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ABSTRACT

During the Cold War, American strategic policy veagrcised and implemented on a
worldwide basis; decisions taken by Presidentstheid advisers were eventually
implemented at some other location. Scotland wasobithese other locations and
this research project will examine the implementabf the US strategic doctrine and
its eventual delivery in Scotland. The researchec®the following four questions.

Why were the Americans present in Scotland duwgyeriod in such strength?
What were they doing there?

How did this change over time?

How does this study of policy implementation hefpto understand the American

motives?

The research is split into six separate chaptdrs.fifst chapter sets the scene and
poses the research questions noted above. Thegguopthe remaining chapters is to
examine activities that had a physical presen@cotland and interrogate the

research sources to find answers to the contegtiestions.

Chapter Two examines how the US established andtanaed an intelligence
gathering system at Edzell and Thurso, appareaggndless of any larger strategic
imperatives. Chapter Three deals with the creaifdhe US Polaris submarine base
at Holy Loch, the most high profile base in the Whapter Four, anti-submarine
warfare (ASW) strategy addresses the strategiclitapoe of the Scottish base at
Thurso for this purpose. Chapter Five concentratethe communications, navigation
and logistics tasks carried out by the US forcah@nUK, and especially in Scotland.
The final chapter draws the systematic study tageatong with the conclusions

reached in each chapter to the research questions.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

ACE High Allied Command Europe integrated command control
system.

AJCC US Alternative Joint Command Centre

AD-70 Allied Defense into the Seventies NATO prograe

AMTW Aeromedical Transport Wing

AN/FRC-39A(V) Intelligence gathering antenna

ANMCC Alternate National Military Command Center

APCS Air Photographic and Charting Service

ARPA Advanced Research Projects Agency

ARPANET Defense Department nuclear resilient comations
system

ARS Air Rescue Service

ASW Anti-submarine warfare

AUTOVON Automatic Voice Network Telephone System

AGI Soviet Auxiliary Intelligence Gathering Boat

AWS Air Weather Service

BMEWS US Ballistic Missile Early Warning System

GCHQ UK Government Communications Headquarters

C3 Command, control and communications system

CDAA Antenna system for Wullenweber radios

CIA Central Intelligence Agency

CINCEASTLANTMED

US Navy Commander in Chief Eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean

CINCEUR US military Commander in Chief Europe
CINCLANT US Navy Commander in Chief Atlantic
CINCUSAFEUR US Commander in Chief US Air Force Epgo
CANS Civil Air Navigation School

Clarinet Pilgrim

Component of US naval navigatigstem

CLASSIC WIZARD

US SIGINT programme

CNO US Chief of Naval Operations

COMASWFORLANT | Commander ASW Force Atlantic

COMINT Communications Intelligence

CRITICOMM US critical communications for nucleautach orders
Crystal Palace Presidential emergency facility irgMia

DCI Director of Central Intelligence (head of CIA)

DDE Radio Destroyer Escort

DEB Digital European Backbone communications system
DER Radar picket ship

DEW line US Distant Early Warning system

DIRNSA/ CNCSS

Director National Security Agencyii€f National Central
Security Services

DOD Department of Defense

DPC NATO Defence Planning Committee NATO Defence
Planning Committee (DPC

EAM Emergency Action Messages from US national comma

authorities

nd
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ELINT Electronics Intelligence

ELF Extremely Low Frequency radio transmission eyst
EOD Explosives Ordnance Disposal Group, US AtlaRlext
EDIP European Defense Improvement Program

FBM Fleet Ballistic Missile

Flexible Response US strategic doctrine in the18&0s

GIUK Gap Greenland-Iceland-UK naval zone

HFDF High Frequency Direction Finding radio system
ICBM Inter-continental ballistic missile

IDF US Defense Force in Iceland

JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff

JIC UK Joint Intelligence Committee

LF Low Frequency radio transmission system
LORAN Long Range Navigation system (naval)

MAC US Military Airlift Command

Massive Retaliation

US strategic doctrine mid-19&0s1id-1960s

MATS

US Military Air Transport Service

McMahon Act

US law prohibiting the sharing of nualesecrets with othe
countries.

