic Committee, June 2, 1971, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) Don R. Brazier estimated the cost of U.S. general purpose forces stationed
in NATO Europe (including the Sixth Fleet), plus the support base required for these
forces, at $7 billion to $8 billion (Congressional- Record, daily ed., June 30, 1971, p.
Szo1a). The difference between this estimate and the one in this table probably is
accounted for by diilerences in the treatment of indirect support costs.

Ibid., p. i061/
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B. Foreign Exchange Costs

Its NATO contribution places an additional burden on the

United States in the form of a sizeable foreign exchange drain. The

Department of Defense Comptroller stated in 1971 that, apart from

budgetary costs, "United States defense balance of payments expenditures

[incurred because of the stationing of troops in NATO Europe) are esti-

mated at about $1.8 billion in FY 1971." (This figure has not yet. been

updated for FY 1972). Of this amount about $650 million were balanced by

United States military sales to NATO allies. Thus the net foreign exchange

loss was about $1.1 billion.

Official expenditures in Europe accounted for about half of this

total; the other half represented personal spending by military personnel

2/
and their dependents.

1. Costs by Country

Foreign exchange cost estimates for 1971 are set out by

country and category in the table on the following page. (The table,

prepared by Edward R. Fried, Brookings Institution senior fellow, is

included' in the Brookings study on U.S. troops in Europe). This analysis

shows that 60 percent of the total outflow occurs in West Germany.

1/ Brazier's statement, op. cit., p. S10321.
2/. See State Department Briefing Paper of May 13, 1971.

mops



Estimated Foreign Exchange
1/

Outlays Associated with U.S. Forces in Europe, 1971~

S

1

Millions of dollars

Category of U.S. foreign Other
exchange expenditure or Ger- Nether- Den- Bel- Nor- Sub- Other W. Eu- Unal-
receipt many U.K. Italy lands mark gium way total NATO a ropeb located Total

Operation & maintenance
of military facilities
& other U.S. military
expenditures in Europe
on equipment & services 550 125 65 35 30 20 10 835 75 75 1,030

Local expenditures of
U.S. military & civilian
personnel & dependents 600 125 50 15 5 20 ... 815 35 50 -- . 900

Subtotal 1,150 250 115 50 35 .40 10 1,650 110 95 75 1,930

Less foreign purchases
of U.S. military equip-
ment 450 c 25 50.15 ... 10 ... 650 -... ... 650

Net U.S. foreign ex-

change cost 700 125 65 35 35 30 10 1,000 110 95 7 5 d 1,280

/ "Estimates based on data for U.S. defense expenditures in Western Europe by country, supplied by the U.S.
Department of Commerce for 1970 and appearing. for earlier years in Cora E. Shepler and Leonard C. Campbell,

"United States Defense Expenditures Abroad," Surv'ey of Current Business, vol. 49 (December 1969), pp. .10-47;
"North Atlantic Assembly Draft Report on Burden Sharing and the Economic Aspects of the Common Defense Effort,
prepared by Senator Charles H. Percy, U.S. Rapporteur, Exhibit I, Congressional Record, daily ed., July 10,

1970, p. s11066; testimony of Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Don R. Brazier

before the Subcommittee on International Exchanges and Payments of the Joint Economic Committee, Congressional

Record, daily ed., June 30, 1971, pp. S10319-21. All figures are rounded. Data appearing in the North Atlan-

tic Assembly Draft Report for fiscal year 1968 are adjusted by change in U.S. military pay scales for selected

countries, with rough estimates for other countries. a. The low-income countries: Greece, Turkey, and Por-

tugal. b. France, Switzerland, and Spain. c. Same level of German military purchases in the United States

as in 1970-71 offset agreement, plus allowance of 10 percent to compensate for increased prices. d. Includes

U.S. share of NATO infrastructure expenditures." U.S. Forces in Europe, op. cit., p. 128. A further break-

down was given in a study initiated by Senator Charles H. Percy. This showed that in Germany, for example,

the United States was paying in 1970 some 62,000 local nationals about $250 million. Other expenditures in-

cluded building costs, materials and supplies bought on the local economy, transportation, power, and various

other government-owned services; fuel and supplies, and major equipment purchases in the host country. Another

't w s.AT0 infrastructure expenses. The study estimated these items alone accounted for $800 million, about

a 1oI i .in Germany. Congressional Record, daily edition, July 10, 1970. p. 51106.
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Treasury figures reported. in the New York Times, January 26, 1972,

U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit., p. 130.

The total net United States foreign exchange loss of $1.3 billion

shown in the above table (the figures for 1971 on page 93

showed a slightly lower figure of $l.l billion) may seem relatively small

when compared with total liquid dollar liabilities to foreigners of $62.2

billion (as of October 31, 1971). Nevertheless, it is a substantial amount

in its own right; it has raised the question why NATO countries in which

United States troops are stationed should benefit from a substantial foreign

exchange windfall because of their presence.

Recognizing that NATO allies needed help in equipping their armed

forces while their waxr-crippled economies were being rebuilt, the United

States government, chiefly in the early and mid-1950's, provided about

$13 billion in the form off grant-aid, equipment, and financial support.

During most of this period, United States local costs in Germany were

covered by occupation payments amounting annually to about $900 million

at current prices and exchange rates about $1.5 billion). But by 1960

the situation changed.

2. Offset Agreements

At the end of the second Eisenhower administration the

United States government was becoming increasingly concerned about the

size of United States balance off payments deficits. Partly to counter-

balance them, the United States began. in 1963 the practice of concluding

agreements with the German government which established a German purchasing

4w
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program designed to offset United States NATO-incurred expenses in

Germany. Although many of the German orders would undoubtedly have

been placed in the United States with private firms or with the De-

partment of Defense on an individual basis, it seemed justifiable to balance

A.TQO-incurred expenses in the United States against NATO,-incurred

United States expenses in Germany even though different in kind. As long

as the German army was rapidly expanding, German military purchases roughly

matched American military expenditures in Germany. (Under these agree-

ments the Germans bought over $6.5 billion of military equipment.) By .the

mid-1960's, however, the level of German procurement dropped off sharply.

In 1967 a new type of offset was worked out. The German Bundesbank agreed

to buy medium-term United States Treasury bonds at market rates (between

five and one-half and six and one-half percent), repayable in four years.

(Some of the bonds have been cashed and some are being "rolled over.") In

addition, the Bundesbank, in line with German government policy,, agreed

not to cash any of its large dollar holdings against gold. A similar agree-

ment was signed in the following year. These agreements went a long way

toward neutralizing United States government foreign exchange losses in

Germany in these years.

The Nixon administration altered this policy of balancing the foreign

exchange books on the basis of relatively short-term loans at commercial

interest rates. In 1969, a two-year United States-German agreement was

negotiated providing for German military purchases of $842 
million, civilian

purchases (chiefly enriched uranium) c $130 million, a three and one-half
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percent German ten-year loan of $250 million, and various other finan-

cial arrangements amounting to $324 million. After renegotiation in

October 1969, (because of the German revaluation) , the total came to

$1,621 million (roughly $800 million each year or 70 percent of 
annual

United States military expenditures in Germany).

In December 1971, the most favorable offset agreement to date was

signed. It covers the period of July 1, 1971-June 30, 1973. It is the

first agreement to provide for a direct contribution from the German budget

to reduce United States military expenses since the termination of the

occupation (with the exception .of expenses in Berlin). 
The German Federal

Republic will spend DM 600 million ($186 million) on the rehabilitation of

barracks and other facilities which will return to German use after 
the

American troops cease to occupy them. German procurement of military equip-

ment over the two-year period will amount to approximately DM 4 billion

($2,241 million), and will include substantial payments in connection with

the purchase of 175 Phantom F-4 reconnaissance jet planes. Finally, the

German Bundesbank will purchase United States government medium-term

securities totalling $621 million on which the German Federal Republic will

pay the interest. As has been the case with previous agreements since

1967, the present agreement will be carried out within the context of close

international monetary cooperation between the two governments. The offset

provided by the new agreement is equal to 80 percent of the current foreign

2/

exchange costs incurred'by stationing United States troops in Germany.

1/ These arrangements included the sale of Export-Import Bank paper 
to

several German financial institutions amounting to $160 million and

the establishment by the German government of an investment fund of

$164 million to encourage German firms to invest in the United States.

2/ This information was obtained from the Department of State.

i
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Although the German government was the most important European

purchaser of American military equipment, the United States was also

able to improve its foreign exchange position by selling military equip-

ment to other countries -- Great Britain in particular. (see table on p. 93.)

But such bilateral ad hoc arrangements did not seem to provide a satisfac-

tory, long-term solution to the foreign exchange problems which resulted

from NATO defense planning -- particularly after the practice of borrow-

ing on interest had been introduced. Moreover, foreign exchange costs

were rising in the later 1960's. Up to -about 1968, the reduction of

United States troops in Europe from 4314,000to about 3D,000 helped com-

pensate for rising costs. After 1968, however, costs increased more

sharply, at a, time when United States troop levels were beginning to be

stabilized. Because of inflation and military pay raises reflected in

larger personal spending by military personnel and dependents, foreign

exchange losses increased from about $1.5 billion in the mid-1960's to

$1.9 billion in 1970-71. The devaluation of the dollar and anew round

of pay raises will further increase these foreign exchange losses.

3. Other Proposals regarding Foreign Exchange Losses

Partly because of these considerations and partly because

of the deterioration of the general United States international monetary

position, increasing attention h4s recently been focused on NATO balance

of payments problems, especially in Congress. Many fail to see why

A U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit ., p. 129.
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European hcst countries should profit in foreign exchange terms 
from

the assignment of United States forces to Europe. A common criticism

of the recent United States-German offset agreements has been that they

93. involved large-scale .deferrals of settlement rather than pure offsets.

Several proposals have been made for new solutions based on some

sort of multilateral approach. Within the United States government -con-

siderable thought has been given to the establishment of some sort of

multilateral NATO-wide clearing arrangement. Although these plans have

been informally discussed from time to time with NATO allies, they have

never progressed very far -- chiefly because of the difficulties of

arriving at a consensus on this complex subject among fifteen countries

with widely differing interests. Up to the present the United States

government has relied on bilateral negotiations to neutralize its foreign

exchange losses.

In the following paragraphs two plans are outlined which illustrate

some of the main lines of approach to a multilateral solution.

a. The Percy Plan

On June 29, 1970, the Economic Committee of the North

e
Atlantic Assembly (an annual meeting of NATO parliamentarians) recommended

that NATO countries "should endorse the principle that new arrangements

should be sought for the financing of United States forces stationed in

Europe" and that these "arrangements should involve budget contributions

from NATO partner countries to the official requirements of the United

States forces in Europe."

North Atlantic Assembly Press Release, June 30, 1970, quoted in

Congressional Record, daily edition, July 10, 1970, p. S11068.

17-7
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Acting on the basis of a plan proposed by Senator Percy, the

Economic Comittee submitted a draft subcommittee recommendation that'

contained two key elements:

A. That local goods and services needed for official use

by visiting forces in a NATO country should be paid for as

a budget expense by the host country.

B. That other expenditures by visiting forces, including the.

local currency spending of personnel and dependents, should

be paid for in blocked currency for military procurement or.

other purchases that clearly have an element of additionality"

(i.e., that otherwise probably would not be bought in the

sending country)."1/

b. The Fried Plan

This proposal has some additional features. (It was

suggested by Edward R. Fried of the Brookings Institution, see p. 92.) It

supports Senator Percy' S concept of the host country's "assuming the major

part of the local cost of operating, aintaining and constructing United

States military facilities..." Fried calculated that if two-thirds of

such present costs were assumed by host governments, United States foreign

outlays and budget costs involving NATO would be reduced by $500 million.

He suggested that this could be handled as part of a plan for developing

joint basing arrangements with host countries.. The system could be multi-

lateral in character and designed to .ast for the duration of NATO. West

Germany would bear the major costs but other countries would share in them.

The $500 million shift in costs would represent a two percent increase in

the defense budgets of European NATO members. (In this connection, the

German governmentt' s recent decision to contribute $186 million for the

-

--
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refurbishing of United States-occupied barracks in Germany 
is an en-

couraging sign. It suggests that the old assumption that direct support

from the German budget would be anathema in Germany because 
it was

reminiscent of occupation costs is losing its validity. Joint basing

arrangements would reduce the "occupation" stigma even 
further.)

Fried calculated that a United States foreign exchange deficit 
would

still remain even after a $500 million contribution. To deal with this

remaining amount he recommended that the following two operating rules

be adopted:

1. Any NATO country incurring foreign exchange costs as a

consequence of stationing forces in any other NATO country

would have those costs offset through actions taken by the

host country.

2. However, in any given year, the host country's obligation

would automatically be waived if the country stationing forces

abroad was in balance-of-payments .equilibrium or surplus.

Fried then proposed "related methods'.' of providing foreign exchange

relief which could be used within this framework. "Offsetting purchases

of military equipment, would be the principal means as is now 
the case....

The potential market is sufficiently large for the 
purpose," probably about

'1l.25 billion in Germany and about.$4 billion in the other 
NATO. countries."

Fried believed that "the total market is probably large enough for both

cooperative defense projects and large-scale. military purchases 
in the

United States," but entered-the caveat that there should be "no pressure

to buy United States military equipment and certainly no pressure to buy

at anything but a clear saving over domestic costs.-". Moreover, arrange-.

ments "should not stand -in the way of European cooperation 
in military

production."
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A second offset category is suggested by Fried -- deferred mili-

tary purchase certificates equal in total amount to the uncovered deficit

in any given year. These would be special noninterest-bearing instru-

ments which would be cashed at a later date. This method would be prefer-

able to the purchase of United States bonds because they would not have

"the wrong political connotation" of bearing interest. Fried believed

that the possibility of claims for deferred military -purchases becoming

embarrassingly large would be "remote if Germany maintained even its
2/

current level of military purchases from the United States."

Multilateral plans of this sort might have some of the characteristics

of the drawing rights arrangements which formed a key part of the-Marshall

Plan. Under such arrangements it might be possible for Germany to take

over some of the support- of Turkey which the United States now provides and

thereby reduce its direct offset obligations vis-a-vis the United States

by that amount. The system would also cover British offset problems with

Germany created by the British Army on the Rhine (BAOR). In any such

system Germany would be the major surplus country, but the provision that

offset obligations would not exist towards countries in balance of pay-

ments equilibrium or surplus might be an inducement for German support.

The entire military foreign exchange problem is closely connected

with the overall balance of payments position of the United States. If

the present negotiations on this broader subject succeed in correcting

IThe study pointed out that "this is essentially what Germany did
during the first offset agreements, when it made advance payments

to the United States Treasury; to cover the difference between its

offset obligation and the value of the United States equipment it

had on order but had not received (or that it had been unable to

order) during the accounting period." United States Troops in.

Europe, op. cit., p. 136 .

2/ This summary of the Fried proposals is based on the discussion in

U.S. Troops in Europe, ibid., pp..133-3 8 .



C;S-1o3

the major problem, it will be much easier to deal with the special

difficulties here under discussion.

C. Major Burden-Sharing Problems

The problems and possible solutions discussed in the previous

section do not affect -- except in relatively minor ways -- the allocation

of forces, resources, or budgetary appropriations. It is -with respect

to these latter matters that. more difficult and controversial questions-

arise regarding the division of the burdens of the North Atlantic Alliance

on an p q ui t a ble basis. Such questions have preoccupied the attention

of Congress from the beginning of NATO. For example, this concern was

L vividly illustrated in Senate Resolution No. 99 of the Eighty-second

Congress (See above, p 20.)

1. Methods of Comparison

One of the most generally used methods for comparing the

defense contributions of NATO countries has been based on two sets of

figures; (1.) the total defense expenditures of the European NATO allies

and of the United States, and (2.) the percentage of individual NATO

countries' GNP represented by their defense budgets and the combined

percentages of all European countries as compared with a similar percentage

for the United States.

a. Budget Contributions

The sum of the defense budgets of the European North

Atlantic allies (including Great Brite n and France) amounted to $24 billion

9'e
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in 1970. The total United States defense budget for that year was

$77.8 billion. The Department of Defense ascribed. $14 billion of this

amount to the defense of Europe in FY 1971 (although one private estimate

put the amount at almost twice that amount, see above, p. 88.).

When the North Atlantic Treaty was signed in 1949, the United States

and most Western European countries were spending about 5 percent of their

GNP on defense. After Korea the percentages went up sharply. Since 1952,

combined European defense budgets have increased in current dollar terms

but there has been a steady decline in the GNP percentage figures from

7.0 in 1952 to 3.7 in 1970.

Thus overall European defense expenditures have not kept pace with

the growth of GNP or inflation. However, there has been an increase in

European defense pledges for 1971 and 1972 in absolute figures, although

it is questionable that the defense budgets have kept up on a percentage

basis with GNP increases.

United States defense spending considered as a percentage of GNP

also declined since Korea, dropping from the post-World War II high in 1952

of 13.7 percent to 8 percent in 1970. (See Appendix H. ) The estimated

percentages. for 1971 and 1972 show a further decline to 7.4 and

1_According toState Department information, "total allied expendi-

tures (less United States and France reached a peak of $18.3 billion

in 1966; the 1970 expenditure is forecast to decline to less than

$17.9 billion, equal to.the expenditures for 1963.1" The figures are

broken down by area as follows : "Central Europe (Belgium, Canada,

FRG, Luxembourg, Netherlands and UK) peaked in 1964 at a total, of

$14.8 (75-80 percent of 12-country total): the 1970 forecast is

$13.6 billion; 1963 expenditures totalled $14.6 billion. "Northern
Europe (Norway and Denmark) expenditures have risen steadily since

1963 from $539 million to an estimated 647 million in 1970 -- 20
p percent higher than in 1963. " "Southern Europe (Greece Italy,
Portugal and Turkey) expenditures nave risen.'rom $2.7 million in

1963 to an estimated $3.6 billion in 1970 -- 30 percent higher than
in 1963. " State Department Briefing Papers, May 13, 1971, Item 6.
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1/

6.8 percent respectively. However, these percentages may prove to 
be

higher when the final figures are in 
because administration estimates

for GNP growth were too high. The President is asking for an increase

of the military budget for FY 1973 to $83.3 
billion.

The part of the Unite. States budget which pays for American forces

specifically designated as availablefor a European 
contingency (plus

their equipment and support) represents a much 
smaller percentage of GNP.

According to State Department figures, "the annual budget cost of main-

taining forces in the European area, including all forces (some 50,000

of which are not assigned to the European Command) 
and a proportionate

share of the United States support base" comes to 
"less than 1 percent

of GNP." 'If the general purposes forces earmarked for use in Europe in

case of a major war are added, the total comes to just under 2 percent

of GNP. These figures underestimate somewhat the United States contri-

bution to European defense. As has been seen, Brookings Institution ex-

perts believe the estimate of the total costs of the United States pro-

gram for the defense of Europe should be set at ,oughly $25 billion in-

stead of $14b million, which was the basis for the 2 percent figure used

l/ Hearings on Military Posture, FY 1972, op. cit.- Part I, p. 2436.

Defense outlays in current and constant (FY 1972) 
prices are there

given as $75.8 billion for FY 196k, $99.9 billion 
for FY 1968,

$79.6 billion for FY 1971 ant1 $76.0 billion for FY 1972.-

2/ These.calculations are based on FY 1971-estimates.

9e
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1/
here. (See above, p.88.) (For additional figures, see Appendix H,.)

Figures on NATO defense budgets in absolute figures, as percentages

of GNP, and per capita defense expenditures are given in the table on the

next page. A second table on page 107 shows comparative.defense expendi

tures as percentages of total national budgets for the years 1968, 1969,

and 1970.

United States figures include no estimate of how much of the large

_ R and D costs should 'e attributed to European defense whereas

European defense budgets do include R and D costs (small by compari-
son). More important, no estimates are included covering nuclear

strategic defense. A sizeable slices of the British and French de-

feise budgets are spent op their nuclear programs. The United States

nuclear umbrella over Europe would be maintained even though the

United States was not a NATO member, but some of the SAC targeting

patterns presumably arise from NATO missions -- for example, target-

ing on Soviet IRBM sites in Eastern Europe and other targeting pat-

terns worked out with NATO allies in the Nuclear Planning Group.

It is difficult to quantify these factors,, but an unqualified com-

parison of the European 3.7 percent figure with a 2 percent figure

for the United States is misleading. To make them more truly com-

parable, the European figure should be slightly lower, the United

States figure somewhat higher. See Hearings on Military Posture,

Part I, p. 2598: "The $1& billion specifically excludes the follow-

ing: (1) Research and Developmen, Test and Evaluation Costs; (2)

DoD Administrative Costs (FDYP"Program 9) (3) Strategic Program

Costs; and (h) Retired Pay. 5 ' For State Department figures see

State Department Briefing Paper o May 13, 1971.

* * 'poll ?* *. .
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1950.

1 2 3 JI

1955

2

1960

3. 1 .2 3

1965

1. 2 3

Belgium 165 2.4 19

Denmark 48 1.7 11
France 1,006 5.5 24

W. German.7 1,202 4.3 25,

Greece 66 6.1 8

Italy 565 3.9 12

<uxembourg 3 1

Netherlands 249 4.8 ?4

Norway 50 2.4 15

Portugal 53 3.7 6

Turkey 40 6.2 1

U.K. 2,038 6.4 40

Canada 457 2.7 33

U.S. 14,307 5.0 94

European 5,482 4.8 -
Total.

341

123

1,984

2,017.

123

881

12

469

133

77

72.

3,762

1,682

3.7

3.2

6.5

3.9

5.1

3.8

3.3

5.6

4.0

4.1

5.1

8.1

6.5

38

27

45

40

15

18

43.

-39

8.

3

.73

107

40,371 10.2 2

9,994 5.5

?3

383

148

3,450

3,310

170

1,136

5

477

148

105

160

3,972

1,530

45,380

3.3-

_2.7

6.4

4.1

4.8

3.4

1.1

4.0

3.3

4.2

4.9

6.4

4.4

9.0

- 13,464 4.9

Source; Economic Data Book for the Countries oz .uvjp, 1

Statistics and Reports Division, Washington, D. C., September 13, 1971.

e =estimate

42.

32

75

62

20

22

41

11

5

.75

85

251

II. 501
501

263

4,556

5,441

210

1,939

10.

750.

266.

232-

255

5,018

1,535

51,862

3.0

2 8

5.2

4.4.

3.6-

3.3

1.4

3.9

3.8

6.2

5.2

5.8

3.0

7.6

19,441 4.6

52 695 2.8 71

54 368 2.3 73

93 5 900 14.0 116

95 6,103 -3.3 102

24 474 5.3 53

37 2,499 2.7 46 
8 0.9 -- -l

60 096 35 8

71 375 3.4 96

25 40 0 e 6.3 41

8 355 4.3 10

92 5,767 4.9 103

78 1,906 2.4 89

266 77,827 8.0 378

24,040 3.7 --

ernational Development,

Country
1970

3
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1
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DEFENSE EXPENDITURES OF NATO COUNTRIES

Column 1 - Defense budget at current market prices and exchange rates in millions of dollars

Column 2 - Defense budget as percent of GNP

Column 3 - Per capita defense expenditures in dollars

0 
9
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NATO COUNTRIES

Defense Expenditures as a Percent of

Total National Budgets

(supplied by the Department of State)

e = estimate

1968 1969 1970e

Total Defense Total Defense Total Defense

Country Expendi- Expendi- Percent Expendi- Expendi- Percent Expendi- Expendi- Percent

tures tures of Total tures tures of Total tures tures of Tot-l1

Belgium 4,504 602 13.4 4,904 630 12.8 5,388 695 12.9

Denmark 3,339 345 10.3 3,677 352 9.6 4,368 368 8.4

France 24,714 5,438 22.0 27,710 5,708 20.6 29,410 5,900 20.1

Germany 20,596 5,276 25.6 22,284 5,895 26.5 214,317 6,103 25.1

Greece 1,680 367 21.8 1,867 425 22.8 2,303 474 20.6

Italy 17,095 2,245 13.1 19,280 2,259 11.7 19,630 2,499 12.7

0

Luxembourg 221 7.5 3.4 233 7.8 3.3 238 8.3 3.5 a

Netherlands 6,533 906 13.9 7.265 1,017 14.0 8,039 1,096 13.6

Norway 2,083 336 16.1 2,388 350 14.7 2,7014 375 13.9

Portugal 831 372 44.8 929 371 39.9 1,108 400 36.1

Turkey 1,443 344 23.8 1,696 360 21.2 1,865 355 19.0

U.K. 31,649 5,597 17.7 33,734 5,527 16,4 36,646 5,767 15.7

Total

Europe - 114,688 21,836 19.4 125,976 22,902 18.2 136,016 24,040 18.2

Canada 9,1140 1,783 19.5 9,970 1,757 17.6 10,940 1,906 17.4

U.S. 146,849 80,732 55.0 152,798 81,444 53.3 163,782 77,827 47.5

310,738 103,773 33.)+36.7288,735 106,103270,677 104,351 38.6Total
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Most Europeans do not think it unreasonable 
that they devote half

as much of their GNP to defense as the United States. 
In this view, the

United States as a country facing two 
oceans must think in much broader

defense terms than countries which (with 
the possible exception of some

French strategists) fear attack from only one direction. Furthermore,

the United States as a superpower playing a global role needs a larger

defense establishment than European countries which, with the exception

of Portugal, are no longer colonial powers, and which, exhausted by fu-

tile attempts to exercise military influence 
in areas they no longer

effectively control, have ceased to think in terms .of globalmilitary

responsibilities. The United States may plan in terms 
of. tw-and-a-half

or one-and-a-half crisis strategies but Europeans do not. -- and they are

not likely to do so unless they finally 
merge into a fully integrated

federal state. Meanwhile they .will. probably not be greatly impressed by

arguments that their GNP contributions 
do not represent a reasonable

sharing of defense burdens.

Furthermore, the United States obtains .advantages from its NATO

membership in the form of base rights on its allies' territory for which

it would have 'to pay dearly elsewhere -- as it does in such countries as

Spain, Ethiopia, and Morocco. Many of the facilities on NATO territory

are essential to SAC in connection with the 
defense of the continental

1/. By way of response they are likely to point to the percentage of

_ their GNP .devoted to aid to less developed countries, 
which is

greater than that of the United States. (Much of such European

aid goes to former colonies.) See NATO Facts and Figures, op.

cit., p. 228.
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United States against strategic nuclear attack. They involve, for.

example, monitoring and communications systems vital to the operation

of early warning systems.

b. Ground Force Contributions

Another way of comparing the relative contributions

of NATO members is to consider the size of their NATO-assigned forces. In

1970, the United States supplied 10 percent of NATO ground forces, 
20 per--

1/

cent of its sea-power and 25 percent of its air power.

The original conception of NATO's "founding fathers" had been that the

European NATO allies should supply most of the "hard core of the ground

forces" in the north central area (See above, p.25.) Thus a comparison

of the performance of the northern, highly industrialized NATO 
allies with

that of the United States in the north central area is also 
pertinent to

judgments about burden sharing. Such a comparison shows that Belgium,

Denmark, the German Federal Republic, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway

and Great Britain's British Army on the Rhine furnished 
67 percent of the

combat and direct support ground troops in the north central area in 
1972

as compared to 33.percent provided by the United States. If French army

troops in Europe are included, the percentages become 
73 and 27 percent

1/ State Department Briefing Paper, May 13, 1971, Item 5, Defense Con-

tributions of our European Allies. From 1952 to the present, the

United States has kept its ground force assignment 
to SACEUR at the

original level of five division equivalents 
but two brigades were

brought back to the United States on a rotational 
basis in 1968.

There have been considerable changes in actual manpower 
levels in

Europe. Because of the adoption of the flexible response strategy.

in the early 1960's, the United States was anxious 
to increase the

effectiveness of its own conventional forces in Europe and that of

its allies. This policy, combined with a crisis over Berlin, re-

sulted in a build-up of total American forces in Europe which reached

a peak of 434,000 in 19624 According to IISS estimates, 273,000 of

this total represented army troops stationed in Germany.
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respectively.

Comparisons of the national armies in Europe of the NATO countries

of northern and southern Europe based on figures compiled by the Insti-

tute for Strategic Studies from 1959 (when the ISS studies began) to

1970 are given in the table on he following page.

Thee prcetages. are based in figures in the Military Balance,

1971-1972. The International Institute for Strategic Studies,

London, September 1971, pp. 76-77.
The Institute for Strategic Studies changed its name to Inter-

. national Institute for Strategic Studies in 1971.

9
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Country

Belgium

Denmark

France

W. Germany

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Norway

U.K.

U.S.

Canada

Greece

Italy

Portugal

Turkey

3 brg.

1 div.

22 div.

1 div.

400,000

1 div.

400,000

1 div.

360,000

1 div.

425,000

1970-7l 1971-72

Size of the Armies of the NATO Countries of Northern Europe

1959 1960 1962-63 1964-6 1966-67 1968-69

2-1/2 div 95,000 85,000 85,000 83,500 75,000

I -div. 29,000 32,000 34,000 30,000 28,000

2 div. 2 div. 6 div. 402,000 310,000 313,000

7 div. 172,000 245,000 302,000 307,000 326,000

1 brg. 5,500 5,500 5,500 1,545 560

2 div. 2 div. 98,000 85,000 85,000 83,500

1 div. 21,000 18,000 17,000 17,000 19,000

3 div. 3 div. 51,000 51,500 51,500 48,500

7th Army 5 div. 5 div. 237,000 7th Army 7th Army

plus 3 reg. (273,000
in 1964)

I brg . 1 brg. 6,500 6,500 6,500 5,500

Size of the Armies of the NATO Countries of SouthernEurope

12 div. 120,000 120,000 118,000 118,000

13 div. 370,000 380,000 270,000 265,000

70,000.

27,000

313,000

326,000

550

80,000

23,500

53,500

200,000

3,100

118,000

295,000

div.

390 '000

1. Based on ISS Military Balance studies from 1959 (the first year) to 1971-72. *Most of the army was in Algeria.

** State Department of May 13, 1971. nuclear forces.

*** United States .contribution in Southern Europe was chiefly naval, marine and ula ocs

27,000

313,000

326 ,000

550

76,000

18,000

54,900

190,000

2,800

118,000

- 295,000

div.

420,000
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c. General Econdmic Indicators

A third criterion which often plays 
a part in the

formation of judgments about fair sharing is a kind of economic means

test -- a comparison between the resources 
ofthe United States and

those of Western Europe. Such an approach harks back to the notions 
of

the NATO "founding fathers" that as Western Europe recovered its strength

it would be able to take over more of its own defense, and accordingly the

American role would gradually diminish.

The table on the following page gives some figures 
on the economic

performance of NATO, members which 
are commonly used as indicators 

of

relative economic strength.

*

t
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SOME ECONOMIC INDICATORS'FOR NATO COUNTRIES

GNP at current market prices and exchange rates in millions of dollars

GNP per capita in dollars
Official reserves, gross, in millions of dollars
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1955

1 2 3 1 ' 3c ountry

Belgium

Denmark.

France

W. Germany

Greece

Italy

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Norway

Portugal

Turkey

U.K.

Canada

U.S.

8,150

3,280

26,210

39,360

1,372

18,o6o

359

6,270

2,889

1,625

955

38,000

936 11,133

762

614

809

178

381

608

875

191

43

749

22,2'0 1,533

142

689

960

201

696

944

164

603

193

1,958

),20 f1x545 1,203

3,850

30,690

52,070

2,h05

23,430

369

8,360

3,359

1,862

1,404.

Z46,170

875

707

1,039

300

486

781

987

216

58

901

140

1,975

3,018

201

I ,167

1,292

178

703

208

2,392

_ _ _ . _
25,800 1,643

1960

1 2 3

11,450

5,48o

54,290

i - -- it - f- - 82 ,590
82,590

3,521

34,920

198

11,800

4,530

2,529

3,260

61,860

1,258

1,191

1,187

1,552

424

704

1,026

1,258

287

118

.1,182-

1,951.

1,506

286

2,272

7,033

239

3,251

1,863

303

637

203

3,719

Source - Economic Data Book, op. cit., International Financial Statistics.

Column 1l
Column 2
Column 3

1965 1970

1

16,980

9,350

88,160

125,780

5,898

58,910

662

19,160

7 ,030

3,752

14,380

85,930

50,780

2

1,737

1,947

1,806

2,2.14

693

1,137

1 ,55'1

1,900

412

156

? ,580

2, c9

2,339

587

6,343

7 ,31

250

4, Ro

2,4 16

476

1)41

3,004

3

2,8147

484

4,96o

3,610

810

5,299

3,23

810

1,503

l431

2,827

2

2,589

3,146

2,871

3,109

1,033

1,712

2,)405

2,864

661

2147

2,092

3,651

14,754

(I)

Hn
h'

25 ,120

15,730

145,890

185,500

9,200

91,800

968

31,2(0

13 .170

6,350

8,700
116,540

78,140

976,500
345,500 2,193 - 97,500 2396 - 503,80012,7881 -- 648,400 3,334

if

---- -- ----- - ---- --v -- -- - r-
I
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1952
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f The Eurogroup is an unofficial committee composed of the defense

ministers of Belgium, Denmark, German Federal Republic, Greece,

Italy, :.uxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Turkey, and Great Britain.
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These figures strengthen the view of many in the United 
States --

including many in Congress -- that our European allies can afford to carry

a larger share of the burden of European defense. As we have seen, this

view was present from the beginning in the opinions of such men 
as Senator

Robert A. Taft, but it has grown much stronger in recent years as European

prosperity has increased. It is most clearly illustrated in the Congression-

al discussions which have been generated by the series of resolutions in-

troduced by Senator Mike Mansfield calling for the withdrawal of a portion of

the United States forces in Europe. By January 1970, Resolution 292 of

December 1, 1969, which was identical to Senator Mansfield's original 1966

resolution calling for a substantial reduction of United States forces

permanently stationed in Europe had obtained.the signatures of 50 co-sponsors.

See Appendix F.

The Nixon administration shares the view 
that European allies should

shoulder more of their owri defense, as has been shown in extracts from

the President's reports on foreign policy to Congress 
(See above, p. 46.)

Since 1969, administration officials have emphasized to other NATO govern-

ments and in the North Atlantic Council the importance 
of enlarging the

European contribution.

E. New Furonean Programs

As a result, there has been some increase in European 
programs

for defense -- programs aimed primarily at improving the quality of NATO

equipment and infrastructure. In 1970, a program was adopted by the ten

1/

European members who compose the so-called Eurogroup for additional
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European expenditures of $200 million per year for five years. Secre-

tary of Defense Laird described this program as follows:

"Ten European nations agreed. among themselves to
-rovide almost a billion dollars 'of additional expenditures

over the next five years, divided about equally between im-

provement to their own forces and contributions to an addi-

tional infrastructure program for better communications and

aircraft shelters. This is the most tangible evidence yet

of European recognition that Europe

must do more in its own behalf, and is also the first purely

European endeavor of such importance in which the United States

has played no direct role."1/

. The Annual Defense Department Report FY 1973 added that a large number

of the aircraft shelters will be for U.S. aircraft but at about 
30 percent

of the cost in military construction funds since there will be about 70
2/

percent recoupment from EDIP (European Defense Improvement Program) 
funds.

In December 1971, the Eurogroup announced an even more extensive pro-

gram, which would result in a total planned increase for 1972 of "well

over one billion dollars." The program will concentrate on tanks, heavy

artillery, anti-tank weapons, combat vehicles, destroyers, submarines,
3/

helicopters, combat and transport aircraft and anti-aircraft guns. These

programs will result in an increase in the defense budgets of most NATO

members but it has not yet been calculated how much these supplementary con-r

tributions will do to keep ahead of the increase in defense costs caused

by inflation and the rising prices of up-to-date equipment.

Welcome as the European contributions are, they do not solve one of

the questions which is being discussed in Congress and in the country.

Will the United States reduce its defense budget by withdrawing troops

from Europe? At a time when the United States faces so many urgent domestic

1/ Hearings on Military Posture, op. cit., p. 2345.

2/ Annual Defense Department Report FY 1793, op. cit., p. 109.

Press release, Eurogroup, Ministerial Meeting, Brussels, December 7,

1971.
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problems such as poverty, slum clearance, prevention of crime, en-

vironmental protection, and in addition the ever mounting costs of

sop c w sts.NATO contribution at the pre-

ophisticated weapons 
, w.ll-it keep -

sent level?

E. Possibilities for Reductions

The discussion on NATQ in recent years has indicated that

there are three ways in which the 
United States contribution could

theoretically be reduced.

1. Streamlining and Restructuring

The United States, at least theoretically, could stream-

line its force structure in such 
a way that its military and deterrent

effectiveness would not be reduced. It could eliminate fat, and

equip its forces with new weapons 
requiring less manpower and more 

rele-

vant to the present nature of the 
threat. It could strive to alter the

disposition of its troops so that 
fewer troops contributed as much, 

or

possibly more, to the defense capabilities in the forward area than

United States troops now do in their 
present positions

a. Streamlining

As we have seen, the United States has cut its troop

strength in Europe by almost a third since 
1962. Troops added during the

Berlin crisis on an emergency basis were 
called home. Troops withdrawn

from France at de Gaulle's behest 
were not relocated in Europe. Low

priority functions were eliminated; units and 
functions outside the

divisional combat area support commands 
were reduced or dropped and

ii
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headquarters consolidated (e.g., Seventh Army 
headquarters and U.S.

Headquarters, Europe). The Defense Department retrenchment programs

since 1966 have been described as follows:

.. Three major efforts to reduce duplication and

eliminate marginally useful units and installations have

been made in the past four years. The first, in 1966-67,

was accomplished as part of the operation to relocate 
forces

from France (FRELOC); the second, in 1968-69, was specifically

aimed at cost economies in Europe and only concomitantly at

force reductions (REDCOSTE), and the third, in 1970 set speci-

fic targets for expenditure reductions in fiscal 1970 (Project

703)."

The relocation of two thirds of a division (35,000 men) from Germany to

Fort Riley, Kansas, was part of the cost reduction 
exercise.

Possibilities for further reductions of this sort should 
be carefully

examined. For example, would there be any room for the consolidation of

naval headquarters in London and Naples by the transfer of the major part

of the London operations to Naples? However, it seems likely that in view

of the programs of the last four years that the possibilities 
.for large-

scale savings along these lines are not great.

1/ U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit., p. 108. Reductions proposed-by

Secretary of Defense Clifford as part of the REDCOSTE exercise

in 1968-69 were postponed by the Nixon administration 
"in. the light

of-what happened in Europe, that is, Czechoslovakia." Testimony of

General Burchinal, Hearings before the Subcommittee 
on United States

Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad 
of the Committee on

Foreign Relations, 91st Congress, vol. II, p. 2067. In questioning

General Burchinal, Mr. Roland Paul referred 
to an article in the

New York Times in January 1969, by William 
Beecher, which stated

that "a program was devised toward the 
end of the Johnson adminis-

tration originally providing for a 35,000 
or 40,000 cut in our

forces in Europe and a resulting savings 
of $100 million in over-

seas expenditures. However, at the outset of the Nixon administra-

tion, there was a reclama by the military against this program.

Ibid., p.. 2067.
2j U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit., p. 108.

I
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The possibility has also been raised of reducing the number of

support troops in Europe.

In his Congressional testimony regarding the Defense Department

budget request for FY 1972, General Westmoreland said: "Over the years,

the level of our support forces and the number, of German employees have

declined. More and more of our soldiers "in combat units have been

diverted to essentially non-military duties -- tending furnaces, maintain-

ing facilities, a=d performing other housekeeping duties."

o / Hearings on Military Posture, op. cit., Part 1, p. 2719. A descrip-

tion of the composition of the four and one-third divisions in the

Seventh Army in Germany, given by Edward L. King, Retired Colonel,

U.S. Army, before the Joint Economic Committee, Subcommittee on

Lill International Exchange and Payments on June 21, 1971, emphasized

ully how many men were supporting combat troops. Mr. IKing said in part:c
of "In Central Europe ... are four and one-third Army divisions. Each

of these Army divisions at full strength contains around 16,000

. soldiers. The divisions in Europe have seldom, if ever,.been at

more than 90 percent of full combat strength. According to the

view Department of Defense these divisions at full strength 
are author-

ized 64.6 thousand soldiers. But since the four and one-third

divisions have been reported by the Department 
of Defense to be at

only 90 percent of full strength they do not have more 
than 59,000

soldiers assigned to them, To support these four and one-third

divisions under present planning and Army Tables of 
Organization,

the Department of Defense has indicated that there are in Europe an

additional four. and one-third initial support increments 
(ISI) of

16,000 men each and two and one-third sustaining support increments

ght (SSI) ,f 16,000 men each. The Department of Defense has also

of stated that there are 88.1 thousand men in these ISI and SSI units

rates (at full strength they should contain about 97.2 thousand soldiers).

The commander of the U.S. Seventh Army in Europe has stated that

ing he has 170,000 military personnel assigned to that army. This means

that there are at least an additional 22,900 soldiers assigned to

the Seventh Army but not serving in the understrength four and one-

third divisions or their- sustaining forces. The majority of the

soldiers serving in the ISI and SSI do not fight; their principal

mission is maintenance, repair and supply. And within each of the

ra- four and one-third divisions there are an additional 8,000 or 
so

soldiers who also do not fight and are involved 
in similar command

or support duties. Broken down to basic combat terms this means

that out of 4,000 (16,000 in the division plus 32,000 sustaining

it) soldiers required to put a present day U.S. Army division'into

the field less than 9,000 finally deliver fire on the enemy

'
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The Department of Defense Military Manpower Requirements Report

for FY 1973 showed the following division between combat forces and

support forces for the total authorized army strength for troops assigned

to Europe.

Combat Forces

4h1/3 Divisions 
65,000

2 Armored Cavalry Regiments 3,000
Berlin Brigade 13,000
Other Combat Units 15,000
Missile Forces

Total Men in Combat Units 106,00

Support Forces

Units Supporting Divisions 
71,000

Strategic Communications,1000
Intelligence, and Security

DOD/Joint Activities, Free

World and Other Services 11,000
Support, and Others

Total Authorized Army Strength 
199,000

:.._ Ad thetwo and one-third SSI

in defense of our national security. Andtheoto rations for the

elements now in Europe are not performing suppot 
oeration -

divisions. These elements are performing peacetime housekeeping

functions such as base operations, repair, maintenance "and utilities,

and the operation of services for the nearly 200,000 
dependent popula-

tion in Germany with our soldiers..." Congressional Record, daily

edition, July 10, 1971, p. S10322. In Congressional testimony in

January 1970, General Polk, Commander-in-Chief, United States Army

in Europe, answered a questionwhether a cut of 35,000 men would 
be

justified as follows: "There are some circlesthat say I have uld
'big fat logistics base, and that this 'big fat logistics base' could

be cut further. It is true we have some oistitroothat we could send

send home, but it would cost more money todo tha.. i.w lnend

additional truck companies back home and go commercial line haulot
But when you look at the budget and what they give me, this is t

a very smart thing to .do in terms of cost. The same thing is true

of our construction battalions. I am speaking now of unitsthatare
not NATO committed.... they permit construction with skilled American

troops, so we are not required to contract with 
local Germans who

would earn much more money for their economy. t.

1/ Hearings on Military Posture and H.R. 12604, 
op. cit., p. 12012.
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The question of the most efficient 
use of military manpower has

been the subject of a resolution adopted by the General Assembly of the

North Atlantic Assembly, which 
Senator Kennedy introduced into 

the Con-

gressional Record of November 
23, 1971. The resolution recommended 

to

the Defense Planning Committee of 
NATO that:

(a) it should undertake a review of 
the organizational

structure of the member nation forces 
assigned to NATO,

paying particular attention to 
the ratio of combat to

support troops and to the numbers and roles of headquarters. nt nrlto otefre hycmad

units in relation to the forces 
they command.

(b) it should recommend possible steps each 
nation might

take to reorganize its forces in order to achieve an improved

capability for the defense of 
Europe

(c) it should report on the results 
of allocating [sic] NATO

Headquarters and SHAPE in the Brussels area 
and, according to 1

its findings, recommend next steps to improve their efficiency.

In connection with the possibility of 
reducing the number of support

troops a German military expert 
(Theodor. Sommer, chief of the Planning

Staff of the German Ministry of 
Defense) suggested reducing American 

war

supplies on the continent from 
the 60-to-90-day stockpile presently

maintained to the level of the 
30-day stockpiling of theEuropeans. 

How-

ever, the Americans, unlike 
the Europeans, could not be 

rapidly reinforced

so that such a decision might leave 
"substantial American forces in a 

high-

21
ly vulnerable military position."

The question of improved non-nuclear 
weapons which would increase 

the

mobility of NATO troops is of interest to European members, as shown by

their stepped-up defense programs in the past two years. This development

11 Congressional Record, November 23, 1971h 
p.,S19513.

Theodor Sommer, Detente and Security 
.The Options, Adelphi papers,

No. 70, Europe and American in the Seventies, op. cit., p.5

Troops in Europe, op. cit., p. 72.
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may have a bearing on the evolution of tactics.

b. A Restructuring PossibilitY

There has also been some discussion.of redeployment

of NATO forces because present deployments 
are based on the old allied.

zones of occupation. One far-reaching possibility has been outlined 
by

Timothy Stanley as follows:

One way would be to redistribute NATO resources among 
the

four separate elements of ground forces. 
These elements consist

- of. (1) forward-defense units, whose screening 
and covering function

helps identify an attack and compels 
an enemy to mass his forces;

(2) main maneuver forces, which now 
man NATO's primarily defense

lines; (3) initial or "rapid" augmentation forces, consisting of

American and British dual-based units, 
French forces (at least on

a contingency basis), German territorials, 
and Dutch ready reserve

units, and (4) longer-term augmentation forces -- both from European

reserves and from the so-called strategic 
reserve forces of the

United States -- composed of active and reserve personnel.

The present NATO posture understandably 
concentrates on the

second of these elements -- the active M-day forces located in

Central Europe. But if the goal is a posture that will 
be politi-

cally sustainable throughout the 1970's 
in a climate of low threat

perception (and high interest 
in detente), then it might be 

possi-

ble to maintain an equally credible deterrent 
force -- with a good

capability for coping with the 
smaller (and less unlikely) contin-

gencies -- by a somewhat different distribution 
of these elements.

For example, instead of being deployed 
for linear defense as

they are at present, the main maneuver forces could be 
organized

into task forces for defense in depth, so that they could 
counter-

attack any penetration of the forward defense. 
These maneuvering

units might consist of a smaller number of higher quality armored

and mechanized divisions -- say, two German corps of three divisions

each, one Benelux corps, one British corps 
(including a Canadian

contribution), and one American corps -- which could serve as e

Supreme Allied Commander's theater reserve and be employed wherever
the need was most critical. One of the three American divisions

making up this corps might become air 
mobile, once that capability

was no longer needed in Vietnam.
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This restructuring of the main maneuver forces would 
free

some resources to improve the specialized forward-defense 
units.

These could be designed specifically for that role 
and armed with

antitank weapons, but not with heavy (and expensive) armor and

mobility. Roughly 100 battalion-sized groups of about 1,000 men

each, mostly from the Bundeswehr, might man such a forward defense

network, with some nuclear support detachments and with substantial

allied liaison elements, including American and other armored cavalry

forces as the link to the main maneuver forces.

The defense potential of this network could be supplemented

by defended barriers and pre-emplaced demolition where 
terrain per-.

mitted. And the active-duty groups could be strengthened by 
an or-

ganized militia, drawn from the special local 
area involved....

This posture would assure that any aggression would meet 
an immediate

response without either emphasizing or eliminating 
tactical options.

"Against the contingency of a massive build-up 
on the other

side, better organization and additional resources could also be put

into the third element of reserves, with a view to making them 
more

"ready" as well as building them into longer-term augmentation forces.

In such a revised force structure, the United States 
might be expected

to maintain an 'army' consisting of one high-quality active-duty 
corps

and one 'Cadre' corps designed to maintain prepositioned equipment

for men to be flown from the United States in the event of crisis.

Thus three-divisions would be deployed in the United States, plus

the cadre and their supporting units in Europe; this 
would mean that

a division slice of 30,000 to 40,000 men could be withdrawn from the

present U.S. forces in Europe. Under this concept, the forces with-

drawn would have to be maintained at full readiness 
in the United States,

unless one of the strategic reserve divisions were to 
be shifted from

an active to a reserve status. On the other hand, the allies, es-

pecially the Germans, could pay a much larger 
share of the logistic

and maintenance costs for the cadre corps, thus easing 
the balance-of-

payments cost .to the United States._j

A proposal for saving money made by those who concentrate on the pro-

ems of the North Central front -- the area at which the Soviet attack on

Europe is most likely to. occur -- involves the deactivation of one of the

carrier task forces assigned to the Second Fleet 
in the Atlantic and/or the

Ibid., pp. 74-75

F.

.
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Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, at a savings of about one billion

dollars. However, to consider the problem only from the 
angle of the

North Central front is to take a narrow 
view. The United States has an

interest in preserving stability in the 
Eastern Mediterranean,. the integ-

rity of Israel and access to the 
oil reserves of. the Middle East and

Africa. In summing.up his analysis of the question 
of making unilateral

cuts, Stanley concluded:

.the best answer, if unilateral cuts in U.S. forces must

eventually be made, might be to make 
any naval adjustments that

prove feasible and then move 
toward a. balanced -- though not

unnecessarily equal -- reduction across the board. Given then

desirability of reducing combat forces, these reductions might

have to be concentratedu ithe ad isitrtiv ande spt areal
h v to b co c n r t d i th ad i i t a i e a d s p o t a e l Since the potential reduction is this area is at best' fairly small,

one might assemble a package of across-the-board 
cuts.of up to 5

percent or possibly (by reducing manning levels) a maximum 
off 10

percent, which would concentrate on the support 
and back-up area

ffor the three services and affect initial 
combat potential only

marginally."2/

.2. European Replacements?

Another theoretical possibility'would be for the United*-

States to work out arrangements with 
its allies whereby European troops

would replace American troops as they were withdrawn.

In practice it seems unlikely that European allies would replace

American troops. The country best equipped to do so by size, resources

and location is West Germany. But there are political and legal restrain'

on her increasing the size of her 
armed forces.

Under the terms of Protocol II to the Brussels 
Treaty (included in

Paris Agreements of October 23, 
1954, which set the terms for West German
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entry into NATO), twelve divisions is the ceiling fixed for the German

contribution to NATO forces. The unanimous consent of France, Great

Britain, Italy, and the Benelux countries (expressed either 
in the Council

of the Western Eruopean Union or the North 
Atlantic Council) Is required

to raise this ceiling (article 
3 of Protocol II)

The provision requiring unanimous approval for an increase in troop

levels above a preiouslY fixed ceiling (which also applied 
to the other

WEU members) had been included 
as a means of restraining 

the growth of

the German army. There was at that time -- .and still is -- alarm at the

thought of a large German military establishment both in the minds of

Germany's European neighbors and of people in Eastern Europe and the

Soviet Union. (The Paris Agreements also contained other arms control

elements designed to reassure the Soviet Union and Germany's West European

neighbors.) Thus an increase in the 
German.troop contribution 

to make up

for United States withdrawals would .still be viewed, both-in other Western

European countries and in Moscow as highly destabilizing.

Other countries are not likely to help. Britain has a volunteer army

for which the government 
is counting on qualified professionals rather

than numbers. The Ministry of Defense expects 
to reduce the British army

from 372,100 in 1972 to 363,800 in 1973. French forces are not committed

to SACEUR. The smaller countries are, subject to political pressure 
to
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make additional cuts in their armed forces.

Moreover many Europeans would probably interpret large-scale troop

reductions by the United States in one, -- or both - of two ways: (l)

as indicating that the United States blieved that the Soviet threat had

diminished to such an extent that NATO could safely drop its guard: or

(2) as indicating that the United States was going isolationist. Given

their indoctrination in the strategy of flexible response, they might

interpret a substantial United States withdrawal as discrediting the

United States nuclear guarantee, which they consider the essential fac-

tor in their security. (They would probably doubt that Americans really

believed that a high nuclear threshold, on which American strategy. places

such emphasis, could be maintained if a large number of United States

troops were withdrawn unilaterally.) Thus some believe that United States

withdrawals would strengthen the hands of persons anxious to cut defense

spending. Such a reaction would not be surprising on the part of' a group

of middle-sized and small states which do not yet have an effective

collective security system of their own and look to the United States for

leadership in the defense field.

3. Deactivation of Forces Withdrawn

If troops withdrawn from Europe were relocated in the

United States and earmarked for service in Europe if needed, there would

be no budgetary saving. Significant savings would occur only if the

troops were disbanded. This is shown by the following table, prepared

by Brookings Institution expert Edward R. Fried.

i
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Estimated Costs and Savings in Redeploying a Division

from Europe and Dual Basing It in the Un ited States

Millions of dollars-Annual One-time Ana
cost (+) or, cost (+) or

saving (-) saving (-)

Calculations and options

Initial calculationsa+30
Movement to United States 45

Reduced need for change of station moves +25
Employing U.S. instead of foreign civilians 

+25

Reduced pipeline and storage costs +30 -5
Closing facilities in Europe +10 -5

Providing facilities in United States +60 -40
Net cost or saving +70

Option 1: All equipment except aircraft 
preposi-

tioned in Europe; no additional airlift required +40
Maintenance cost for equipment in Europe

Equipment purchased in United States to replace +300
prepositioned equipment 

in Europe

Option 2: No equipment prepositioned in 
Europe;

additional airlift required

Cost of capacity to airlift division and equip-

ment: By M+30(24 C-5As) +600 +340

By M+15 (56 C-5As)

Option 3: No equipment prepositioned in Europe;

return by M+90 with existing airlift 
and sea-

lift +70 -40
Net cost or saving

Sources: Estimates based on data appearing in the testimony of General

Earle G. Wheeler in Department of. Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year

1969, Hearings before the Senate'Committee on Appropriations, 9 Cg

sess. (1968), Pt. 5, pp. 2669-7.; Military Construction Appropriations

for 1970, Pt.-2: Department of the Air Force and 
Department of the Army,

Hearings before a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations,

91 Cong. 1l sess. (1969), Pt. 2, pp. 279-80; Department of the Air Force,

and testimony of Lieutenant General Gerc ge S.A Bolatin Mtaryus Airlit,

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Military Airlift of the House 
Committee

on Armed Services, 91 Cong. 2 sess. (1970), p. 6664.

_ a. These calculations are based on the redeployment 
of only one division.

Redeployment of additional divisions could more than proportionately increase-

costs, largely because of the need. to 
cope with greater transportationbote~

necks atnthe terminals as the load increased. U.S. Troops in Europe, op.

cit., p. 115.

i
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significant savings occur--the location of the remaining forces is

largely a matter of foreign policy, strategy, and likely area of em-

ployment, not cost. Thus there seems to be no reason why the newly

affluent European nations should not pay the relatively small differ-

ence it costs to keep U.S. forces in Europe.

............."
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The deactivation of the forces in the United States would 
involve a

review of the balance of forces of the 
United States and its allies and

those of its potential enemies, together with an estimate of current 
threats

throughout the world. An important element in such a review would, of course,

be a comparison of the strategic nuclear weapon strengths of the two super-

powers. (This in turn might be significantly affected by the outcome of the

SALT talks). This subject lies outside the scope of 
the present study, but it

is likely that the balance of forces 
in Europe will be critically influenced

by what happens in this broader 
context.

F. Position of the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services

In its report ,on authorizing appropriations', for' fiscal year 1973

for military procurement and other purposes 
the Committee on Armed Services

of the Senate made the following statement regarding 
NATO military

manpower:

A good case can be made for new initiatives by the Executive

Branch with regard to military manpower levels in Europe. In par-
ticular, two approaches to the problem merit attention: 

(1) increased

contributions from our European allies 
through offset or similar agree-

ments and (2) replacement of some U.S. support troops in Europe wi

* host country nationals.
A comparatively small level of additional 

contributions from our

Allies could offset both the balance of payments and the ihcremental

costs of keeping our troops in Europe. These contributions would

probably not need to be large compared to the overall cost of military

forces: our net Balance of Payments deficits resulting from troops.

in Europe have varied between $100 million and $800 million for the.

last five years, excepting FY 1970 when they reached $1.14 billion.

It is generally agreed that, in absolute terms, it costs only about

10% per year morehto keep agiven;U.S. soldier in Europe than to

maintain him in the United States; and that these 
slight increments

in annual cost must be balanced aainst the significant one-time costs

of returning forces to the United States.
it aionly when manpower is qut out of the Armed Forces that
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The committee understands fully the diverse diplomatic and

strategic implications associated with reducing 
our combat forces

in ATO Thse onsdertios, oweerdo not preclude reductions
in general support forces. The FY 1973 budget provides for 319,000

military personnel in Europe. 
Of these, one out of every six (about

55,000) is performing general support duties. These are primarily

in base operations and headquarters. While, U.S. combat presence
in bse pertios ad hadqartrs.re f ficint ean ofsupport-

in NATO continues to be necessary, moe ei n positions now being

ing those combat forces needs tobe found. Many ost ownbry

filled by military personnel might be takenT or rbyhost c t r

nationals without loss of effectiveness. This should be particularly

true for base housekeeping functions. 
The Department of Defense

should review this possibility and include 
the results of such review

in next year's Military Manpower Requirements 
Report. 1/

Senator McGovern's views are summarized 
on pp. 47-8 and set

forth a greater length in Appendix 
I.

11 Report[To accompany H.R. 15495) Authorizing Appropriations for Fiscal

Year 1973 for Military Procurement, Research and Development, Con-

struction Authorization for the Safeguard A4M, 
and Active Duty and

Selected Reserve Strength, and for Other Purposes, July 14, 
1972,

92nd Congress, 2d. Session, Senate Report No..92-962, Washington,

U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1972, pp. 138-9.
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V. ISSUE$

Since the mid-1960's NATO's relevance has come under close

examination. Especially in the past several years,.spiralling defense,

costs and a growing foreign exchange deficit have added to the intensity

of debate on American NATO policy. Discussion has often been far-ranging

and has touched on political as well as military matters but it has

centered more and more on the possibilities for withdrawing American

troops from Europe.

In the following section the majr issues affecting NATO which

emerged in the course of debate will be stated briefly and the pro and

con arguments summarized without comment. These arguments are intended

to illustrate general positions but.the language used has been based

wherever possible upon specific statements which have been identified

in the footnotes.

A. Should the United States Troops in Europe Remain at the Present

Level?

Pro

1. Although "a major war is unlikely" in the "foreseeable

future", Europe is "still prone to crises as long as

East-West political issues are unresolved." The

"confrontation of opposing forces" raises "a risk of

conflict unless NATO' s forces are.clearly sufficient to

deter and defend." "War in Europe could result from such
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events as a miscalculation over Berlin, an uprising in

some Eastern European country, or even a Middle East crisis.

2. "We do not remain in Western Europe solely because we wish

to help our European allies and contribute to their defense.

We are there because it is in our national interest to be

there, because we have pursued a foreign policy and a defense

policy that holds that it is far more desirable for us to

maintain our defense perimeter as far from our shores as

possible and as close to any potential enemy's. shores, as

a!
possible. "

3. "...our force level is essential for the support of the

agreed NATO defense strategy that maintains NATO cohesion a

and the stable balance in contemporary conditions.

4. The Warsaw Pact can"mobilize its reserves and reinforce

more rapidly than NATO." It has a marginal advantage in

numbers which -could be substantially increased by a

United States withdrawal. Moreover, it is constantly

increasing the capabilities of its forces.

5. Without substantial American troops NATO countries 
"would

lose confidence in the very possibility of West European

defense, Atlantic cohesion would weaken, our allies would

Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971,

p. 5 7222.
92 Senator Tower, Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. S 19494.

/ U.S. Foreign Policy, op. cit., p. 44.

fJ Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7223.

3
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feel themselves increasingly alone. In the shadow

of Soviet power, Western Europe would be drawn, against

its will, away from its alliancee ties"

6. wIf the thitedSkates did not carry out its crucial share of

the common burden, there would be no. prospect of our allies

making up the difference." "The bulk of any substantial reduc-

tion would have to be made up by West Germany... But the

German people do not relish an enlargement of their country.

military establishment. Nor certainly does a Soviet Union,

still highly emotional about its 20 million World War 
II

dead and enormously sensitive on the subject of German

'revanchism. '...any insignificant rise in the German

defense effort could thus destroy Chancellor Brandt's

constructive efforts to improve relations with the Federal

Republic's Eastern neighbors.

7. If the United States withdrew a significant number of troops,

"other NATO members might be tempted to follow suit 
and cut

forces further."

Foreign Policy, op. cit., p. 44.
~/ Ibid., p. 44.

Address by Hon. Elliot L. Richardson, Under Secretary of State, before

the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, Chicago, Ill., Congressional

Record, January 24, 1970, p. S 494.
Richardson, op. cit., p. S 493.
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8. "Recently completed NA 0 and United States studies of

NATO defense made it clear that a conventional defense

against the Warsaw Pact is within 
NATO's grasp if force

levels are maintained xid qualitative improvements made."

9. "..a major reduction could cause a significant shift in

the European balance of power. In strategic terms the

NATO alliance would have no alternative but to abandon

flexible response."

10. "Every study the U.S. government and the NATO Military

Authorities have made has concluded that substantial

front-line forces hastily returned to Europe in time of crisis

would not be as effective, or able to survive the battle,

as would forces already in place.")/ "Although 
rapid de

ployment of limited forces is feasible, large-scale efforts

of this sort expose forces, to hazards and potential con-

fusion."

11. "A major United States reduction would call .in question

the reliability of the United States as an ally and gravely

affect our interests in a number of related areas."

"If confidence is eroded, a rapid deterioration can occur--

a deterioration not unlike that which can send 
prices on

the stock market plumm ting."

Department of State Memorandum'of May 13, 1971, entitled, The Eurodollar

Crisis and U.S. Forces, Item 17., p. 7.

2 Senator Stennis, Congressional'Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7223.

/ Department of State Memorandum of May 13, 1971.

J Richardson, op. cit., p. S 494
Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7223.

6] Richardson, op. cit., p. S 493.
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12. "If NATO did not survive there would be no framework

for an appropriate d acceptable West German defense

effort, and it would be isolated.

13. No sudden unilateral withdrawal should take 
place.".. .to

have an orderly and effective withdrawal which is safe for

us and for others, there ought to be negotiations, some

attempt at an understanding. Then, if that fails,notice

can be given of the beginning of a withdrawal, say 12

months from the time of that notice. Then start on a

modest basis and progressively move forward."

Con

1. It is hard to believe that "the 250 million people 
in

Western Europe, with tremendous industrial resources 
and

long military experience, are unable to organize an

effective military coalition .to defend themselves against

200 million Russians, who are contending at the same time

with 800 million Chinese, but must continue after 20 years

to depend on 200 Million Americans.

2. "...relations between all the NATO countries and the Soviet

Union are excellent -- first rate. Trade is good in the

Eastern European countries. . .. our trade amounts to $300
Europe

million and that .of Westerr/amounts to $3 billion. Their

/ Department of State Memorandum of May 13, 1971, Item .17, , p 7

2, a Senator Stennis, Congression41 Record, November 23, 1971.

/ Senator Mansfield, Congressifnal Record, January 24, 1970, p. S 43-3-

I
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trade with the Soviet Union is in excellent shape."

"It is difficult to find people in Western Europe who

believe that attacks from the East are within the realm of

likelihood.

3 "The Russians have to station their forces on the territories

of their allies -- Czechoslovakia and Poland particularly -

in order to keep those countries within the Soviet sphere."

4. Since the danger of armed conflict in Europe is diminishing,

America's military role in Europe can be performed with

substantially reduced forces. Although our vital interest

in what transpires in Europe remains and an American presence

should remain, this can be done with a smaller military

force. "...a 50,000 man reduction should not 
be seen as a

reduction in the United States commitment. 
" There is no

suggestion "that U.S. forces be completely withdrawn from

Europe."

5 "Without a massive build-up of troops, well beyond the scale

of the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the 300,000 Russians in

Central Europe could hardly expect an 
easy conventional

victory over a West German army of 328,000 backed up by the

large military forces in Britain and France."

Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7217.

2 Senator Symington, Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. 5 19497-
Senator Aiken, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, S 7215.

Senator Kennedy, Corngressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. 5 19511-12.

Senator Mansfield, ibid., p. S 19499.

6 David Calleo, The Atlantic Fantasy: The U.S., NATO, and Europe,

Washington Center of Foreign Policy Research, School of Advanced

International Studies, The Johns Hopkins 
University, Baltimore and

London, The Johns Hopkins Press, 1970, p. 125.

77 7
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6. "Reducing our troop strength there Lin Europe could only

make the obvious more plain, that Russia must use force

to keep its allies in line."

7. "...any troop movement from Russia that could affect this

balance he present, balance of European force] would take

several weeks to complete, and be clearly visible almost from

the start. All the allies, the United States included, would

have ample time to react."

8. ".:..critics of current United States force levels in Europe7

take an essentially European view contending that war will

be avoided if the United States maintains a stable nuclear

balance and deterrent."

9. Western European countries are far less vulnerable to Soviet

pressures than in Stalin's time because they have regained

their internal political stability and economic strength.

10. "...the time /?or reduction.has now arrived. The Soviet

Union faces serious problems in Czechoslovakia and else-

where in Eastern Europe, " and "on the Chinese Soviet

border."

Senator Aiken, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7215"

Calleo, op. cit., p. 125.

2 U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit., p. 10.
Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, January 24, 1970,. p. S 1496.
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11. The argument that United States troops are needed to

exercise a restraining influence on Germany is based on

"pure speculation. " "Not only does it ignore the fact

that Bonn has shown'fno stomach for substantial enlargement

of its military forces, but it also denies the growing

role of West Germany in the Common Market, its desire to

retain its strong ties to the West as well as .its

eagerness for trade with the East."

12. "A division of highly trained 'fighting men who have been sent

abroad and have as their main occupation worthless, make-work

tasks, are going to suffer discontent, disharmony, drug

addiction, and -all the rest of the maladies that plague

troops in such outrageous circumstances...because of the

decrease in morale of our American military personnel" it is

"imperative to make an effort to achieve a reduction of

American military personnel in Europe.~

13. A "50,000 manreduction, when combined with reductions in

the number of generals, a reduction in the numbers of

support troops and a reduction in the numbers of headquarters,

can occur without reducing significantly our combat capability.

V .Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. S 1949C

Senator Mansfield, ibid., p. S 19496.

Senator Kennedy, ibid., p. S 19513.
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B. Are Su.bstantial United States Troops Needed in Western Europe

to I4aintain a High Nuclear Threshold?

Pro

"...major unilateral reductions by the United States

would upset the balance of conventional 
forces in Central

Europe and leave no option in a crisis between capitulation

or immediate resort to nuclear weapons."

2. If many United States troops leave "we would deny ourselves

the non-nuclear 'breathing space' to initiate discussions

with the other side in the case of 
non-nuclear attack.

This is of vital concern when United States and Soviet

tactical and strategic weapons are 
roughly in balance.'"

3. "SACEUR has said that tl e conventional forces now at his

disposal would only barely allow him to carry out the

flexible response strategy in case of non-nuclear attack."

4 "...we could never use just small tactical nuclear weapons

without setting off a big nuclear war.

5. "American forces should not be reduced to the role of

hostage, triggering automatic use of nuclear weapons, at

the very time when the strategic nuclear uation makes

such a strategy less and less plausible."

y

=.
:.

a

z.

U.S. Foreign Policy, op. cit., p.. 4-

/ Department of State Memorandum of May 13, 1971. Item , p. 2

31 Ibid., p. 2.. $17,..S71

SSenator Stennis, Congressional flecord, May 18, 1971. p. 5 722

U.S. Foreign Poliy, op. ci., p 4
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6. Neither Europeans nor Russians would be much impressed by a

symbolic American force" left behind after a major United

States withdrawal since the "Americans have rejected the

strategy of massive retaliation" and Europeans find a

"theater nuclear war unacceptable."

Con

"Critics of present United States Troop levels contend

that one half or less th current number of American

.,soldiers would serve to confirm" the "American commitment

to use nuclear weapons, if necessary in Western Europe's

defense." "Anyone who thought that we could stop the enemy

on the ground in Europe without utilizing nuclear weapons

was very wrong." Hence, the height of the nuclear threshold

is irrelevant.

3 "No technological or military reason prevents the Europeans,

in some confederal combination from mounting a deterrent

likely to convince the Soviets that the risk of invading

Western Europe was unacceptable, regardless of American

reactions."

Theodor Sommer, Detente and Security: The Options, Adelphi Papers,,

No. 70, Europe and America in the Seventies, 
London, Institute for.

Strategic Studies, November, -1970, p. 13.

~/U. S. Troops in Europe, op. cit.., p. 10.

See Senator Symington, quoting General MacArthur, Congressional Record,

I'ovember 23, 1971, p. S19494.

:

i

l

..yi

Calleo, op. cit., p.
W0,6-127.
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4. "Given the probability that a conventional attack would

be successfully contained 
with conventional, forces,..,

there is much to be said for an inspected free zone in

Central Europe, including both Germanys, Poland,

Czechoslovakia, and perhaps the rest of the Balkans."

C. Should the United States Cut its Troo s in Buaroe for Financial

and Domestic Reasons?

Pro

1. .. "If we are going to spend this money for the support

of troops in Europ] abroad for what, in effect, is tradition

with no true recognition 
of modernity in possible 

future

warfare, where are we going 
to get the badly needed money

for our schools, our cities, our rural areas with their'

serious problems?...The time 
has come when we must have 

some

priorities with respect to 
the way we are allocating 

our

steadily decreasing resources, 
else it should be clear to

everybody -- that the economy of the United States could

well be destroyed.

2. "In the last three decades 
the United States has been

heavily preoccupied with its 
role as the world's greatest

power, to the neglect of its societal responsibilities,

and at incalculable cost to 
our national security.'

0

C
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3. "- .the assignment of U. S. military forces in Germany

and Europe is a voracious consumer of United States re-

sources, a source. of inflation and, in present circumstances,

a factor in the reduction of the international strength of

the dollar."

4 The German Offset agreement "represents 
an obligation of

the United States which must be renewed or redeemed; 
the

interest will result .in some annual capital outflow and

the capital of the loan must be regarded as, eventually

a large item of outflow."

5. It is argued that "bringing back substantial troops from

Europe will not affect our defense budget because we

cannot reduce the men under arms. Bit it is also argued

that it is not possible to reduce the number of men under

arms because of the need to meet our NATO 
comitments. This

endless circle leading in the end to fiscal exhaustion must

be broken. "

2/ Senator Mansfield, -Congressional Record, January 24, 1970, p. S 496.

2/ Senator Mansfield, ibid., p. S 496.

Senator Mansfield, ibid., p.

S9.
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Con

:i. "It would be false economy and foolish policy" to under-

mine "support of the agreed defense policy that main-

tains our NATO cohesion and the stable 
military balance

in contemporary conditions."

2. ".,.we get far more return there. from the dollars we spend

in Europ .7 than any other military dollars that we spend."

3. Unless troops withdrawn from Europe are disbanded, their

withdrawal will produce no saving. "...We would incur very

substantial costs in moving units to bases in the United

States, maintaining sufficient mobility for us to allow

their rapid return and pre-positioning equipment in Europe

for their use. " "In Germany, the Federal Government makes

land, housing,' facilities and services available to our

forces at no costs, or at reduced costs. Duplicating such

facilities and support in the United States would 
involve

a heavy and continuing expense.. .

4. "Under no circumstances, if we withdrew all our troops

from Western Europe, could we dispense with all those men

and save all that money.

President Nixon!s Report of Feb. 9, 1972, op. cit., p. 44.

2/ Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7224.
Senator Stennis, ibid., p. " ' 4.

Richardson Speech, op. cit., p. S 493..

Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, May 2$, 1971, p. S 7224.
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5. "...the annual budget ry cost of maintaining U.S. military

forces and installations actually in European NATO countries

and the Mediterranean is approximately $3.0 billion. If

one adds the .cost of all United States general purpose

forces, wherever located, that are maintained primarily

for use in a European contingency, the figure is around $14

billion. The first figure is a fraction of 1% of the U.S.

Gross National Product. The other is between 1% and 2% of

our GNP... . Neither spells fiscal exhaustion."

6. "On the question of b ance of payments, the arrangement we

have with West Germany cancels out most of that negative

effect /arising from the stationing of troops in Europe

on our economy.

7. "...The presence of U.S. forces in Europe and the European'

perceptions of the financial problems which the United

States already faces in maintaining its European commitment

is already a major constraint upon latent 
European desires

to tamper with the dollar."

8. "With substantial reductions in United States forces in

Europe, it is likely that the Germans would reduce their

offset support for Americans, not increase it."

Department of State Memorandum of May 13, 1971, Item 17, p. 11.

d Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. S 19492.

J J Department of State Memorandum of May 13, 1971, p. 3.
J$enator Stennis, Com;ressionlal Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7224.

4
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D. Should European NATO Countries Carry a Larger Share of the Burden

of European Defense?

1. "There is not a NATO commander who represented us in

Europe who has said that our allies were doing their

share under the NATO agreement...our allies were 
not

complying with their agreement. The divisions that they

had agreed to furnish were not at hand in a combat-ready

condition."

2. "When they our European allie felt a little heat, when

they got in the kitchen, lo and behold, as they did last

year, they came up with $1 billion which they 
are. going

to spend to reinforce and strengthen NATO over the next

five years.

S3. "...it is now high time that the Congress go on record 
as

favoring a significant reduction in our military presence

in Europe ...if the Europeans prefer to have our police

forces there, they should take the responsibility for

their payment in the one clear and simple way 
open to

them, namely, by revaluing their currencies in'terms of

the dollar."

Senator Ellender, 'Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. S.19491

2/ Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7218

Senator Aiken, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7215.
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4. '"...the United States spent 7.8 percent of its gross

national produc farmore than any other NATO country."

5. ",..in many IATO counties that percentage Lthe percentage

of armed forces to men of military age7is not only below

the 8.7 percent found in the United States but also below

the 4 percent which applies to West Germany."

6. "...in all of the NATO countries that have compulsory

military service--except Greece, Portugal, and Turkey--

the period of service is shorter than 
it is in the United

States."

7. The West Germans should "meet their pre-determined NATO

commitments as we have met ours."

Con .

1. The European NATO countries should do more but they are

increasing their efforts. The $1 billion European

Defense Improvement Prgram "announced by our Allies in

December 1970 is being rapidly implemented... But the EDIP

is only a small part of the European contribution to the

Alliance. For the year 1972, almost all our allies are

planning increases in their defense budgets...the total

1 planned increase for 1972 is well over $1 billion, without

counting certain possible supplementary budget appropriations

Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p S 1495.

2 Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, January 4, 1970, p S 493.

Senator Mansfield, ibid., p. S5493.

J./ Senator Mansfield, ibid., p, S 493.
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to meet further rises in costs."

2. The European NATO members "are contributing something in

the neighborhood off 24 billion a year towards their

comon defense. They have a total of men under arms, in

round numbers, of about 2 million."

3. "--we spend 0.3 percent off our GNP on U.S. forces in

Europe..."

4 European countries do not think in terms of a two-ocean

defense and a one and one-half crisis strategy. They do

not maintain a massive strategic nuclear capability or

aspire to a global role as a superpower. They are a

collection of middle-sized and small countries and will

remain so until they become united politically. Their

per capita income is much lower than that of the United

States.

5, The European NATO members "generally do meet quantitative

force comitments. There is, however, a. need for qualitat-

ive improvements....In this regard we have recently noted

significant improvements in Allied efforts. For example,

the AlliesLn their current defense programsjare procuring

additional maj or equipment..."

1/ Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1973, op. cit., p. 110.~ itVY 22'Y1

~/ Senator Stennis, .Congressional Record, vay , u., .
S.Senator Stennis, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p.S 7224

* State Department Memorandum of May 13, 1971, Item 17, p. 9

01
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6. "The West Germans have 12 divisions heir NATO force goal].

Three of the divisions are short a. brigade each." They

are plannir "'shortly;. to activate and assign to NATO an

additional airborne igade and tank regiment."

(The most recent report is that the Germans are now at

the full 12 division level.)

E. Should NATO be Europeanized?

Pro

1. The West Europeans "have to decide how they will cope with

their own defenses... . We cannot make their decisions

for them, nor can we any longer afford to relieve them from

making a decision. This is why...it is time that Congress

went on record as favoring a significant reduction of our

troop strength in Europe."

2. "...the excessive deployment which has persisted" for a

decade "has not, only contributed to our economic difficulties

but has warped the character of the North Atlantic Alliance.

The continued over-emphasis on the military aspects of

NATO in the face of a declining need has brought into some

question the credibility of the United States commitment to

the peaceful development of Western Europe."

/ Ibid., p. 13.
2/ Senator Aiken, Congressional Record, May 18, 1974, p. S 7216.

Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, November 23, 1971, p. S 19499.
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"... substantial reduction of American forces would

help correct...a distorted relationship between Europe and

the United States.'t

3. "...By curtailing our responsibilities and tailoring our

actions more to the willingness of others to take more

responsibilities, we will prove the validity" of our

hopes for a united Europe.

4 "The commander-in-chief in NATO should not be an

American monopoly.

5 "...it is not a desirable situation for a foreign power

either in Eastern Europe or Western Europe to keep some-

where in the neighborhood of a million men in these two

camps a quarter of a century after the events which

initially put them there."

6. "...NATO's foundations were not shaken or loosened,

when de Gaulle withdrew France from NATO" or when "Trudeau

withdrew one-third of the Canadians assigned to NATO" or when

"Portugal sent some 60,000 men to Africa, " or by the

reduction of conscription by Denmark, Holland, Belgium,

and Germany and its abolition by the United Kingdom.

2/ Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, January 24, 1970, p. S 496.
j Senator Aiken, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7216.

Senator Mansfield, ibid., p. S;7217.
Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, January 24, 1970, p. S 496.
Senator Mansfield, Congressional Record, May 18, 1971, p. S 7217.
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7. "After long experience ith NATO and the Common Market,

the task of organizing a European command structure to

promote their effective Collaboration should li-e well

within the technical expertise of European bureaucrats."

Con-

o. "As Chancellor Brandt has pointed out emphatically on

several occasions, western cohesion underpinned by the

visible and substantial commitment of American power in

Europe is the essential condition that: makes efforts at

detente possible today. With East-West diplomacy more

complex and relationships more fluid than ever 
before in

20 years, unilateral withdrawals from Europe would under-

2a
- mine stability."

2. Unilateral troop withdrawals "would lessen 
both American

influence and European confidence at the very time the

Common Market is entering a decisive phase of 
negotiations

to expand its membership and is considering what its

economic outlook should be towards trade with the 
United

States and other countries."

Calleo, op. cit., p. 126.

2 U.S. Foreign Policy, op. cit., p. 45.

2' State Department Memorandum, May 13, 1971.
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/ Ibid. Item 17, p. 10

Ibid., p. 10. dIdry 9493.
JSenator IiMansfield, Congressional Record, January 24, 1970, p. S 493

i,-8

3 The natioEal states of Erope "have not achieved the political

unity that would permit harmonization of national wills and

pooling of defense e iforts into one defense establishment."

4 "The still separate national states .of Western Europe

share the Eurasian land mass with a nuclear superpower."

F Should the United States Make Un-lateral uts before the

Beginning of the M:F negotiations?

Pro

I.. "In fact, the Soviets may not be willing to reduce their

military presence in Eastern Europe ,no matter what the

United States does because the level of that presence may

well be dictated by political considerations within Eastern

Europe. On the other hand, if that is not so, then U, S.

reductions may be the most effective way to bring about

Soviet reductions because the Soviet Union could no longer

justify the presence of hundreds of thousands of Soviet

troops in Eastern Europe on the ground that there were

hundreds Qf thousands of American troops in Western Europe

0

I
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2. "Since the Soviets do have.a 
considerable independent

{ incentive to achieve force reductions of their own,

an American unilateral reduction would enhance, rather

than diminish, the prospects for eventual mutual troop1/

reductions by easing tensions, 
not aggravating them."

Con

1. "Maj or reductions would destroy any chance for serious

negotiations on mutual and balanced troop reductions.

2. ' We doubt that the presence of large U.S. forces in

Western Europe is very important to any USSR 'justification

for maintaining its own troops in Eastern Europe. Rather,

the Soviets will likely retain forces where needed to.

perpetuate their heg mony there" regardless of the

feelings of the inhabitants.

senatorr Mansfield, CongressiOi al Record, November 23, 1971, p. S 19496.

Department of State, Memorandum, May 13, 1971, Item 17, p.

3. 0.

9. 
1.
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Appendix A

The Vandenber Resolution

THE VANDENBERG RESOLUTION

Senahe Rcs.uion .39, 80th Congress, 2nd Session, 11 June, 1943

Whereas peace with justice and the defence of human rights and fundamental freedoms

require international co-operation through more effective use of the United Nations:
Therefore be it Resolved, That the Senate reaffirm the policy of the United States to

achieve international peace and security through the United Nations so that armed

force shall not be used except in the common interest, and that the President be

advised of the sense of The Senate that this Government, by constitutional process,

should particularly pursue the following objectives within the United Nations Charter:

1. Voluntary agreement to remove the veto from all questions involving pacific settle.

ments of international disputes and situations, and from the admission of new members.

2. Progressive development of regional and other collective arrangements for individ-

ual and collective self-defence in accordanc with the purposes, principles, and provis-

ions of the Charter.
3. Association of the United States, by constitutional process, with such regional and

other collective arrangements as are based on continuous and effective self-help and

mutual aid, and as affect its national security.

4. Contributing to the maintenance of peace by making clear its determination to

exercise the right of individual or collectiv self-defence under Article 51 should any
armed attack occur affecting its national security.

5. Maximum efforts to obtain agreements to provide the United Nations with armed

forces as provided by the Charter, and to obtain agreement among member nations

upon universal regulation and reduction of armaments under adequate and dependable
guranty against violation.
6. If necessary, after adequate effort towards strengthening the United Nations, review

of the Charter at an apppriate time by a General Conference called under Article 109

or by the General Assembly.

Source: NATO Facts and Figures, op. cit., p. 237.

II*
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Awcendix B

The North Atlantic Treaty

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

Signed at Washington April 4,1949

Senate advice and consent to ratification July 21, 1949

Ratified by the President of the United States July 25, 1949

Ratification of the United States deposited at Washington July 25,

1949
Entered into force August 24, 1949
Proclaimed by the. President of the United States August 24, 1949

Supplemented (to include Greece and Turkey) and amended (article

6) by protocol of October 17, 1951; supplemented (to include

Federal Republic of Germany) by protocol of October 23, 1954'

63 Stat. 2241; Treaties and Other
International Acts Series 1964

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and prin-

ciples of the Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in peace

with all pcoplcs and all governments.

They arc determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and

civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, indi-

vidual liberty and the rule of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defense and for the

preservation of peace and security.

They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty:

ARTICLE

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations,

to settle any international disputes in which they may be involved by peaceful

means in such a manner that international peace and security, and justice,

are not endangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the

threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the

United Nations.

3 UST 43; TIAS 2390.

' 6 UST 5707; TIAS 3428.

Source, Bevans, Charles I, Treaties and Other International Agreements

" e of the United States of America, 1776-1?9, Department of State Publi-

cation 8521, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1970, pp. 828-31.
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NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY-APRIL 4, 1949

ARTICLE 2

The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful

and friendly international relations by strengthening their free institutions,

by bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon which these

institutioins are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and well-

being. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic

policies and will encourage economic collaboration between any or all of

them.
ARTICLE 3

In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Par-

ties, separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help

and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their individual and collective

capacity to resist armed attack.
Awrn 4

'1lie TiPrties will consult togctlel:r-wheuve;sr, in the-opiuion of ,niy of them

the territorial integrity, political indepcudenc or security of any of the Parties

is threatened.
ARTICLE 5

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or'nore of them in

Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all;

and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of

them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defense recog-

nized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party

or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with

the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of

armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall

immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be

terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to

restore and maintain international peace and security.

ARTICLE 6

For the purpose of Article 5 an armed attack on one or more of the Parties

is deemed to include an armed attack on the territory of any of the Parties

in Europe or North America, on the Algerian departments of France, on

the occupation forces of any Party in Europe, on the islands under the juris-

diction of any Party in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer

or on the vessels or aircraft in this area *f any of the Parties.

For an amendment of art. 6, see protocol pf Oct. 17, 1951 (3 UST 43; TIAS 2390).
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MULTILATERAL AGREEMENTS 1946-1949

ARTICLE 7

This Treaty does not affect, 'aid shall not be interpreted as affecting, in

any way the rights and obligations under the Charter of the Parties which

are members of the United Nations, or the primary responsibility of the Se-

curity Council for the maintenance of international peace and security.

ARTICLE 8

Each Party declares that none of the international engagements now in

force bctwecn it and any other of the Parties or any third state is in conflict

with the provisions of this Treaty, and undertakes not to enter into any in-

ternational engagement in conflict with this Treaty.

ARTICI: 9

The Parties hereby establish a council, on which cach of them shall be

represented, to consider matters concerning the implementation of this

Treaty. The council shall be so organized as to be able to meet promptly at
any time. The council shall set up such subsidiary bodies as may be neces-

sary; in particular it shall establish immediately a defense committee which

shall recommend measures for the implementation of Articles 3 and 5.

ARTICLE 10

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European state

in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the

security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any state so in-

vited may become I party to the Treaty by depositing its instrument of ac-

cession with the Government of the United States of America. The Govern-

ment of the United States of America will inform each of the Parties of the

deposit of each such instrument of accession.

AITICLE 11

This Treaty shall be ratified and its provisions carried out by the Parties

in accordance with their respective constitutional processes. The instruments

of ratification shall be deposited as soon as possible with the Government of

the United States of America, which will notify all the other signatories of

each deposit. The Treaty shall enter into force between the states which have

ratified it as soon as the ratifications of the majority of the signatories, in-

cluding the ratifications of Belgim, Canada, France, Luxembourg, the

Netherlands, the United Kingdon and the United States, have been de-

posited and shall come into effect with respect to other states on the date of

the deposit of their ratifications.

0 0
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For the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg:

Jos. BECH
HUGUES LE GALLAIS

For the Kingdom of the Netherlands:
STIKXER
E. N. VAN KLEFVENS

For the Kingdom of Norway:
fIALVARD M. LANE
WXILUELM tUNTHEN MOROENSTIERNE

For Portugal:
Jos: CAE:Ro DA MATTA
PEDRO TIIEOTONIO PEREIRA

For the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland:

ERNEST BEVIN
OLIVERa FRANKS

For the United States of America:
DEAN AcREsoN

0
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NOR.TII ATLANTIC TREATY-APRIL 4, 1949

ARTICLE 12

After the Treaty has been in force for ten cars, or at any tirncthercafter,

the Parties shall; if any of them so requests, consult together for the purpose

of reviewing the Treaty, having regard for the factors then affecting peace

and security in the North Atlantic arca, including the dcvclopment of urn-

versal as well as regional arrangements under the Charter of the United

Nations for the maintenance of international peace and security.

ARTICLE 1

ftcr the Treaty has been in'force for twenty years, any Party may cease

to be a party one year after its notice of denunciation has been given to the

Government of the United States of America, which will inform the Gov-

ernments of the other Parties of the deposit of each notice of denunciation.

ARTICLE 14

This Treaty, of which the English and French texts are equally authentic,

shall be deposited.in the archives of the Government of the United States of

America. Duly certified copies thereof will be transmitted by that Govern-

ment to the Governments of the other signatories.

In witness whereof, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries have signed this

Treaty.
Done at Washington, the fourth day of April, 1949.

For the KcdomofBciium.:
P. H. Sp.A AK

SILVERCRUYS

For Canada:
LESTER B. PEARSON
H. H. Wao o

For the Kin:zdom of Denmark.:
Gcsr.w RASMUSSEN
HENRIK 1AUFFMANN

For France:
SCGUMAN
H. BoNNET

For Iceland:
BjonNi BENEDIKTSSON
THoa TxoRs

For Italy:
SFORZA
ALERTO TARCiIANI

I71a
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So the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Rea. 18). as amended, was agreed to.
. The preamble was agreed to.

The concurrent resolution as agreed
to is as follows:

Revolred, ete., That-
1. The Congress approves the action of the

President of the United States in cooperating
in the common defensive effort of the North
Atlantic Treaty nations by designating, at
their unanimous request. General of the
Anmy Dwight D. Eisenhower as Supreme
Allied Commander. Europe, and in placing
Armed Forces of the United States in Europe.
under his command;

2. It is the belief of the Congress that the
threat to the security of the Unite States
and our North Atlantic Treaty partners*
makes it necessary for the United States to
station abroad such units of our Armed
Forces as may be necessary and appropriate
to contribute our fair share of the forces
needed for the joint defense of the North
Atlantic area;

3. 'It is the sense of the Congress that the.
President of the United States as Commander
in Chief of the Armed Forces, before taking
action to send units of ground troops to.
Europe under article 3 of the North Atlantic
Treaty, should consult the Secretary of De-
sense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the:Senate.
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of .Representatives, and the Armed
Services Committees of the Senate tind the
House c Representatives. and that he should
likewise consult the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, E'nrope;

4. It is the sense of the Congress that be-
fore sending units of ground troops to Europe
under article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty.
the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall certify to the
Secretary of Defense that in their opinion
the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty are
giving. and have agreed to give, full, realistic
force and effect to the requirement of article
3 of said treaty that "by means of continuous
and effective self-help and mutual aid" they
will "maintain and develop their individual
and collective capacity to resist- armed at-

- tack," specifically' insofar as the creation o
combat units is concerned;

5. The . Congress herewith approves the.
understanding that the major contribution
to the ground forces under General Eisen-.
hower's command should be made by the
European members of the North Atlantic
Treaty, and that such units of the United
States ground forces as may be assigned to
the above command shall. be so assigned
only after the Joint Chiefs of Staff certify
to the Secretary of Defense that in their
opinion such assignment is a necessary step
in strengthening the security of the United
States; and the certified opinions referred
to in paragraphs 4 and 5 shall be transmitted
by the Secretary of Defense to the President
of the United States, and to the Senate Com
mittees on Foreign Relations and Armed'
Services, and to the House Committees on

- Foreign Affairs and Armed Services a soon
as they are received;

6. It is the sense of the Congress that, in
the interests of sound constitutional proc-
esses, and of national unity and understand
lng, congressional approval should be ob-
tained of any policy ru'quiring the alssign-
ment of American troops abroad when such
eseignment is in implementation of article 3
of the North Atlantic Treaty; and the Con-

IJ. a

r

cress hereby approves the parent plansof
the President and the Joint Chiefs of Stall
to send four ldditional divisinns of ground
forces to West'rn Europe. but it is the sense
of the Con.ress that no ground troops in
addition'to suci" four divisions should be
sent to Western Europe in implementation
of article III of the North Atlantic Treaty
without further congressional approval.

7. It is the sense of the Congress that the
President should submit to the Congress at
intervals of not more than 6 months re-
ports on the, implementation of the North
Atlantic Treaty. Including such Information
as may be made available for this purpose by
the-Supreme Allied Commander, Europe; -

8. It is the sense of the Congress that the
United States should seek to eliminate all
provisions of the existing treaty with Italy
which impose limitations upon the military
strength of Italy and prevent the perform-
ance by Italy of her obligations under the
North Atlantic Treaty to contribute to the
full extent of her capacity to the defense of
Western Europe-

9. It is the sense of the Congress that con-
sideration should be given to the revision
of plans for the defense of Europe as soon as
possible $o as to provide for utilization, on a
voluntary basis of the military and other re-
sources of Western Germany. Spain, Turkey,
-antd Greece, but not exclusive of the military
and. other resources of other nations.
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Appendix E

Statement by the President on United States Policy
respecting the Western European Union, March 10, 1955.

The member nations are seeking to make the
Atlantic alliance an endu iing association of free
peoples within which all members can concert
their efforts.toward peace, prosperity and free-
dom.. The success of that association will be de-
termined in large measure by the. degree of

practical cooperation realized among the Euro-
pean nations themselves. The Western European
Union and the related arrangements agreed upon

in Paris are designed to ensure this cooperation
and thereby to provide a durable basis for con-
solidating the Atlantic relationship as a whole.

It is my belief that the proposed arrangements
when effective:

U. S. Policy Declaration on
Western European Union

The White House announced on March 10 that,
the following message had been sent by President
Eisenhower to the Prime Ministers.of the seven
nations signatory to the protocols establishing the
Western European Union-Belgium, France, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom.

At the time when there was under consideration
the Treaty to establish a European Defense Com-
munity, I made a public announcement of certain
principles which would guide United States-
policies and actions with respect to Western
Europe in the event that Treaty should be rati-
fied.a Now, in substitution for that Community,
a plan has been evolved for a Western European
Union. Obviously that Union and related ar-
rangements signed at Paris on October 23, 1954.10
when brought into force, will serve the vital in-
terests not only of the members of the Union, but
of the peoples of the free world, including the
United States. The United States has twice been
drawn into wars which originated in Europe and
today it maintains forces there to help minimize=
the possibility of another war. It is in the interest
of the United States to help reduce such dangers.

To this end the United States committed itself
to the North Atlantic Treaty.. This Treaty is in
accordance with the basic security interests of the
United States, and the obligations which the
United States has assumed under the Treaty will
be honored-

*Ibi., Apr. 26,1954, 1). 10.
*Ibd., No. 15, 1954, p.71.

Will promote progress toward unity in West-
em Europe and draw together those whose past
differences have led to recurrent war and gravely
depleted Europe's human, material and moral
strength ;

Will restore sovereignty to the Federal Re-
public of Germany, a sovereignty which has now
been withheld for ten years, during which time
the Government and people of that Republic have
demonstrated that they are capable of worthily
discharging their responsibilities as a self-gov-
erning member of the free and peaceful world
community ;

Will, by controlling armament levels through
an appropriate Agency of the Western European
Union, assure against militarism;

Will provide a core of unity at the heart of the
North Atlantic Treaty. Organization, thus per.
mitting adoption of practical defensive measures

which offer good hope that any enemy attack could
be stopped at the threshold;

Will enable the Federal Republic of Germany
to make its appropriately measured contribution
to international peace and security, in keeping
with the spirit of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization;

Will, through action of the North Atlantic
Treaty Council, assure a closer integration of the

armed forces in Europe of the member countries,

thereby giving assurance that these forces cannot
be used for nationalistic aggression or otherwise

than for the security purposes envisaged by the
North Atlantic Treaty.

At London on September 29, 1954, the United
States Secretary of State in order to facilitate ef-
forts to produce an effective collective defense of
Western Europe, indicated the conditions under

I
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which the United States might be prepared to,
make a policy declaration similar to that which
vas announced when the earlier European Defense
Community plan was under consideration.O I am
glad to affirm that when the Paris Agreements
have been ratified and have come into force, it
will be the policy of the United States:

(1) To continue active in the various organic
ments established under the North Atlan-

tic Treaty Organization and to consult with other
members of NAro on questions of mutual concern,
including the level of forces from the respective
Na7o countries to be placed at the disposal of the
Supreme Allied Commander Europe;

(2) To consult, if so desired, with the Agencyfor the Control of Armaments of the Western
European Union with a view to assisting in the
achievement of its objective of controlling arma-
ment and preventing unjustified military prepara-
tions within the members of the Union;

(3) To continue to maintain in Europe, includ-
ing Germany, such units of its armed forces. as
may be necessary and appropriate to contribute
its fair share of the forces needed for the joint
defense of the North Atlantic area while a threat
to that area exists, and will continue to deploy
such forces in accordance with agreed North At-
lantic strategy for the defense of this area;

(4) To cooperate in developing the closest pos-
sible integration among the forces assigned to
IATO in Western Europe, including those con-
tributed by the German Federal Republic, In ac-
cordance with approved plans developed by the
military agencies and the Supreme Commanders
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in ac-

FIbi4. Oct. 11.19M. p. 323.
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cordanco with the Resolution adopted by the
North Atlantic Council on October 22, 19)4; It

(5) To continue to cooperate toward Atlantic
Security by sharing information authorized by
Congress with respect to the military utilization
of new weapons and techniques for the improve-
ment of the collective defense;

(6) In consonance with its policy of encourag-
ing maximum cooperation among the free nations
of Europe and in recognition of the contribution
which the Brussels Treaty, as amended,*will make
to peace and stability in Europe, to regard any
action from whatever quarter which threatens the
integrity or unity of the Western European Union
as a threat to the security of the parties to the
North Atlantic Treaty calling for consultation in
accordance with Article IV of that Treaty.

In accordance with the basic interest of the
United States in the North Atlantic Treaty, as ex-
pressed at the time of ratification, the Treaty
was regarded as of indefinite duration rather than
for any definite number of years. The United
States calls attention to the fact that for it to cease
to be a party to the North Atlantic Treaty would
appear quite contrary to our security interests
when there is established on the Continent of
Europe the solid core of unity which the Paris
Agreements will provide.

I
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APPENI)IX 1

Resolutions and Amendments regarding United States Troop Levels in

Europe Introduced in the Senate, 1966-1971

Text of Senate Resolution 300 of3 August 31, 1966,
Introduced by Senator Mansfield 1/

"Whereas the foreign policy and military strength of the United States are
dedicated to t he protect ion of our national security, the preservation of the liberties
of the American people, and the maintenance of world peace; and

"Whereas the United States in implementing these principes has maintained
large contingents of American Armed Forces in Europe, together with air and
naval units, for twenty years; and

"Whereas the security of the United States and its citizens remains interwoven
with the security of otlier nations signatory to the North Atlantic Treaty as it

ws'when the treaty was signed, but the condition of our European allies, both
economically and militarily, has appreciably improved since large contingents
Of forces were deployed; and

."W-hereas the means and capacity ofall menilers of the North Atlantic Treaty
organization to provide forces to resist aggression has significantly improved si ice

the original United States deployment: and
"Whereas the commitment by all members of the North Atlantic Treaty is

based upon the full cooperation of all treaty partners in contributing materials
and men on a fair and equitable basis, but such contributions have not been
forthcoming from all other members of the Organization; and

- "Whereas relations between Eastern Europe and Western Europe were tense
when the large contingents of United States forces were deployed in Europe but
this situation has now undergone substantial change and relations between the
two parts of Europe are now characterized by an increasing two-way flow of
trade, people and other peaceful exchange; and

"Whereas the present policy of maintaining large contingents of United States
forces and their dependents on the European Continent also contributes further
to the fiscal and monetary problems of the United States: Now, therefore, be it

"Resolved, That-
"(1) it is the sense of the Senate that, with changes and improvements in the

techniques of modern warfare and because of the vast increase in capacity of the
United States to wage war and to move' military forces and equipment by air, a
substantial reduction of United States forces permanently stationed in Europe
can be made without adversely affecting either our resolve or ability to meet
our commitment under the North Atlantic Treaty;

"(r) S. Res. 99, adopted in the Senate April 4, 1951, is amended to contain
the provisions of this resolution and, where the resolutions may conflict, the
present resolution is controlling as to the sense of the Senate."

Senator Mansfield introduced an identical Resolution,
Senate 'Resolution no. 149 on January 19, 1967 and a second.
identical Resolution, Senate Resolution no. 292 on December
1, 1969. By January 25, 1970 Senate Resolution 292 had
obtained the signatures of 50 co-sponsors 2/

1/ Ibid., p. 14.

2/ Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Legislative Calendar,

91st Congress, 1st Session, Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.

1971, p. 38.
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Amendment to Senate Resolution 499, 90th Congress,
1st Session. Proposed by Senator Clark /

AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by Mr. CLAR: to 8. Res. 49, a resolution to express
the sense of the Senate wth.respect to troop deployment in Europe, vi:

On page 2, in the last line of the preamble, strike out": Now; therefore, be it"
and insert in lieu thereof "; and".

On page 2, at the end of the preamble, insert the following:
"Whereas the -reduction of United States forces in Western Europe,'if balanced
by parallel reductions of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe, would produce a sig
nincant easing of tensions and help to promote a peaceful settlement in Europe:
Now, therefore, be it".

On page 3, between lnes 3 and 4, insert the following :
"(2) it is therefore the sense of the Senate that the Administration

explore with its North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies and with the
Soviet Union the possibilities for balanced reductions of United states
and Soviet troops and weapons in Central Europe;". On page 3, line 4,
strike out "(2)"endInsert "(3)".

1/ Hearings before the Combined Subcommittee on the Subject

of U.S. Troops in Europe, op. cit., p. 2.

ITT-1 W. )JIM
x.- . . . . :. .. .. ... - - r _
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Amendment to S. Res. 49, 90th Congress, 1st Session

Proposed by Senator Dodd 1/

AMENDMENT Intended to be pr~iposed by Mr. DODD to S. Rea. 49, a resolution to expres
the sense of the Senate with respect to troop deployment in Europe, viz : Strike out the
preamble and all that follows and insert in lieu thereof the following

Whereas the foreign policy and military strength of the United tStates are
- dedicated to the protection of our national security, the preservation of the liber-

ties of the American people, and the maintenance of world peace; and
Whereas the North Atlantic Treaty has been a cornerstone of our security

structure and has effectively served as a shield against the contingency of Com-
munist aggression in Europe; and

Whereas the security of the United States and its citizens remains interwoven
with the security of other nations signatory to the North Atlantic Treaty as it
was when the treaty was signed ; and

Whereas the North Atlantic Treaty is today in a state of grave disarray be-
cause of the withdrawal of France, the failure to resolve the problem of nuclear
sharing, the British financial crisis, and the possibility that this will lead to a
significant reduction of British North Atlantic Treaty Organization forces, the
failure of some other .members of the alliance to contribute men and materials
on a fair and equitable basis, and for other reasons ; and

Whereas the strength of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization has derived in
large measure from American participation in the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation and from the credibility of the total American commitment to the defense
of Europe-and this is truer at the present critical juncture inNorth Atlantic
Treaty Organization affairs than it has been at any previous time; and

Whereas there is widespread fear in Europe, fanned by the critics of American
policy, that the war in Vietnam will lead to a- weakening in the United States

einm ument to defend Europe; and
Whereas any further erosion of confidence in the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-

zation would seriously weaken the free world, diplomatically and militarily, and.
might reactivate the danger of Communist aggression in Europe; and

Whereas the reinvigoration of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization would
assure the maintenance of peace in Europe, would enormously enhance our dip-
lomatic potential, and, by persuading the Communists that aggression will not
be permitted to succeed and their efforts to destroy the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization have been frustrated, would encourage the trend toward a genuine
normalization of relations in Europe ; and

Whereas, the reinvigoration of the North Atantic Treaty Organization, com-
bined with improvement in the techniques of modern warfare, might well make it
possible, with the full understanding of our allies, to effect a significant reduction
of United States forces permanently stationed in Europe, without adversely af-
fecting Western security, or the military diplomatic balance in Europe, or our
ability to meet our commitments under the North Atlantic Treaty : and

Whereas, for all these reasons, the reinvigoration of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization should be a primary objective of American policy: Now, therefore,
beit

Resolved, That-
(1). The Committee on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Armed Serv-

Ices shall meet in joint session, at the call of the chairman thereof and at the
earliest feasible date, for the purpose of hearing and taking comprehensive testi-
mony on the crisis in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and on those meas-
ures which can most effectively be taken to overcome this crisis;

(2) Prior to holding the hearings called for in the paragraph above, such
committees shall dispatch a task force of six members, consisting of two major-
ity and one minority member from each committee, to the North Atlantic Treaty'
Organization countries, for the purpose of discussing with the political and mili-
tary leaders and parliamentary groups of these countries all aspects of the North
Atlantic Treaty and the crisis in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and
such task force shall report promptly on their findings to the full committees;

(3) Starting from the premise of the imperative need for the maintenance and
reinvigoration of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,. such hearings shall
give consideration, among other matters, to the problem of whether, how, and
when a significant reduction of United States forces stationed In Europe can be
effected without adverse consequences to the national security and the security
of the free world; and

(4) Such committees shall, at the earliest practicable date after the completion
of such hearings, jointly report their findings and recommendations to the Senate.

Ibid., p. 2-3.
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Senate Resolution 83, 90th Corgress, 1st Session
Introduced by Senator Javits 1/

[8. Des. 83, 90th Cong., 1st ses.]

Rzsozrvrorr

Whereas the foreign policy and military strength of the United States are
dedicated to the protection. of our national security, the preservation of the
liberties of the American people, and the maintenance of world peace; and

Whereas this security also depends on the nations of Western Europe and
continuing close relations with them, as embodied in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization Treaty; and

Whereas there has been a change in the political and diplomatic situation
resulting in a feeling of diminished tension as to the affairs of Europe between
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Warsaw Pact countries; .and

Whereas the United States and its North Atlantic Treaty Organization partners
have evinced a continuing desire to encourage this reduction of tension in Europe
and the mutual pullback of forces, consistent with security ; and

Whereas the countries of Western Europe have rebuilt their economies, but
have not yet adequately translated this economic power into increased contribu-
tion to the collective defense efforts; and

Whereas the United States has and will continue to increase its logistical
capability to transport troops and supplies quickly over long distances; and

Whereas ,the United States has a balance-of-payments problem, which has
been made even more acute by the financial policies of one of the great powers
benefiting from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization Treaty and by resistance
to intenational monetary reform, and which requires, consistent with security,

the reduction of gold outflow from the United States: Now, therefore, be it
Reeolvcd by thO Senate, That-
- (a) the security of the United States requires that we continue to main-

tain substantial and effective combat forces In Europe to meet any continuing
military threat;

(b) the European partners of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization be
urged to make a greater contribution to the collective security of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization area in accordance with their renewed economic

(c) efforts be supported to increase consultation and cooperation in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization in order to modernize the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization;

(d) the President continue efforts to improve East-West relations, con-
sistent with security, and to bring about a settlement of the outstanding
European problems;

() taking account of the changing political situation between East and
West considering the strengthened Western European economies, the balance-
of-payments difficulties of the United States, and improvements in the
United States logistical capability, redeployment of some of the United
States forces now in Western Europe is properly an item for determination
in consultation with our North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies, without
adversely affecting the politieni situation in Western Europe or the securityof the North Atlantic Treaty Organization area.

SEC. 2. Senate Resolution 99, adopted in the Senate April 4, 1951, is amended
to contain the provsions of this resolution end, where the resolution may conflict,
the present resolution is controlling as to the sense of the Senate.

Ibid.
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Senate Amendment 86 to House Resolution 6531
92nd Congress, 1st Session

Introduced by Senator Mansfield

Votes: 36 yeas; 61nays

1 TITLE IV-REDUCTION OF UNITED STATES

2 MILITARY FORCES IN EUROPE

3 SEc. 401. (a) The Congress hereby finds that the m11-

4 ber of- United States military personnel stationed in Europe

5 can be significantly reduced without endangering the security

6 of Western Europe, and that such a reduction would have a

1 favorable effect on this Nation's balance-of-payments prob-

2 lem and would help avoid recurring international monetary

13 crises involving the value of the dollar abroad. It is there-

4 fore the purpose of this section to provide for such a. reduc-

5 tion at the earliest practicable date.

6 (b) No funds appropriated by the Congress may be

7 used after December 31, 1971, for the purpose of support-

8 ing or maintaining in Europe any military personnel of the

9- United States in excess of 150,000.

O/ Congressional Record May 19, 1971, p. S7439

i i . . " .".'..
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Amendment No. 88 H.R. 6531

Introduced by Senator Dominick

(not voted on)

.2 "TITLE IV-RlDUCTION OF UNITED STATES

3 MILITARY FORCES IN EUROPE

4 "SEC. 401. The Congress hereby finds that the amount

5 of funds expended by the United States to support and

6 maintain military forces of the United States and their de-

7 pendents in Europe materially contributes to our unfavorable

1 balance of payments, and has from time to time contributed

2 to international monetary crises adversely affecting the value

3 of the dollar and other currencies. It is therefore the sense

4 of Congress that the President should continue consultations

5 with our allies in the North Atlantic. Treaty Organization

6 relative to the organization and force levels required for the

7 defense of Western Europe and in conjunction therewith to

$. take action to withdraw from Europe a substantial portion

9 of the military personnel of the United States and their de-

10 pendents without denigrating our ultimate commitment to

11 the NATO alliance."

,.: <<
o 
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Amendment Irztroduced by Senator Fulbright

Yote: 29 yeas, 68 nays

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, Isend tiptn cr'r perfecting amend-
ment to the Mansfield amendment.-..No.
86.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Theamendment will be stated.
The legislative clerk read as follows:On page 2, at the end of line 9, change the

period to a comma and add "unless here..inafter authorized."

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, thisis a very simple amendment. The effectof the amendment is to tell the admini-
tration that it must reduce our troopsin Europe to 150,000. by December 31.
1971, as provided by the Mansfield
amendment,. unless the administration
can persuade Congress that the number
should be larger than that.

RM
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Amendment Introduced by
Senator Church l_

Vote: 15 yeas, 81 nays

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

. The clerk will state the amendment
of the Senator from Idaho.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 2, line 9 of the so caced Mans-

fled. amendment, strike the numeral and
Insert 25,0. -

Mr. CJIU1CWI. Mr. President. I yield
myself such time ts I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Scn-
ator from Idaho is recognized.Mr. CIIITCIT. Mr. President. the pur-
pose o my amendment is very simple. I
am cosponsor of the Mansfield amend-
ment and I shall vote for it; I strongly
believe in what the distinguished ma-
jority leader is trying to do. A persistent
argument against the Mansfield amend-
ment that has influenced many -Senators
i the size of the cut. I feel that the pros-
pects for the Mansfield amendment's
success would be enhanced if, instead of
legislating a reduction of 150.000 troops,

- we were to legislate a reduction of 50,000
troops.

i/ ogesoa eod a 9 91 .345

e

May .19, 1971, p. S7425.1Congressional Record,
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Amendment No. 96 Proposed by Senator Nelson
(as modified)

Vote: 26 yeas, 63 nays

1 (b) No funds appropriated by the Congress may be

2 used for the purpose of supporting or maintaining in Europe

3 any military personnel of the United States in excess of two

4 hundred and fifty thousand after Juno 30, 1972, two hundred

5 thousand after June 30, 1973, and one hundred and fifty

6 thousandiafter June 30, 1974.

7 (c) It is the sense of the Congress that the President

1 should enter into negotiations at the earliest practicable date

2 to seek a mutual and balanced reduction of forces and anna-

3 'ments of the United States and the Soviet Union, and other

4 members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and

5 Wamaw Pact, in Europe.

6' (d) The provisions of subsection (b) of this section

7 prescribing a force level of not in excess of two hundred and

8 fifty thousand after June 30, 1972, shall become inoperative

9 if prior to December 31, 1971, representatives of the North

10 Atlantic Treaty Organization and representatives of the War-

11 saw Pact countries have entered into negotiations, or have

12 entered into formal discussions regarding a mutual reduction

13 by such organizations of their military forces stationed in

14 Europe.

11 Congressional Record, May l i 1971, p. S7125.
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Amendment No. 100 Introduced by Senator Bayh

vote: 13 yeas, 81 nays

I Beginning on page 1, line 6, strike out everything after

2 the words eastern n Europe" and insert in lieu thereof the

following: "or lessening the prospects for improved East-

4 West relations in Europe, and that the present deployment

5 in Europe results in an added burden to this Nation's b lance-

6 of-payments problems. It is therefore the purpose of this title

7 to seek a more equitable shring of the burdens arising from

8 our deployment in Europe among the members of the North

' Atlantic Treaty Organization alliance, and if such burden

2 sharing cannot he accomplished, to provide for a significant

3 phased reduction of United States forces stationed in Europe

4 beginning at the earliest practicable date.

5 "(1) The Congress urges the President immediately to

6 undertake negotiations with' the governments of our North

A tlantic Treaty Organization allies for agreements resulting

8 in the direct assumption of no less than one-half the United

9 States balance-of-payme1ts deficits resulting from the pres-

10 ence of United States military personnel in Europe and not

11 compensated by military purchases or financial offset arrange-

12 ments as of the date of enactment of this title.

1/ Congressional Record, May 19, 1971, P. S7394.
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13 "c)If such agreements have not been completed by

14: Decemnber 31,. 1971, to funds appropriated by the Congress

15 i.y be used after June 30, 1972, for the puipso of support-

16ing or maimtuiiuing in Europe any military pers onnel.o the

17 United States in excess of two hundred and twenty-five thou-

18 sand, and no funds appropriated by the Congress may ae

19 used after December 31, 1972, for the purpose of supporting

20 or maintaining in Europe any military personnel of the

21 United States in excess of one hundred and fifty thousand.'

.. 
. _. . ,-
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Amendment No. 87 (as odified) Introduced by Senator Mathias

Vote: 24 yeas; 75 nayo

1 TITLE IV-UNITED STATES ROLE IN THE NORTH

2 ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

3 SEC. 401. (a) The Congress renews its support for the

4 North Atlantic Alliance and reaffirms the policy of the

5 United States for full partnership in the defense of Europe on

6 the basis of self-help and mutual support.

7 (b) The President is requested to enter into negotia-

8 tions, within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization frame-

I work, to achieve mutual and balanced force reductions in

2 central Europe between the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-

3 tion and Warsaw Pact forces.

4 (c) The President is requested, in addition to regular

o consultations, to negotiate within the North Atlantic Treaty

6 Organization on the reduction of. United States force levels

7 and financial arrangements for United States forces which

8 remain in Europe consistent with the balance-of-payments

9 situation of the United States; and-to reduce United States

10 forces in Europe in accordance with such consultations and

11 negotiations.

12 (d) The President shall report to the Congress on Sep

13 tember 15, 1971, and every six months thereafter on the

14 progress of such consultations and negotiations.
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Amendment No. 102 Proposed by Senator Percy

(Not voted on)

1 On page 1 of such amendment, beginning with "that"

2 in line 3, strike out all down through line 9 on page 2, and

3 insert in lieu thereof the following: "that steps can be taken

4 other than reducing the number of United States military

5 personnel stationed in Europe that would not endanger the

6 security of Western Europe, that would have a favorable

7 effect on this Nation's balance-of-payments problem, and

1 that would help avoid recurring international monetary crises

2 involving the value of the dollar abroad.

3 (b) If the European members of the North Atlantic

4 Treaty Organization do not take action in the fiscal year be-

5 ginning July 1, 1971; and in succeeding fiscal years, essen

6 tally to eliminate the United States balance-of-payments def-

7 icit resulting from maintaining and supporting military forces'

8 in Europe in support of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-

9 -tion, the President shall, beginning with the fiscal year which

10 begins July 1, 1972, take such action as may be necessary

11 and appropriate to eliminate such balance-of-payments

12- def-i-it.'

"

"wr
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Amendment to H.R. 11731 Introduced by Senator Mansfield

Vote: 39 yeas; 54 nays

SECTION 744: LIMITATION ON U.S. MILITARY PERSONAL IN EUROPE

The committee recommends the bill be amended to include the fol-
lowing new provision:

& c. 744. After June 15,1972, no part of the funds appropriated in
tki Act shall be available for the support of U.S. military persqn.ncl
i Europe in excess of 250,oo0q
I is the view of the committee that the United States should reducethe strength of its military forces stationed in Europe, and recomi-

mends the inclusion of the above quoted provision to limit the number
of forces stationed there on June 15, 1972, to 250,000. While the number
of individuals stationed in Europe varies from day to day, the corn-
niittee's action is bas4d on approximately 300,000 *being currently sta-

tioned in Europe, so the cornnliittee's recommendation involves a reduc-
tion of approximately 50,000.

1/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Appropriations,
Department of Defense appropriation Bill, 1972. Report
to accompany H.R. 11731. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.
0ff., November 18, 1971, p. 10-I. (92 Congress, 1st
Session)

.tYiV 
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Senate Resolution 202, Introduced by Senator Mathias

8. Rz. 202
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate

that:
1. The Unite.d States should revitalize its

policy of support for the North Atlantic Al-
liance and reaffirm the policy of the United
States for full partnership in the defense of
the entire Atlantic Community on the basis
of self-help and mutual support; and

2. The United States should actively seek
mutual and balanced force reductions to be

- brought about through consultations among
the NATO Allies with view toward negotia-
tions between the NATO powers and the
members of the Warsaw Pact; and

3. The United States should continue con-
-sujtations with its Allies on the level of
American forces required on the Continent
to preserve the Atlantic defense potential
and on the apportionment of troop reduc-
tions among the members of the alliance in
event of agreement with the Warsaw Pact
Powers on mutual force reductions; and

4. In the absences of troop reductions be--
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact, troop re-
ductions undertaken by the Soviet Union, or
a significant strengthening of Western Euro-
pean defense capacity, the United States
should make no substantial reduction in the
current level of its forces deployed in Eu-
rope before June 30, 1973, at which time the
United States should determine with its Eu-
repean Allies the level of American forces
requiredd for Western defense; and

5. The United States should seek, with its
European Allies, to Inmediately improve the
effectiveness of forces deployed in Europe and
to encourage the deve opment of a common
Western European defense effort within the
framework of NATO; and

6. The United States should continue to
support steps furthering the progress of
detente in Europe, in ways best designed to
maintain the strength of the Atlantic Al-
liance and reassure its European Allies of
its continued commitment to their peaceful
development; and

7. The United States should undertake
with its European Allies to resolve the cur-
rent monetary and trade crisis, with a par-
ticular view toward augmenting the total
strength of the peoples constituting the At-
lantic Alliance, while building a new struc-
ture of international economic relations for
the benefit of all nations.

7

j1/ Congressional' Record, November 22, 1971, p. S19377.
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Aptendix G

An Extract on Europe from President
Nixon' s Report to the Congress of

February 25, 1971, regarding United
States Foreign Policy for the 1970's

- EUROPE

"In Europe, our policies embody precisely

the three principles of a durable peace: part-

nership, continued strength to defend our com-

mon interests when challenged, and willingness

to negotiate di erences with adversaries."

U.S. Foreign Policy For The 1970's
Report to the Congress
February 18, 190

In last year's annual review I stated the following as

the agenda for the future of our relations with Western
Europe:

-the evolution of a mature partnership reflecting the

vitality and independence of Western European

nations.
-the expansion of our cooperation in facing the

common social and human challenges of modern
societies.

-consultation with our NATO allies on defense strat-

egy and force levels and on the mutual interests
affected by U.S.-Soviet talks on strategic arms
limitation.

-an understanding with our allies on our common ob-

jectives and respective roles in seeking a peaceful and

stable order in all of Europe.
This agenda is still with us, for its tasks are rooted in

our fundamental purposes, and are part of an historical

process.
Clearly, if we are to found a structure of peace on the

collaboration of many nations, our ties with Western

Europe must be its cornerstone. This is not simply because

wars on the continent have engulfed the rest of the world

twice in this century. It is not simply because Europe's

concentration of industrial might is crucial to the balance

of power. Western Europe is central because its nations

are rich in tradition and experience, strong economically,
and vigorous in diplomacy and culture; they are in a posi-

tion to take a major part in building a world of peace.

The Evolution of Partnership
When the Atlantic Alliance was formed, we were

united in the face of a common danger. Today, while our

concern for security remains, it is no longer enough for

us to concentrate simply on what we are trying to pre-
vent; we need a clearer vision of what we are seeking to

achieve. Our deepest challenges today cannot be ad-

dressed without a new and more positive sense of com-

mon purpose. They arise from the evolution of our rela-

tionship with each other.
The United States broke with its isolationist history

at the precise moment of Europe's prostration. Our pre-

dominance in the West was a necessity in the aftermath

of the Second World War. But today the renewal of
Western European institutions anc foreign policies is an

accomplished fact. Our partnership, once a ve icle for

our underwriting of Europe's defense and recovery, has
grown into a more balanced, dynamic and complex

coalition.
We welcome this success of our postwar polic:s. This

Administration does not view our allies as pieces in an

American Grand Design. We have accepted. for xampnc,
France's desire to maintain an .noependent po>uren

world affairs, and have :rcngther.eJ our bil.ro: rel:.-
tions. In 1970, two other allies were vicorous.y k

the initiative in diplcn:acv. Chanc-lion Brand-. pun su
West Germany's Eastern Policy, seeing rccoi.:ation
with Germany's r.eizhbors in Cen:ral :.d E n ru-
rope; Prime -Minister Hea:... in ni Cu
on November 16, declared :.is inter.: -n to -ee : .. ::.
policies are determined by British in: .

Source: e ly Compilation of Presidential ocurents, Monday, March 1, 1971,

I
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Our allies' new spirit -of independence, reflecting as
it does their vitality as nations, can be a source of strength.

But our cohesion, too, is a source of strength, which makes

possible the freedom of action of individual allies. We

must learn to reconcile autonomy and unity. This is

America's commitment, and the Alliance's challenge.

But the necessary transition to an equal partnership is

still in progress.
In the postwar period of American predominance,

Americans became accustomed to view Alliance issues

in largely technical terms, for we were in a position to

devise strategies and programs unilaterally. Our part-

ners often automatically accepted our prescriptions, as a

way to win influence over our actions. This diminished

their sense of involvement, and encouraged a sense of

dependency..
Today their attitudes are ambivalent. They still look

to America for leadership in European diplomacy and

defense even while they assert their autonomy. They

still presuppose a strong American military presence in

Europe even while they no longer act as dependent. It

is not surprising that many of the assumptions of 1949

should no longer apply to our relationship in 1971. But

how should we define ou. respective roles today? This

is the key question which we and our allies must face
openly and frankly together in the period ahead.

When I came into office, I made a personal commit-

ment to strengthening the ties of the West:
-My first foreign trip at the start of my term was to

Western Europe, to seek the benefit of our allies'
wisdom and experience in world affairs. My first

stop was to meet with the North Atlantic Council

in Brussels, and I then conferred in turn with the

heads of state and government of Belgium, Great

Britain, West Germany, Italy, and France.
-In 1970, I sought the views and counsel of Prime

Ministers Wilson, Heath, and Baunsgaard, Presi-

dent Pompidou, Chancellor Brandt, and Allied for-

eign ministers, who paid official visits to Washing-
ton. In January 1970, Prime Minister Wilson

became the first foreign head'of government to at-

tend a meeting of our own National Security Coun-

cil, as he took part in our deliberation on policy

toward Europe.
-Last fall, I traveled to Europe again, visiting Britain

and Italy and NATO's Southern Headquarters in
Naples, where I met with NATO Secretary Gen-

eral Brosio and. senior Allied military commanders.
Because peace in the Mediterranean-one of the
focuses of my trip-is net a concern of NATO alone,
I called on our valued friends in Spain, conferred

at Naples with all our Ambassadors to Mediter-

ranean countries, and visited non-aligned Yugo-

slavia-to deepen my understanding of the views and
orncerm cf co.:r.tries bevond the Alliance who all
ase atake in aeaccin the re ion.

-. : T .nited ... s has consulted continuously in

on the s:.tus :ad is es of its bilateral stra-
te;ic arms limitation talks with the USSR. We

recognized our obligation to keep our allies fully

informed and to seek their ideas. We have made

clcar that we would make no agreement which

sacrificed their interests.

-At the milestone ministerial sessions of the North

Atlantic Council in May and December 1970, we

and our allies undertook and completed a funda-

mental review of Alliance defense strategy and

posture.
But consultation is not an end in itself. What makes it

imperative is the agenda before us.

Western Europe is uniting, and will soon be in a posi-

tion to forge an identity of its own, distinct from America

within the Atlantic world. As nations and peoples we in

the West now share both the horizons and the burdens of

the most advanced modern societies. This challenges us

to develop a partnership engaging the collective energies

and wisdom of our fifteen sovereign states.

The expansion of Soviet military power has put

NATO's postwar reliance on U.S. strategic nuclear

strength into a new perspective. America's guarantee of

nuclear defense remains crucial, but it can no longer be

the sole basis of Allied deterrence. The constant evolution

in strategic conditions-in arms control as well as in weap-

onry-is of vital concern to our allies as well as to us.

This requires us to adapt our Alliance strategy to new

conditions and share its burdens.

The cruel and unnatural division of Europe is no longer

accepted as inevitable or permanent. Today, there is a

growing impatience with confrontation. We and our allies

seek a European detente. But we know that we cannot

achieve it if we let slip away the close friendships in the

West and the basic conditions of stability which have set

the stage for it. This obligates our allies and ourselves to

conduct our diplomacy in harmony, as we jointly and

severally seek concrete negotiations on the range of issues

in order to make detente a reality.

In our consultation on this agenda, I have assured our

allies and friends in Europe that the United States will

continue to play a role of leadership, commensurate with

our position in the world. But America's task today-as

the Nixon Doctrine reflects-is to evoke the contribution

which the Alliance is capable of making. This new pur-

pose of our leadership and partnership will test our ma-

turity and compassion just as the Marshall Plan tested

our energy and technical skill.

The Challenge of European Unity. The Euronean

Community is on the threshoid-of a momentous advance.

Last year, the Commission of the Community began nego-

tiating with Great Britain, Norway, Denmark, and Ire-

land for their full membership. It opened talks with
Sweden, Austria, Switzerland, and other members of the

European Free Trade Association looking toward some

form of relationship. The prospect of an expar..ied Corn-
munitv-and the deter nation which emerged to move

toward monetary and economic union-make the Com-

munity a potential economic giant. If these come to pass,

I
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the major economics of the continent will be combined
into a vast industrial power second only to the United
States.

Our friends must soon decide, then, how they see Eu-
rope's role in the world and its relationship with us. The
form and degree of its unity is for Europeans to settle1
The United States has always supported the strengthening
and enlargement of the European Community. We still
do. We welcome cohesion in Europe because it makes
Europe a sturdier pillar of the structure of peace. Re-
gional cohesion contributes to world stability. And Amer-
ica's and Western Europe's fundamental interests are
parallel in most arcas of policy.

For years, however, it was believed uncritically that a
unified Western Europe would automatically lift burdens
from the shoulders of the United States. The truth is not
so simple. European unity will also pose problems for
American policy, which it would be idle to ignore.

For our closest friends are now developing a collective
identity and collective policies separate from us. And
unity happens to be coming fastest in the economic
sphere-the area of policy in which competition seems
to have the least immediate penalty and our common
interest will take the most effort to insure. Each of us
maintains restrictions on agricultural trade .which limit
the export opportunities of the other. America's main
restrictions arc on dairy products; the European Commu-
nity's Common Agricultural Policy restrains our exports
of grains. The Community's preferential trading arrange-
ments with Mediterranean countries are a problem for
American citrus exports.

The common interest requires the prosperity of both
Western Europe and the United States. This means freer
and expanded trade and restraint in protecting special
interests. We must negotiate a reduction in our trade
restrictions. We must work toward a more equitable
worldwide trading system which is based upon most-
favored-nation treatment among all industrial nations and
in which all of them accord the same tariff preferences to
the entire developing world. In short, we must define our
self-interest in the widest terms and fix our sights on our
fundamental rather than tactical purposes.

Both sides have a heavy responsibility, therefore, as we
meet in the informal regular consultation which began in
1970 between the Commission of the European Commu-
nity and the United States. There have been suggestions
for expanding our consultation, including the possibility
of higher-level Community representation in V ashington.
We would welcome the implementation of any such sug-
gestion the Community might propose-because of the
importance of close consultation.

In political and military relations as well, wisdom and
statesmanship will be required on both sides of the Atlantic
as Europe mot es toward unity.

The further evolution cf European unity into other
areas of policy is logical and natural; its supporters, in-
luding ourselves, have never regarded economic cohesion

as an end in itself. In November, foreign ministers of Com-
munity members began semi-annual formal political con-
sultations looking toward common positions. Ultimately
we may see a single entity making policy for Western
Europe in all fields, including diplomacy and defense. We
would welcome this, because we believe that Western
European and American interests in defense and foreign
policy are complementary:

-In defense, geographic proximity makes the linking,
of our allies' defense systems logical and feasible;
their collective power makes it advantageous. But a
coherent strategy of European defense, today and as
far into the future as I can see, will require mutual
support across the Atlantic.

-In diplomacy we share basic objectives: Western
security, European stability, East-West detente. Two
strong powers in the West would add flexibility to
Western diplomacy. Two strong powers could in-
creasingly share the responsibilities of decision.

This will not be automatic. To link together the foreign
and defense policies of a uniting Europe and the United
States will be another test of our sense of community and
of our ability to perceive and pursue our common interest.

The Problems of Modern Societies. The North Atlantic
Treaty embraces the overwhelming majority of the ad-
vanced industrial nations, and more than half 'the wealth
of the world. The environment has suffered grievously
from our common technological triumphs; we share the
experience of seeing the technological, environmental,
and social problems of modern societies grow to alarming
proportions. But we also have the skills and resources
needed to redress the balance. And we share a tradition
of exchanging ideas. It is no accident that we are in the
forefront of the world's attack on these global problems.

In 1969, the United States suggested that NATO form
a Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society, as a
framework for joint effort in this new dimension of part-
nership. The Committee was formed, and launched ac-
tion progmms in 1970 with pilot studies on a range of
problems. For example:

-Several allies have begun cooperative production of
experimental road vehicles for maximum passenger
safety.

-All NATO members agreed in November to bring
to an end by 1975, if possible, the deliberate dis-
:harge of oil and oily wastes into the sea.

-Allied experts explored the problems of flood con-
trol and relief.

-The Committee made plans to co-sponsor a major
international conference on the problems of cities
at Indianapolis in May 1971.

These problems affect thesocieties of all of us; they can
affect our relations with one another; shared experience
can be the basis of finding solutions.

These are world problems. not limited to the A antic
region. As the Charter of the Committee makes expicit,
we allies see our own c .operation in the widest perspec-
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tive-as a bridge between our community and the rest
of the world. Japan, which works with us in the OECD,
and other friendly nations have joined us in bilateral and

multilateral programs. We link our efforts and will share
what we learn, with the United Nations and its agencies,
and other multilateral organizations. We hope to help
developing nations anticipate and avoid some of these

by-products of modernization. We are prepared to have

the Communist world share in our effort.

Alliance Dpi ense
In last year's annual report, I noted the variety of

views on some central questions of defense policy that
had to be faced candidly among the allies:

-What is a realistic assessment of the military threats

to Western Europe?
-How long could NATO sustain a conventional for-

ward defense against a determined Warsaw Pact

attack?
-How should our tactical nuclear posture in Europe

be planned to counter specific military threats?

-How should our tactical nuclear capabilities be re-

lated to our conventional posture?
-What relative burdens should be borne by the U.S.

and its partners in providing the forces and other
resources required by our common strategy?

-Arc all NATO's capabilities in Europe sufficient to
meet the nceds of our strategy?

To answer these questions, I proposed that the Alliance
conduct a thorough review of its strategy and defense
posture in Europe for the coming decade.

The United States launched such a review in the Na-
tional Security Council system, covering all the issues
of European security: NATO strategy and forces, mutual
force reductions, and our broader effort to enhance se-
curity through negotiation. In response to my proposal
in last year's report, and at the initiative of Secretary
General Brosio, our NATO allies then joined us in a
major collective study of the full range of Allied defense
problems in the 1970's.

The basic problem was not technical or esoteric. It
was an absolute necessity to devise a sensible posture of
defense we can plausibly ask our peoples to support. Many
voters, legislators and officials in Western countries have
raised questions about the continuing burden of defense
budgets-not because they did not see the need for se-
curity, but because they did not see a clear rationale for
the forces proposed. Our armies are not ends in them-
selves, or merely tokens of a commitment. They have a
function to perform: to aid in deterrence and to defend
if deterrence fails. Therefore, the Alliance needed to work
through the analysis of what realistic deterrence and
defense required in Europe over the longer term. We
needed to give substance to our strategy, to make it credi-
ble to ourselves as well as to our adversaries.

The result of our studies in the National Security
Council and in NATO was a major achievement. The
Nc'rth Atlantic Council ministerial meeting in Dece-,&er,

1970, which completed the Alliance study, was indeed, as
Secretary Rogers called it, "one of the most important in

the history of the Alliance." We now have the blucorint
and substance of a rational defense posture, which pro-
vides the framework for resolving the policy questions I
raised last year.

The Threat and NATO Strategy. We and our NATO
allies do not believe that war is imminent in Europe, but
we must face the possibility that it could occur. The
military power of the Warsaw Pact has grown over the'
decade and continues to increase. Postwar Europe has
seen more than its share of crises, and new irises are possi-
ble. As the annex to the December communique pointed
out: "In addition to a capability to deter and counter

. major deliberate aggression, Allied forces should be so
structured and organized as to be capable of dealing also
with aggressions and incursions with more limited objec-
tives associated with intimidation or the creation of faits
accomplis, or with those aggressions which might be the
result of accident or miscalculation."

Our review examined three alternative strategies for
dealing with these contingencies:

-reliance on conventional forces alone.
-early response with nuclear weapons.
-a flexible strategy that does not preclude or force

either kind of response.
America's will to employ nuclear retaliation in defense

of NATO, our analysis indicated, remains central and
necessary to Allied security. But in the conditions of
today's new strategic equation, it can no longer be the sole
basis for Allied deterrence. Today, nuclear destruction
would be mutual. No NATO leader should be left with
only the choice between capitulation and immediate
resort to general nuclear war.

Sole reliance on conventional forces might lead an
aggressor to conclude that we might accept the loss of
vital territory without taking further action. Sole reliance
on nuclear forces, on the other hand, migrt lcad ine'i.ably
and unnecessarily to the very widespread devastation that
we should be trying to prevent. Neither of these prospects
enhances our security.

We and our allies therefore reaffirmed our ccn.ensus
that we must have forces able to deter and defend below
the threshold of enera. nuclear w .. to ;; c
flexibility in responding to any outbreak of hosUlties. This
means a strong and credible deployment of modernizea
NATO conventional forces. These forces must be capable
of rapid mobilization and reinforcement and of ast-ining
a successful initial forward defense against coivemionn
attack.

The .MIl:ary Sitl:ation in Europe. We next n.. .u

assess the military balance in Europec.in ter,,s c.:;. goas
of our strate y.

The economic stren th of the NATO uat.c. e
foun d, akhes us consalcr-chK str n -.

tial tttan the \arsaw Pat. \e a:- - ec -
enjoy a three-fold advantage in G: -..:......

and a two-fold advantage in pcpuiaun.
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The actual balance of conventional military forces in
Europe is much closer, however. NATO's active forces
in peacetime arc roughly comparable to those of the War-
saw Pact. Following mobilization, NATO is capable of
maintaining forces larger than the Warsaw Pact. But
geographic proximity and differences in domestic sys-
tems give the Warsaw Pact the significant advantage of
being able to mobilize its reserves and reinforce more
rapidly than NATO.

It follows as a practical matter that:

-NATO must be alert for .warning of an impending
attack, so that we can act as promptly as possible to
mobilize and reinforce.

-W'c nmst improve NATO's conventional deterrent,
especially correcting qualitative deficiencies in pres-
ent Allied forces.

-We must maintain a sufficient tactical and strategic
nuclear deterrent as a complement to our conven-
tional forces.

-We must continue our consultation-as I urged in

last year's report-on defining the precise role of tac-
tical nuclear weapons.

Our strategic review illuminated the need for specific
qualitative improvements. Several components of our pos-

ture require additional attention: the sheltering of our
tactical aircraft, our logistical stocks and transport, the

peacetime disposition of Allied ground forces; the protec-

tion of NATO's flanks; the standardization of Allied
equipment; our armored and anti-armor forces; our over-

all maritime capabilities, particularly for anti-submarine
defense: our machinery for mobilization and reinforce-

ment; and NATO communications for crisis management

purposes. Our studies have shown that many improve-

ments in these areas can be made at acceptable cost.

Sharing Alliance Burdens Equitably. The conception of
burden sharing in previous administrations was that our

allies should share our burden; the thrust of the Nixon

Doctrine is that their primary task is to shoulder their

own. The emphasis is no longer on their sharing the cost

of America's military commitment to Europe-although

nnancial arrangements may play a part-but on their

propiding the national forces needed in conjunction with

ou:s .n support of an cnective common strategy.
Our allies have responded to this shift in emphasis.

We were gratified when at the December NATO Coun-

cil meeting our Eurcpean allic joined in a pledge to
:rcn;:hen their national forces ana t inaugurate a new
;int program of moaemizing NATO's corm-non mi:ra-

structure.
The program announced in December will accelerate

cons:ruction of aircraft shelters and an integrated com-
ij. : . ., i: ":..rt. a landmark in the his-

.. - .. ..... . r*;ean a..es. As ecret arv

. . .--.-.scc0mn n 7. :r:-tur -. ne
... ... :c. .. * .r- . er.c...anent Iacaites supporting

NATO forces in Furope-is a particularly appropria:e

focus of collective European effort. It is a collective asset,
badly in need of improvement; our allies' effort here is
of direct and permanent benefit to their own defense.

U.S. Forces in Europe. The United States faced pres-
sures to withdraw our forces from Western Europe for

budgetary reasons, and pressures to keep them there for

purely symbolic reasons. All these arguments evaded the
crucial question: What defense function do and should
our forces in Europe perform?

I decided, despite these pressures, that given a similar
approach by our allies, the United States would maintain
and improve its forces in Europe and not reduce them
without reciprocal action by our adversaries. This. de-
cision, which I announced at the Decembcr NATO
meeting, flowed directly from the analysis we had con-
ducted in the NSC system and reinforced in NA1'O con-

sultation. It had become clear to me that without

undiminished American participation in European de-

fense, neither the Alliance's strategy, nor America's com-

mitment, nor Western cohesion would be credible.
No token presence could serve our purpose. Our sub-

stantial contribution of United States forces-about 25
percent of NATO's peacetime capabilities in Central

Europe-insures the viability of the strategy of flexible

response. It enables us to found Alliance defense on some-

thing other than reliance on the threat of strategic nu-

clear war. It is the basis of our allies' confidence in us.

It links European defense to a common strategy and to

the nuclear power of the United States.
America's presence in substantial force is psychologi-

cally crucial as well. It provides the sense of security which

encourages our partners' efforts to unite and to do more

for themselves. Our direct and large-scale involvement

in Europe is the essential ingredient of the cohesion of the

West which has set the stage for the effort to negotiate a

reduction of tension.
Accurately or inaccurately, our allies would interpret

a substantial withdrawal of American forces as a sub-

stantial withdrawal of America's commitment. Were they

to conclude this was happening, they would not neces-
sarily do more on their own to compensate: they would

more likely lose confidence in the very possibility of West-

ern defense, and reduce their reliance on Western

solidarity.
In maintaining and improving our forces in Europe-

and in the seas on Europe's flanks-we are doing what is
necessary to encourage our European allies to take up a

greater share of the collective responsibility. Thv are
doing so, and the Alliance is stronger for it.

East-West Relations in Europe
Security in Europe depends on more than NATO's

military strength. The close ties of friendship in the West
and the tability of the military balance set the stace for
renewc etort t r racer reconcIlat on.

East-West convict in Europe springs from historical an.
6bjecuve causes, not transient moods or persor.al riun-

dcr landings. For 25 years Europe has been divided by
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opposing national interests and contrary philosophies,

which clash over specific issues: the military confronta-

tion of opposing coalitions, the division of Germany, the
situation in and around Berlin, the nature of relations be-
tween Western and Eastern countries and institutions, and
the barriers to travel and cultural and intellectual

intercourse.
These issues will not be quickly resolved. To relax ten-

sions means a patient and persistent effort to deal with spe-
cific sources and not only with their manifestations. The

West will be conciliatory on substance, but we are deter-

mined to deal with substance and not simply with
atmosphere.

We in the West are convinced by the history of the
postwar period that a detente that does not apply equally
to Eastern and Western Europe will be inherently un-
stable. In our view, detente means negotiating the con-
crete conditions of mutual security that will allow for
expanded intra-European contact and cooperation with-
out jeopardizing the security of any country. Soviet pol-
icies and doctrine, however, too often interpret detente

- in terms of Western ratification of the status quo and

acknowledgement of conti:.ing Soviet hegemony over
Eastern Europe. .Beyond this, Soviet policy has been
tempted to offer a relaxation of tension selectively to some
allies but not to others, and only on limited issues of pri-
mary interest to the USSR. In view of this fundamental
difference, a major question for the Alliance to face is
whether we can overcome the East-West stalemate while
maintaining unity among ourselves and avoiding internal
divisions in our countries.

A Western Consensus. In the postwar period, East-
West relations were almost an exclusive preserve of Soviet
and American policies and negotiations, just as the major
European crises of this period were predominantly Soviet-
American confrontations.

Today, our Western European allies are properly
anxious to make their own contribution to East-West

negotiations. They will increasingly assert their own
judgment and interests in doing so. A wide variety of
contacts and negotiations are proceeding today, involving
different participants in different forums on several issues:

-The United States is negotiating with the USSR in
SALT.

-The United States, the Soviet Union, the UK and
France are holding Four Power talks at the UN on
the Middle East.

-The same four powers are negotiating in Europe on
Berlin.

-The Federal Republic of Germany has negotiated
new treaties with the USSR and Poland, and may
soon open talks with Czechoslovakia. For the first
trne the Chnceibor of the Federal Republic has
me: with the E::st iirman Premier.

-Frar.ce reached agreement: with the USSR in 1970
for periodic consultation on major world issues.

-NATO allies have conversed bilaterally with War-

saw Pact countries on a Conference on European
Security, as well as on the question of mutual reduc-
tion of forces in Europe.

At issue are major national questions (such as the re-
lationship between East and West Germany), basic re-

gional problems (such as mutual force reductions), and
the overall US-Soviet st-ategic relationship. Whatever
the issue, however, its resolution will engage the interests
of NATO and Europe as a whole.

Obviously, the Western countries do not have identical
national concerns and cannot be expected to agree auto-.
matically on priorities or solutions. Each ally is the best
judge of its own national. interest. But our principal objec-
tive should be to harmonize our policies and insure that
our efforts for detente are complementary. A differenti-
ated detente, limited to the USSR and certain Western
allies but not others, would be illusory. It would cause
strains among allies. It would turn the desire for detente
into an instrument of political warfare. Far from contrib-
uting to reconciliation in Europe, it would postpone it
indefinitely.

Today's pursuit of detente is taking place simul-
taneously with efforts to strengthen the economic and
political solidarity of Western Europe. The West cannot
afford to allow the momentum of individual approaches
to the East to put allies inadvertently in the painful posi-
tion of having to choose between their national concerns
and their European responsibilities.

East-West detente and Western cohesion can be mutu-
ally supporting, if the Alliance consults thoughtfully to
strike a balance between individual and common interests.
The United States applies such a code of consultation to
itself; we have been scrupulous to maintain a dialogue
with our allies on the issues and developments in SALT;
in turn, our allies have worked in consultation with us on
major East-West issues. It is crucial that this continue.

Our urgent task in the coming year is to achieve an
understanding within the Alliance on our analysis of the
sources of East-West tensions, on our respective roles in
dealing with them through individual and collective diplo-
macy, and on our evaluation of future trends. I pledge the
United States to an intensive effort of Allied consultation
on these questions in 1971, at the highest level and in bi-
lateral channels and multilateral forums.

The lajor Issues: We must translate our consensus on
objectives into specific policies.

Allied efforts toward mutual force reductions in Eu-
rope will continue in the coming year. Reducing the mili-
ta confrontation' in Europe. is in the common interest
of ast and West. Our mutual objective should be to cre-
ate a more stable military.balance at lower levels and
lower costs.

The problem of defining a fair agreement in precise
terms is extremely complex. As in the preparations or
SALT, I instructed our Government to develo the a.a'
lytical building blocks of an agreement and evaluate them
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in differing combinations, as our contribution to the Al-

liance's collective deliberations. Our technical analysis is
described in the Arms Control chapter of this report..

The USSR has frequently proposed a general Confer-
cnce on European Security. But such a conference, in the

Sovict formulation, would not address the main security
issues-the German question, Berlin, mutual force re-

ductions-but only very general themes. We and our
allies arc prepared to negotiate with the East in any forum.

But we sec little value in a conference whose agenda would
be unlikely to yield progress on concrete issues, but would

only deflect our energies to drafting statements and dec-

larat'ons the interpretation of which would inevitably be

a continuing source of disagreements. Once a political

basis for improving relations is created through specific

negotiations already in process, a general conference might
build on it to discuss other intra-European issues and forms
of cooperation.

Any lasting relaxation of tension in Europe must in-

clude progress in resolving the issues related to the. dive-
sion of Germany.

The German national question is basically one for the

German people. It is only natural that the government of
the Federal Republic should assign it high priority. But as

Chancellor Brandt has emphasized, it is the strength df

the Wcstern coalition and West Germany's secure place

in it that have enabled his government to take initiatives

which mark a new stage in the evolution of the German

question. The reshaping of German relations with the

East inevitably affects the interests of all European states,

as well as the relationship between the U.S. and the

Soviet Union.
Therefore, there has been full consultation within the

Alliance during the evolution of the Federal Republic's

new policies and the negotiation of its new treaties with
the USSR and Poland. It is clearly established that Allied

responsibilities and rights are not affected by the terms of

these treaties. I emphasized in my talks with Chancellor
Brandt in Washington and in intensive Allied consulta-

tion in 1970 that we support West Germany's objective
of normalizing relations with its eastern neighbors, and

that we view its anguish at the unnatural division of the

German nation with profound compassion.

New policies and their effects in Central Europe will

create new conditions and raise new issues-but none that

cannot be dealt with in continuing close consultation with
the Federal Republic and within the Alliance.

With the encouragement of the Federal Republic, the

US, UK and France in August 1969 invited the USSR

to discuss Berlin. Four Power ambassadorial discussion

started in March 1970. The history of the postwar peri i

demonstrates the complexity and importance of this issue.

The Western objectives are the assurance of unhindered
traffic to and from Berlin, Soviet acknowledgement of the

existing and entirely legitimate ties between Berlin and
Bonn, and improved communications and travel in and

around Berlin. An effective Four Power agreement on

Berlin will have to encompass arrangements worked out

between East and West Germany on technical details.

We recognize that new access procedures to Berlin will not

necessarily prevent administrative harassment; this will

depend as much on Communist willingness to remove

Berlin as a cause of friction as on the specific terms of

agreement.

Thus what began essentially as a discussion of practical

improvements to assure Berlin's viability has assumed
greater significance in East-West relations. To the West

German Government, the eastern treaties and a Berlin

settlement are parts of the whole complex of Germany's

future, and therefore it has conditioned the ratification of

the treaties upon a satisfactory conclusion of the Berlin

talks. To the Western allies, progress on Berlin. will be

an indicator of the possibilities of moving toward fruitful

talks on broader issues of European security.

Eastern and Central Europe. The breakdown of the

postwar monolithic Stalinist bloc' in Europe is a fact of

life. This creates new conditions, aspirations, and expecta-
tions in both Western and Eastern Europe. Just as peace

and its fruits are indivisible for the West, so they must be

for Eastern Europe.

While the countries of that region are in close proximity

to the USSR, they also have historic ties to Western

Europe and to the United States. We will not exploit these

ties to undermine the security of the soviet Union. Wc
would not pretend that the facts of history and geography
do not create special circumstances in Eastern Europe. We

recognize a divergence in social, political, and economic
systems between East and West.

But, in our view, every nation in Europe has the sover-

eign right to conduct independent policies, and to be our
friend without being anyone eLse s enemy or being treated

as such.

There are difficulties, which we recognize, attending

close political relations between Eastern European nations

and the United States. But within these limits there are

opportunities for economic, scientific and technological

contact which we are prepared to broaden on the basis of

mutual benefit.

In 1969 I visited Romania-a Warsaw Pact country-

the first visit by an American President to a Cornmunist
country in 24 years. President Ceausescu visited Washing-

ton in 1970. Romania takes positions on man y major issues

quite different from our own, but we both rec.c.gn::e the

right of every nation to develop its own policies in light
of its own interests. Therefore our differences do not pre-

clude consultation or practical cooperation.

Our trade with Romania douilcd in :970. We extended
credits for the purchase of agriculture commnodities and
liberalized certain export controls for her benefit. We ex-
panded educational and cultural exchanges an"' resn.;nded
with immediate relief in medical supplies, fcdstu:Ts. and
other emergency needs when Romania suffered a .. u
trous flood in 1970.

_. .
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In 1970, on President Tito's invitation, I paid the first
visit by an American Prcidcnt to non-aligned Yugoslavia.
We exchanged ideas or -.. jor international issues, espe-
daily on the Middle East. We broadened our ties of co-

operation on the basis of mutual interest and a mature
respect for our acknowledged differences. President Tito
has now accepted my invitation to pay a return visit to
the United States.

Our trade with Yugoslavia increased by over one-third
in 1970. The U.S. Export-Import Bank reached agree-
ment with Yugoslavia to increase credit, and extended a
loan for Yugoslav purchase of commercial jet aircraft in
this country.

Romania and Yugoslavia both welcome private capital
as beneficial to their economic expansion and consistent
with their national policies. I will therefore shortly ask
the Congress to provide authority to extend guarantees to
American private investment in both countries. This is
to our mutual benefit.

Romania and Yugoslavia have indicated by their poli-
cies a desire for cordial relations with the United States
on the basis of reciprocity. Our relations have continued
to improve because the pace and scope is determined in
the first instance by them. We are responsive, and other
countries in Eastern Europe who desire better relations
with us will find us responsive as well. Reconciliation in
Europe is in the interest of peace.

Issues for the Future
Within our evolving Atlantic community, we must

deepen and extend our unity:
-to complete the transition from American predomi-

nance to a more nearly equal partnership, sharing the
responsibilities of leadership.

-to reaffirm our commitment to cooperative economic
and political relations across the Atlantic as a West-
ern European entity emerges.

-- to intensify our collective attack on the problems of
modern society and expand it into a worldwide
collaboration.

In the security field, following through on the conclu-
sions of our joint review of Alliance defense, we must:

-insure that our common strategy is backed up by
the force levels and qualitative improvements re-
quired to make it credible.

-share the common defense burden equitably.
For a wider partnership and true security in Europe,

continuing our quest for reconciliation between East and
West, we must:

-continue our close Allied consultation as SALT and
other East-West negotiations progress.

-harmonize our individual approaches to insure that
they are complementary, and preserve the cohesion
and stability which make detente possible.

-- seek to engage our adversaries in negotiations ad-
dressing the concrete issues that keep Europe divided.

I have repeatedly emphasized that the Nixon Doctrine
'is a phioskphy of invigorated partnership, not a syno-

nym for American withdrawal. Our relatonship with
Western Europe proves it.
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Appendix 'x

Statistical Tables oh NATO Printed in the
Congressional Record of November 23, 1971

DEFENSE EXPENDITURES-TOTAL AND PERCENT OF GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT AT CURRENT MARKET PRICES
(Calendar years, in millions of dollars]

IEechang. rates used: Belgium 50 francs, Denmark 7.5 kroner, France 5.554 new francs, Germany (F.R.) 3.66 DM, Greece 30 drachmas, Italy 625. lire. Luxembourg 50 francs, Netherlands 3.62 guilders,Norway 7.14 kroner, Portugal 28.75 escudos. Turkey 15 liras, United Kingdom $2.40 per 1, Austria 26 schillings, Spain 70 pesetas, 1.081 dollars

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 . 19701
Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Pei Per- Per- PDefense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense centexpendi- of expendi- of expendi- of expendi- of expendi- of expendi- of expendi- of. expendi- of expendi- ofCountry ture GNP tare GNP tore GNP tare GNP tare GNP ture GNP ture GNP ture GNP tare GNP

Belgium......... .. 422.0 3.3 445.0 3.2 497.0 3.2 501.0 3.0 526.0 2.9 569.0 2.9 602.0 2.9 630.0 28 =695.0 2.8Denmark............... 207.0 3.0 220.0 3.0 235.0 2.8 263.0 2.8 277.0 2.7 300.0 2.7 345.0 2.8 352.0 2.5 236.80 2.3France................. 3,994.0 6.0 4,114.0 5.5 4,372.0 -5.3 4,556.0 5.2 4,813.0 5.0 206.0 5.0 5,438.0 4.8 5,708.0 4.4 5,900.0 4.0Germany(F.R.)......... 4,708.0 4.9 5,443.0 5.3 5,342.0 4.7 5,441.0 4.4 5,533.0 4.2 5,849.0 4.3 5,276.0 3.6 5,895.0 3.6 26,103.0 3.3Greece................ 170.0 4.0 179.0 3.8 188.0 3.6 210.0 3.6 239.0 3.7 313.0 4.3 367.0 4.7 425.0 5.1 450.0 5.0Italy................... 1,377.0 3..3 1,649.0 3.4 1,789.0 3.4 1,939.0 3.3 2,146.0 3.4 2,174.0 3.1 2,245.0 3.0 2,259.0 2.7 2,310.0 2.5Luxembourg-............ 7.1 1.4 7.0 1.3 9.2 1.5 9.5 1.4 9.9 1.4 8.3 1.4 7.5 1.0 7.8 .9 8.3 .9Netherlands----. -- 604.0 4.5 637.0 4.4 735.0 4.3 750.0 3.9 771.0 3.7 884.0 3.9 906.0 3.6 1,017.0 3.6 31,096.0 3.5Norway................ 192.0 3.6 205.0 3.6 220.0 3.5 266.0 3.8 273.0 3.6 294.0 3.5 336.0 3.7 350.0 3.6 375.0 3.4Portugal............... 200.0 6.9 199.0 6.4 224.0 6.6 232.0 6.2 257.0 6.3 333.0 7.2 372.0 7.2 371.0 6.5 400.0 6.3Turkey ................. 199.0 5.7 211.0 5.0 229.0 5.1 - 255.0 5.2 266.0 4.7 306.0 4.8 344.0 4.7 360.0 4.6 355.0 4.3United Kingdom......... 4,353.0 6.3 4,488.0 6.1 4,799.0 6.0 5,018.0 5.8 5,168.0 5.6 5,463.0 5.7 5,545.0 5.4 5,497.0 5.0 5,950.0 5.1
Total Europeon NATO. 16,433.0 5.0 17,797.0 5.0 18,639.0 4.7 19,441.0 4.6 20, 279.0 4.4 21,699.0 4.5 21,784.0 4.1 22,872.0 3.9 24,010.0 3.7

Austria............... 80.0 1.1 100.0 1.3 131.0 1.5 114.0 1.2 135.8 1.3 142.0 1.3 158.0 1.3 158.0 1.3 165.0 1.2Spain.................. 379.0 3.2 417.0 3.0 460.0 3.0 494.0 2.7 - 677.0 3.2 832.0 3.6 998.0 3.9 1,033.0 3.6 1,165.0 3.6United States.......... 52,381.0 9.3 52, 295.0 8. 9 51, 213.0 8.1 51, 826.0 7.6 63, 571.0 8.5 75,484.0 9. 5 80, 732.0 9.3 81,444.0 8.7 76,507.0 7.8Canada................. 1,674.0 4.4 1,584.0 3.8 1,677.0 3.6 1,535.0 3.0 1,633.0 2.9 1,818.0 3.0 1,783.0 2.7 1,757.0 2.4 '1,906.0 2.4

Insafe. costs. (3) Conversions of national currency data into dollars have been made on the basis of officialOActuaaL foreign exchange rates. A uniform exchange rate has been applied for all years in order to preserveNote: See following table for earlier years. (1) Data shown are on basis of NATO definition of the trend of the national currency data and eliminate distorting fluctuations in the dollar figuresdefense expenditures. (2) Data for Germany prior to 1955, Greece for 1955, and Austria and Spain caused by devaluations. Because of purchasing power disparities comparisons between countries
for all years, are estimated. Germany's expenditures through 1955 were largely occupation/support cannot be precise.

DEFENSE EXPENDITURES-TOTAL AND PERCENT OF GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT AT CURRENT MARKET PRICES
(Calendar years-In millions of dollars

V.ohange rates used: Belgium 50 francs, Denmark 7.5 kroner, France 5.554 new francs, Germany (F.R.) 3,66 DM, Greece 30 drachmas, Italy 625 lire, Luxembourgh 50 francs, Netherlands 3.62 guilders.Norway 7.14 kroner, Portugal 28.75 escudos, Turkey 15 liras, United Kingdom $2.40 per 1,,Austria 26 schillings, Slain 70 pesetas, Canada 1.081 dollars)

1949 1950 1951 1952 1955 1958 1959 - 1960 1961
Per, Per. Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per. Per.Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense cent Defense centCexpendi of expendi- of expendi- of expendi- of expendi- of expendi of expendi of expendi- of expendi- ofCountry bure' GNP tare GNP tare GNP tare GNP lure GNP tare G1NP ture" GNP . Cure GNP tare GNP

Belgium................. 153.0 2.3 165.0 2.4 268.0 3.4 399.0 4.9 341.0 3.7 366.0 3.5 374.0 3.5 383.0 3.3 391.0 3.2Denmark.............. 48.0 1.9 48.0 1.7 63.0 2.0 90.0 2.7 123.0 3.2 132.0 2.9 132.0 2.6 148.0 2.7 157.0 2.6FranceG ............. 862.0 5.5 1,006.0 5.5 1,587.0 7.1 2,256.0 8.6 1,984.0 6.5 2,983.0 6.8 3,228.0 6.6 3,450.0 6.4 3,672.0 6.2AGermany (F.R.)... 0 ,230.0 5.0 1,202.0 4.3 1,701.0 4.9 2,336.0 5.9 2,017.0 3.9 1, 872.0 2.8 3,029.0 4-2 3,310.0 4.1 3,600.0 4.0Greece...............-- 54.0 5.9 66.0 6.1 87.0 6.6 89.0 6.4 123.0 5.1 149.0 4,7 158.0 4.8 170.0 4.8 168.0 4.2l . .. ....... 482.0 3.7 565.0 3.9 732.0 4.4 833.0 4.6 880.0 3.8 1,035.0 3.5 1,067.0 3.4 1, 136.0 3.4 1,199.0 3.2Luxembourg ............ 2.2 .9 3.4 1.4 5.3 1.6 8.7 2.4 12.3 3.3 8.6 2.0 8.0 1.8 5.3 1.1 5.8 1.1Netherlands............ 188.0 4.0 249.0 4.8 293.0 4.9 346.0 5.5 469.0 5.6 457.0 4.6 416.0 3.9 -477.0 4.0 556.0 4.4Norway..........- 52.0 2.7 50.0 2.4 80.0. 3.1 116.0 4.0 133.0 4.0 143.0 3.6 155.0 3.6 148.0 3.3 165.0 3.3Portugal................ 49.0 3.7 53.0 3.6 54.0 3.4 59.0 3.6 77.0 4.1 86.0 4.0 98.0 4.3 105.0 4.2 171.0 6.4Turkey................ 37.0 6.0 40.0 5.8 43.0 5.3 49.0 5.1 72.0 5.1 98.0 4.1 143.0 4.8 160.0. 4..9 181.0 5.5United Kingdom......... 1,870.0 6.2 2,038.0 6.4 2,755.0 7.8 3,746.0 9.9 3,762.0 8.1 3,819.0 6.9 3.814.0 6.5 3,972.0 6.4 4,102.0 6.2
Total European NATO.. 5,027.0 4.9 5,485.0 4.8 7,668.0 5.8 10,327.0 7.0 9,994.0 5.5 11, 149.0 4.8 12,622.0 5.0 13, 464.0 4.9 14, 36.0 4.8

Austria--------------............................................................... 21.0 .5 73.0 1.4 77.0 1.4 73.0 1.2 '3.0 1.1Spain.................. NA NA NA NA NA NA 165.0 4.1 201.0 3.7 249.0 3.0 255.0 3.0 269.0 3.0 295.0 2.9
United States........... 13,503.0 5.2 14,307.0 5.0 33, 059.0 10.0 47, 598.0 13.7 40, 371.0 10.2 45,096.0 10.1 45, 833.0 9.5 45, 380.0 9.0 47, 88 0 9.2Canada............... 344.0 2.3 457.0 2.8 1,128.0 5.8 1,734.0 7.8 1,682.0' 6.5 1,610.0 5.1 1,519.0 4.5 1, 530.0 4.A 1,587.0 4.4

NA-Not available. foreign exchange rates. A uniform excharge rate has been applied for all years in order to preserve
Note: See preceding table for later years. (1) Data shown are on basis of NATO definition of tfie trend of the national currency data and eliminate distorting fluctuations in the iiar figuresdefense expenditures. (2) Data for Germany prior to 1955. Greece for 1955, and Austria and Spain caused by devaluations. Because of purchasing power disparities comparisons between counties0' al years, are estimated. Germany's exec-: tures th Zugn 1355 were largely occupation support cannot be precise.coast. (3) Conversions of national currency data into dollars have been made on the basis of official

Congressional Record, November 23, 197, p. S 19497.
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CONSCRIPT TERMS IN NATO COUNTRIES 1951-71

It months; Ke: A-Army; t--Navy; AF-Air Foeel

Country 51 52 53 54 56 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71
Beont-...........------------------ -------- - 18 18 15 15/12 12 12 L2 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 1aa---------------.------------------- - - - -- -'Dsarki.._-_.._..".___-__ ... 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 14 i 14 14 1 - .z-

FrneN/AF14 AF4 AF2 AF12 AF12 AF12Fac-------------------------- 18 (24)18 (24)18 (27)24 (24)18 (24)18 (24)18 18 18 16 16 16 16 16 16/12 12G --any------------ ----- -- 12 12 12 12 12 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18/15G e--------------------------------.(21)18 (21)18 (21)18 (21)18 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24- -------------- ,----------------------38.. 18 is 18 18- 18.""18 18 15 15 15.15 15 15 15 15N28 N24 N24 N24 N24 N24 N24 N24 1N24m.bourg----------------.------- . 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 2 9 2 6-N4erIands...-----------.......... 18 18 18 1$ 18 18 20 20/18, A18 A18 A8 A18 A16 A16 A16 . A16
N/AF21 N/AF21 N/AF21 N/AF21 N21 N21 N21. NAFI8N . -a- 1. 16 26 16 16 16 16 16 16 12.- 12 12 15 5 A 15 15 15P-a-gal---------. . 4 4- 4 18 18 18 -18 18 18 18 18 18 A12 A12 A12'A12 A12

Tdkey-----------------. .. 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 - 124 24 224.a418, 20
Uamed Kingdom... 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24/-- 220UNedStates2..... 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24------ -------- " -----

115 months for serviceisBelgiumonly. 
- OTESs' nceptions according to mood of servic- Complete data not available for 1951-55.

SElistr en/ Denotes chane in low during calendar year.-e 15-0- Frace-156 . Legal draft was 18 months; conscripts were retained for number of months in
parenthesis.

Greece-1956-59.See note re France. -

TABLE 1.-WORLWIDE NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT, MID-1970 TABLE 2.-WORLDWIDE NATO AND WARSAW PACT FORCES, OCTOBER 1968
NATO' -Warsaw Pact (Excluding U.S. increases for Vietnam'

Manpeaaer -An.., .... ,-'95 200NATO Warsaw PactA - -............... . 3, 360, 500-- 2 822, 000.
---------- ---------- 1,029, 500 52950000 Manpwer---- -- --- ----------------.. . .. . . 1,340, 250 574,000 A -y-i-Army/Maines-.--------

Tota Mon.- Na--- 5~--0-------- --------- 3,000, 000 2850000--------------------- ---- , 730, 250 -3, 925, 500 Airorce---- -- ---------. 1, 070, 000 470, 000Combat aircraft---------- - -- 1,400,000 am, 000-

Noinal combat aircraftvlue31,----------------- ,6 0,0074 12, 535 , Total m

Total 
.f.ense budget ------ --. ,00, 000, - ;000 , Tota, 15, 470, 000 4,200,0$-------------------------- 75, 526, 000, 000 a $47, 158, 000, 000 Tactical aircraft:

-Total inventory------.- 1509 01 Excludes U.S. manpower, combat aircraft, and portion of Defense budget dedicated to Vietnam. Nominal inventory value-3- -------. $27, 000, 00 000 $16, 000, 000, 000Includes France. Total Defense budget ---------------- $75, 000, 000, 000 '$50, 000, 000, 000a A t U .S. prices. T h at is, th e U nited S tates could "b u y " the W arsaw Pact f forces -p ay. the m en ---
sc- 

--
n--... 

.......
n.in u7 

,n 
fres -,rb ou 4 2,,0 0,0p r y arat owr pay scales and build tise equipment in Our own factories -for about $47,200000,00 peyea. 'hsttlicue h ocso rne- This totl includes the forces of France.-2 Approximate.3 Does not include U.S. costs for Vietnam.

-'At U.S. prices. That is, the United States could "buy" the Warsaw Pact forces-pay the menat our pay scales and build the equipment in our own factories -for about $50,000,000,000 per year,
TABLE 3.-THE MILITARY BALANCE BETWEEN NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT, 1970

Northern and Central Europe Southern Europe . Northern and Central Europe Southern EuropeGrNouATformatonsA Warsaw (Of which Warsaw (Of whichr dfmoPact U.S.S.R.) NATO Pact U.S.S.R G Cround formations NATO PWact US.S.Rh) NATO PWasct .S(.SR
~~CATEGORY-

Tanks: Mdium,heavy tanksground forces available to- available to commanders:commanders in peacetime - in peacetime. --. 11,000 14,000 8,000 2,100 5,000 1,400(in division equivalents) Air forces: Tactical aircraft
Armored....-.-.-_-_ 8 in operational service:Infantry, mechanized31 9 6 - 12 3 Light bombers.. 16 240 200------------30 30hand airborne.... 6 38 2 Fghter/ground attack 1. 400 1, 300 1000 ---600 200 50Manpower (in thousands): 3 Interceptorsanc------ -350 4Z00 00 100 100 40Combat and direct sup. Reconnaissance 400 2.00 300 100 850 450port troops available-------580 900 585 525 370 74100 40

' r / Ibid., p. S 19498.
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-Northern and Central Europe Southern Europe

Warsaw (Of which Warsaw (Of whichGround formations NATO Pact U.S.S.R.) NATO Pact U.S.S.R.)

CATEGORY

Ground forces available to
commanders in peacetime
(in division equivalents):

Armored.-.-......... 8 30 19 6Infantry, mechanized 11
and airborne..-...... 16 35 20 27 23Manpower (in thousands:

Combat and direct sup.
port troops available.. 608 925 600 525 375

3

4

100

Ground formations

Northern and Central Europe Southern Europe

Warsaw .(Ot which Warsaw (Of which

Tanks: Medium/heavy tanksavailable to commanders:
In peacetime,---------- 5,250 12,500 8,000 1,800 4,600 1,300Airforces: Tactical aircraft

in operational service;
Light bombers......... - 50 260 220-60 60Fighter/ground attack-... 1,150 1,285 820 550 215 105Air forces: Tactical aircraft

inoperational service:
Interceptors........... 450 2,000 885 300 860 295Reconnaissance..... 400 250 220 125 50 40

APPROXIMATE STRENGTHS OF MILITARY FORMATIONS

Squadron (in aircraft)
Division (in men) Infantry Bomber/

Country Infantry Armor Airborne (in men) bomber Ffgiter Transport

United States
Soviet Unon.......- .--.---------- 16,000 - 15,500 13, 500 4,000-5,000 12-15 -8251
Sviet nion - --- -------------- ------- --- -10, 000 8, 250 7, 000 2, 000 - 1 -2 10

Britai . - ----- ------ -----.------ -- ------- 12,000-14,000 10,000 6,000 3 000 9-10 10-12 8-10---------------------------.- 12, - 000 12,.000-15, 000 4000-6, 8-10 10-12 -1fre -_............. 0 600----------- --. 0,0 ,6000 .81 2-491Germany(est)...14 0016,000 14, 000 3, 500-4, 000 4-2 22-15 1615.500.14, 500 - .----- 3,000-4, 000 15-20 15-20 12-18
Sources: Department of Defense, Office of Systems Analysis; The Military Balance, 1970-71, Institute of Strategic Studies, London.

.1/ Ibid., pp. S 19512-3.

L
.

TABLE 4.--THE MILITARY BALANCE BETWEEN NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT. 1969
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Appendix I

Extracts from
Toward a More Secure America: An

Alternative National Defense Posture

Hon. George McGovern
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thern Europe

Warsaw (Of which
Pact U.S.S.R.)

4,600 1,300

60 60
215 105

860 295
50 40

raft)

Transport

is 
12 8-10

12 8-10

l4 

9-12

16

b 

12-18

(2) Europe
the majority of U.S acti andreserve

'akae are allocated to th~e defendofErev
tlulillling the commitment undertakenthrough U.S. membership in the North At.lantic Treaty Organlzation The foral U.S.
Commitment to NATO involves about eight
ground divisions. 12 land based air iuls,and two carrier task forces. Current planningsets higher force levels for Europe, however,Including nine active land divisions, cight
Army and one Marine, with about four andone-third of those divisions siationcd in Eu-
rope; four carrier task forces, two stationed
In the Mediterranean at all times: sixteen
tactical air wings based on land: plus up to
six National Guard and reserve divisions and
an equal number of reserve tactical air
wings.

U.S. forces in Europe are also equipped
with tactical nuclear weapons. Thus we
theoretically contriule to a "flexible re-
spouse fcapability. dc:igned to deal with avariety of potential ho,tie actious; rangingfrom a limited probing conventional attack,to a nuclear confrontation.

Active allied land forces assigned to NATO
and present on the Central Front, encorn-
passing West Germany, Denmark and the
Benelux countries Include approximately
794,000 men, with the largest numbers corn-
ing from West Germany (326.000) and the
United States (200.000) respectively. Exclud-
Irng the Unitcd States, regular armed forces
in NATO total about 2.9 million men, plus
another 3.8 million if trained reserves are
Included.

The alliance also has approximately 2.100
deployed aircraft in combat ready status, plus
largo numbers of sophisticated conventionalland weapons such as tanks and artillery and
antitank weapons.

Estimates of comparable figures for oppos-
ing Warsaw Pact forces vary widely depend.
ing ons the source. A me'dium-rnnre calcut:a-tion puts total active n power on the Cen-tral Front, encompassing East German, Po-land, and Czechoslovakia on the Pact side,at about 685,000, including 285.000 Soviet

troops. Exclusive of the Soviet Union. War-saw Pact countries maintain about 970.000
active armed forces, plus another 1.9 million
trained reserves.

r

It is impossible to determine, the propor-
tion of total Soviet active and reserve forces
that could be deemed ultimately available
for use in Europe. The Soviet Union has to-
tal armed forces of about 3.3 million men,
plus another 2.3 million in reserves. One
reasonable method of assigning them to the
European contingency would at least add the
estimated 450,000 Soviet troops stationed in
the European U.S.S.R., and it is possible
that greater numbers could be moved.to the
European theater with relative speed, as-
suming that problems of logistics could be
surmounted. At the same time, however, it
is clear that the Soviet Union would be
reluctant to reduce forces presently main-
tained on its extensive common border with
China.

The Warsaw Pact has approximately 2.900
tactical aircraft deployed in Europe. While
that is larger than the comparable NATOfigure, it also accounts for a much larger
proportion of total tactical aircraft of the
countries involved. NATO forces could be
augmented by aircraft stationed elsewhere
to achieve an overall superiority. The Pact
also has more tanks than the combined
NATO force, but, as noted below, the signifi-
cance of this figure, like that for tactical air
forces, must be heavily weighted to account
for extreme differences in capabilities, andit also tends to ignore U.S. and allied tanks
stored in Europe.

The foregoing suggests that to extent
numbers are a guide, Warsaw Pact and NATO
forces are in rough balance. There are, how-ever, several of other factors which render
numerical comparisons virtually meaning-
less.First is the all-important matter of forcereadiness, in the context of the likely. dura4-tion of any confrontation in Europe.

If it Is realistic at all to contemplate. a
Pact invasion of Western Europe in today's

political and milil.ary cont.ext. the most im-
portant ohJcctives of the Pact would be to
move quickly, to capitalize on surprise, and
to take and hold substantial amounts of
territory in the first few days of fighting.
As a consequence a more rele.ant comparison
is one which conm 4ers the numbers and

Source: The Congressional. Record, daily edition, January 19, 1972,pp. 153-4, E 158.
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=LUGS ffoft ces which would be availablethe first few days, up t the first month.Based on present deplovment.s the War.saw Pact has 275.0^0 men in East Germanywhich wouli4 be available on the first d~ay of.
fighting. NATO han 5R3.00 stationed in West
Germany---a clear margin of superiority.

Within Y5 days the -Pact could mobilizeanother 547,Oor from troops stationed in.Poland, Cxv-ho.lvn:i aad Hungary, whileNATO co'rulv add 1"Pr,,00 more from theBenelux coorntrie-. and from Italy. At this
stage the Pact would have a small numericaladvantage.

By the thrtleth day, the Pact could-con.ceivably add another 585.000 troops from the
European tV.-S.S.R.. Bulgaria and Rumania,
bringing the committed total to 1.4 million.NATO. eaawhile,. could add another 604,.000 from Britain, Canada, Italy, Franc.,Greece, and Turkey, bringing the total toalmost the samre rlze as the Pact force.

But this companion a.'::umes no deploy-ments to Europe from approximately eightand two-third.; active divicionst or about400.000 men. from the United Statesbnordoes It assume the use of NATO memberforces other than those explicitly earmarkedto the alliance. The U.S. Is acquiring the
cspacity. with a programmed fleet of C-5Atransport aircraft, to move as many as 560.-000 troops and supplies each roman y an.of which could clearly arrive well before thefrst 30 days of 1fghting had been completed.And to the extent they are ready forces, Itseems quite ILUely that other NATO memberswould speedily commt additional forces ifan invasion threatening their territory did,I= fact, occur. On the other side, however,the thirty day scenario would have employedell available Soviet combat manpowerlyid

tn.ader the =most realistic planning assump.tion, therefore, NATO clearly has more than
ough forces to repel a Pact attack.
A eond major factor is the relative qual-ty allied and Pact forces, and here theCivantage is decidedly in favor of NATO. The

a 's slight numerical advantage in tanks,emple. La negated by the. fact that
NATO tanks are much more sophisticated.
mittby NATOs clear superiority in antitankwaponry. The differences in tactical aircraftWeven moresubstantial. with NATO planesZte at least twice as effective as those ofthe Pact in such key measurements as effec.-veness of payload. ioitcr time and crewdining. Moreover NATO has a numerical
advantage of nearly three-to-one in multi..Purpose fighter and attack aircraft, whilethePact's planes are concentrated on theInterceptor csaegory which is better suiteddefense than offense.

A third factor bearing on the adequacyof NATO's capability to deter or defendagainst attack is its very definition as a de-fensive entity. In the conventional war con,'ext the advantage is inherently with thedefense. Its Installations cnn be more heavily&rttAed, and its supply and logistics prob.s as' much less severe. Even such factor4 motavatiosa nay have a greatt ler;n ...

NATO members can be expected to fightforcefully in defense of their own territory,whereas it is at least problematical whetherRussian. Polish or Czechoslovakian troopswould be as enthusiastic about taking partin expeditionary operations hundreds of
.miles from home in the midst of a hostile
population. Historically -these factors havemeant that an invading force must have asubstantial numerical superiority in order toachieve any degree of success. The Pact has..nowhere near such an advantage and is not.
likely to achieve it.

These three factors--force readiness, the
quality of weaponry and the defensive na-
ture of NATC--lead to the unmistakable con-clusion that the alliance poses a formidable
defense of Western Europe, one which is fullycapable of deterring any calculated attack
from the Warsaw Pact or of defending
against such an attack should it occur.

This is not to say that NATO does not
have weaknesses. It does, and they are signi-icant. Active forces are not deployed in
positions dictated by wise military planning.
They could not respond as quickly as would
be possible under other arrangements, and
they are concentrated too heavily in alimited number of locations. The ratio of
support and command to combat forces isexcessively high, and serious questions havebeen raised about the ability of the com-
mand structure to communicate and operate
efficiently in an emergency situation. The1968 movement of Soviet troops into Czecho-
slovakia illustrated that there is no assur-ance of a response to ominous developments
on the other side, and this must be traced
not to military weakness but to command
and control deficiencies. These are problems
which exist irrespective of the numbers ofmen and the amounts of arms contributed
by the United States, yet they have a muchmore serious bearing on NATO's overall ca-
pabilities.

At the mine time the Pact has problems
of its own. As compared to NATO a much
greater proportion of its total forces comeoutside the immediate region, i.e., from theSoviet Union, which means that suppliesmust be moved great distances overland,
communications are quite difficult, and com-mand and control are correspondinglyvulnerable to disruption. Preparations forattack could not be conducted in secrecy:
any buildup would be easily detected. Fur-
ther, and of very great Importance, a large
proportion of Soviet troops stationed in
Europe, and probably some other Pact forcesbesides, probably would not be available foran assault against NATO members because
of internal differences among Pact members.
This situation is best exemplifed by the factthat 75.000 of the Pact forces in Eastern
Europe were moved there for actions direct-ed not against NATO but against Czecho-
slovakia, a Pact member, in 1968. It is notclear whether those troops should be addedto or subtracted from total Pact capabilities.

In sum. the NATO alliance, despite itsweaknesses, is in a very strong position with
respect to the single threat against which it
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's arrayed. Further, the number of United
States forces committed to NATO and sta-
tioned on European soil is not, within l imits.
a major factor in NATO's capability to deter
or fight a war on European soil, so long as
sufficient numbers are present to convince
the Warsaw Pact that the United States re-.
mains firmly committed to European secu-
rity, and so long as lift capacity can provide
speedy reinforcement. A smaller number of
U.S. forces would notify the Soviet Union of
our guaranteed involvement in the defense of
Europe, and should reassure our European
allies on the same issue.

Their contribution to overall military ca-
pability is but one issue bearing on the ques-
tion of how many U.S. forces should be sta-
tioned in Europe. Proponents of the present
level of some 300,000 men also argue that anyreductions could possibly casse panic among
our allies, forcing them to accelerate plans
for accommodations with the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe. But the United States
places itself in an extremely cdd position if
we are attempting to discourage the Euro-
pean nations whose safety is directly at stake
from seeking to improve the degree of safety
through methods other than military build-
ups.
- Similar considerations apply to the, rather

vague warnings that any withdrawals of
U8. forces will increase the political powerof the Soviet Union in Europe. If NATO re-
mains capable of fulfilling its military pur-
poses, it is exceedingly difficult to determine
how adjustments in troop deployments would
make the Soviet Union more adventurous
or our allies less resolute.

Our European allies all devote a smaller
share of their national wealth than the
United States to national defense. With the
exception of West Germany all have, in fact,
failed to join the United States in meeting
the commitments they have undertaken as
members of the alliance. Yet they have all
achieved -dynamic economies since World
War II, and they are unquestionably capable
of carrying a greater share of the burden of
their own defense.

Moreover, U.S. forces in Europe pose a bal-
ance of payments problem for the United
States which would not be suffered by NATO'
partners supplying added forces to meet their
own assigned quotas. .
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Europe
As noted previously, the highest priority

U.S. defense commitment is to Europe. In
the absence of mutual .reductions on both
aides. U.S. land forces available for service
in that theater should not be reduced below
the eight divisions and 14 air wings compos-
ing the apportioned share of the - United
States. However, that commitment can be
fulfilledd in the context of a reduction in
forces stationed on European sol), without
reducing the overall capbthilil.y of the AlI-
anco to deter or defend nrain:nt an stack
from tho Warsaw Pact, because of the c pa-
bility for.rapid redeployment in the case of
attack or ominous enemy buildups,.and be-
cause the Alliance can marshall clear nu-
merical superiority for the initial stages of
any conflict. This course, while suggested by
a realistic appraisal' of the balance of forces
in Europe, is also strongly supported by eco-
nomic considerations.

Therefore. two and one-third of the four
and one-third active U.S. divisions presently
stationed in Europe should- be returned to
the United States, leaving two .divisions in
Europe. With appropriate withdrawals of
command support' forces. this redeployment
should return roughly 170.000 men. leaving
130,000. A force of that size would be s".2-
ficient to supply an important military con-
tribution at the start of any conflict, and
also to signal the U.S. commitment both
to Europe and in the Middle East.

This shift requires that six U.S. land divi-
sions be available for deployment to Europe,
and thus not available for purposes other
than another major contingency. The six
divisions based in the United States should
include one Marine and five Army divisions,
augmented by a substantial proportion of re-
serve forces. Since the prospect of an am-
phibious landing requirement in Europe
must be seen as extremely remote, and prob-.
ably unfeasible should the condition arise,
the Marine division need not have an am-
phibious capability.

Current overall NATO air superiority also
allows a cut in tactical air forces effectively
allocated to Europe. Instead of. the present
estimated 22. the U.S. should maintain 16
air wings ready for action in Europe-four
carrier based (including one in the Mediter-
ranean), one double Marine wing, and 11
Air Force wings. Two carriers would --be on
station at all times.
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Aopendix J

New York Times Article oi NATO of July 26, 1972

ISoviet-American Acord
Embitters NATO O fficials

By FLORA LEWIS
Spel to-TheewoI.Trnmes

BRUSSELS, July 20-Members of the North Atlantic
Council. guiding body of the Atlantic alliance, are baffled

and bitter at what they consider President Nixon's end run

in signing a declaration of' The same allies who have

principles with the Soviet long urged the United States to

leader Leonid I. Brezhnev in relax . its relations with the
Moscow last May. Communist powers, and who

One chief allied delegate moved well ahead of Washing-

called it "a decetion." Another, ton in that direction, are among

said the Moscow declaration those now complaining most
was a typical example" of intently.
current American disregard for They are aware of an ap-

the North Atlantic Treaty Or- parent contradiction and want
ganization and for the proced- to be correctly understood. It

is not United States policy to-
. ures that have become a cus- ward the Communist states
. tomary and expected part of that upsets them, they say;
the alliance as an Atlantic in- they welcome it.
stitution. Their dismay is provoked by

The Soviet-Americanagree the way American policy has
aagree- been conducted, in their view,

ment has already produced behind NATO's back, and by
harmful effects in their own re- what they perceive to be Amer-

latioas . with Moscow, accord- ica's indifferent and even

ing to officials of more than sometimes adversary approach
to allies.

one member Government. They The incident of the Nixon-
expect it will also serve to Brezhnev declaration was taken
weaken the Western position as only an example. There has

when negotiations begin this been a large accumulation of

November for an East-West irritations and misunderstand- 1
ings, and Gov. Ronald ReagansI

European security conference- recent European fence-mending
Among countries known s.to tour only worsened them.

be distressed are almost all the But the text from Moscow

members.of the Common Mar- was serious shock.
but the imprtat alies For several months before

het, but other important allies the spectacular Presidential trip
are also upset. Some leading to the Soviet Union. the NATO

delegates have confided to Council had been working on
American officials that they a joint statement of principles

to guide allied relations withfear a rise of anti-American Moscow.
sentiment within their govern- Many countries - submitted
ments. drafts. They were in the

Feelings about what is con- process of being reconciled, but

sidered to be American neglect, no consensus had been reached.

even scorn, for NATO are The United States, according to

strong here. They remain just one -European delegate, did not

blowg heurfahe, heverjst put forth a proposal but it took
below the surface, however,', full part in the discussions, giv-
thinly ve o .:-':..i'ar-'..-l ir t2'e imnression that Wash.

ity because t:er? : :--ha : o.hd the idea an
respect and approval for Pri- e drather thana* lateral
dent Nixon's achievements in Ovth s
Moscow and Peking

.
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Allies Not Consulted
When Mr. Nixon went to

Moscow, the allies were given
no advance word of the plan
to sign a United States-Soviet
declaration, let alone consulted
about what it would contain.

Martin J. Hillenbrand, then
Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs and now
Ambassador to West Germa'y,
care to brief NATO officials
before the President's trip.

He spoke only of the agree-
ments that were planned-the
treaty to limit strategic arms,
an interim agreement on of-
fensive weapons and arrange-.
ments for Soviet-American co-
operation on space, trade, mari-
time incidents, health, science
and technology.

One European ambassador
said he .asked Mr. Hillenbrand
directly, "Will you talk about
things that concern all of us?"
He said Mr. Hillenbrand's an-
swer. was, "No." The same
question was later put to Sec-
retary of State William . P.
Rogers who, according to the
ambassador, gave the same
answer.

'The 12 Commandments'

"Then," the ambassador said,
"they came back with the
Decalogue, the 12 Command-
ments."

The declaration, signed .- by
Mr. Nixon and Mr. Brezhnev on
May 29 and entitled "Basic
Principles of Mutual Relations
Between the United States of
America and the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics," was
composed of a preamble and 12
headings.

Inflaming the injury, NATO
members also read in the news-
papers, which provided their
first knowledge of the declara-
ration, that Henry A. Kissinger,
Mr. Nixon's adviser on national
security, said at a news con-
ference that the declaration had
been worked out over several
months of negotiation.

They were aghast to realize
that the United States had
been drawing up the statement
with the Russians at the same
time that it was taking part in
the NATO effort to produce a
joint alliance declaration, with-
ott letting its NATO right hand,
know what its superpower left
hand was doing.
. During the NATO discus-
sions, the United States took
different positions from the
ones embodied in the Moscow
agreement.

It insisted, for example, that
a declaration should go beyond
an allied suggestion calling for
"improvement of relations and
contacts," and proclaim freer
movement between East and.
West. This point was dropped
in the Soviet-American text.

"You abandoned in Moscow
what you were urging us here
to support," said one of the
allied leaders.

At NATO, the allies had also
- discussed whether a set of

principles should include a ref-
erence to "peaceful coexist-
ence." They agreed, and the
United States agreed with them,
that the phrase should be
banned because. it might seem
to mean an endorsement of the
"Brezhnev doctrine," the prin-
ciple by which the Soviet Union
claims the right of armed in-
tervention in Communist states

when it considers the. mainte-l
nance of Communist ideology
to be threatened.

The doctrine was propounded
in justification of the Soviet-led
invasion 'of Czechoslovakia in
1968.

The first of the 12 Soviet
American principles says that
the two nations agree that
"there is no alternative to con-
ducting their mutual relations.
on the basis of peaceful co-
existence."

The Moscow declaration
omitted, from the list of prin-
ciples the "right of self-deter-
mination," which, with Ameri-
can approval, NATO had listed
as essential.

Last month, when Foreign
Minister Andrei A. Gromyko of
the Soviet Union visited Brus-'
sels, the Belgians sought to in-
clude "self-determination" in
the joint document following
their talks.

Mr. Gromyko refused, saying
that the Americans had dropped
the phrase and it could no
longer figure in Soviet accords
with Western nations. He made
clear that the Moscow declara-
tion set 'the outer limits" for
what he would accept.

Secretary Rogers and Mr.
Hillenbrand returned to brief
NATO officials after the Mos-
cow trip, and a NATO council
member said, "We all ques-
tioned a whole series of points" f
in the Moscow texts, adding:
"'They said that the accords
concerned only te L.S. and thej
U.S.S.R. and 'place no con-
straint on. you. This is strictly

r

SI

...



CRS-196

abin'bilatral relations.'
"But we 'warned them we

would certainly feel the effects.
And now Gromyko is going
around from country to coun-
try saying he won't go any
further than the Americans ac-
cepted in Moscow."

These diplomats have no
doubt that what they consider

-American concessions in Mos-
cow will also be demanded by
Ithe Russians when they come
to an East-West security con
ference. The West, they reer;
will have lost not only bargain-
ing points but some vital prin-
ciples at the outset.

"We must get this message
to Kissinger," said one of thel
Europeans. Others noted that
the President's adviser, whom
they recognize as his chief for-
eign policy architect, had never
bothered to visit.

There are complaints about
the United States representa-
tive at NATO, David M. Ken-
nedy, who was described as
"totally uninterested in alliance
problems-he's more of a su-
pershield against our exports of
shoes and textiles."

There is what can only be
described as bemused distress
at Governor Reagan's recent
three-week tour of six .Euro-
pean capitals, with an entour-
age of 31, including a dozen
Secret Service agents. Gover-
nor Reagan came as a special
Presidential envoy and deliv-
ered at each stop a three-point
message from Mr. Nixon pledg-
ing American devotion to.
NATO and loyalty to European
allies.

But he was not sufficiently
briefed to answer any ques-
tions nor, his questioners felt,

- informed enough to listen to.
their views with any compre-
hension.
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