MEECN Minimum Essential Emergency Communicatibieswork

Minuteman US inter-continental silo-launched bétlisnissile

MIRVs Multiple Independently Targeted re-entry Vabs (ICBM
warhead)

MLF NATO multilateral force

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

NARS North Atlantic Radar System

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

NCA US National Command Authority

NAVEUR US Navy Europe

NPG NATO Nuclear Planning Group

NC3 Nuclear Command, Control, and Communications

NCA US national command authority

NEACP National Emergency Airborne Command Post

Night Watch Presidential airborne command post

NMCC National Military Command Center

NMCS National Military Command System

NOACT Navy Overseas Air Cargo Terminal

NORAD North American Air Defence System

NSA National Security Agency (intelligence agency)

NSC National Security Council (presidential adwisgroup)

NSG US Naval Security Group

ORSE Operational Reactors Safeguards Exam

Project Sanguine ELF programme

Project VENONA US counter-espionage operation $94860s

REFORGER Reinforcement of Germany annual exercise

RSVN Soviet Strategic Missile Forces

SAC Strategic Air Command (USAF)
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SACEUR Supreme Allied Commander Europe

SACLANT Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic (US Navy)

SALT Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty

SAM Special Airlift Mission

Seafarer US Navy ELF programme

SIGINT Signals Intelligence

SIOP Strategic Integrated Operational Plan

SHF Super High Frequency radio transmission system

SILK PURSE Strategic command network system.

SIS UK Secret Intelligence Service (MI5)
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SLBM Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile

SLOC Sea Lines of Communication

SOSUS Sound Surveillance System (US Navy)

SPECCOMMS Naval Special Communications system

SPO Special Projects Office

SSBN Ship Submersible Ballistic Nuclear (nucleaveced
submarine with underwater-launched nuclear migsiles

SSK Attack Submarine

SSN Attack Submarine Nuclear-Powered

TACAMO Take Command and Move Out aircraft

Troposcatter Radar system (US)

UKMS UK Wideband Microwave System

ULTRA World War 2 SIGINT

USCIB United States Communications Intelligenceroa

USAF United States Air Force

USAFSS USAF Security Service

USCG United States Coast Guard

USMC United States Marine Corps
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Background

During the Cold War, American strategic policy wasercised and implemented on a
worldwide basis; decisions which were taken by Eesgs and their advisers were
subsequently implemented at some other locationtl&a was one of these other
locations and this research project will examine ithplementation of the US strategic

doctrine and its eventual delivery in Scotland.

Scotland can claim to have been in the front lihehe Cold War due to its strategic
location and the presence of the US nuclear ballmissile submarine fleet in the Holy
Loch, the signals intelligence stations at EdZBtiurso, Kirknewton and Mormond Hill,
and the strategic reinforcement airfields at Prest@nd Machrihanish. The research will
examine these activities in the context of changhmgerican strategic defence policy
during the mid-Cold War period, i.e. from 1953 1874, covering the presidencies of
Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon. These dad®s been chosen as they
encompass the establishment of the first US siiategse in Scotland at Kirknewton in
1953 and the end of the landmark strategic poliche Nixon presidency in 1974 when
he had ended the Vietnam War, changed US-Chinéstéores and built détente with the
USSR.

Scotland has been chosen as the focus of the cbsearit contained all of the major
components of US policy — intelligence gatheringategic retaliation, anti-submarine
warfare and command and control facilities. Thessures were also present at other
bases in the UK, but only Scotland had the majtelligence gathering and strategic
retaliation bases. This factor makes it worthy ekearch. This limited focus will

necessarily exclude other important activities thate carried out at these UK locations.
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Map 1 - Scotland’s Geographical Importance 1953-1974
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However, the topic of US strategic presence intl8nd during this period has not been

covered in any detail and therefore the researtifcawer new ground.

The research questions in this paper are as fallows

* Why were the Americans present in Scotland dutwgyperiod in such strength?

* What were they doing there?

* How did this change over time?

* How does this study of policy implementation hedptoi understand the American

motives?

The sources used are from the US National Arch@@kege Park, the UK Public Record
Office, the National Archives of Scotland, the FgreRelations of the United States and
a variety of online primary sources from US and d&vernment declassified sites.
Almost all of the relevant information has beenvied solely from US and UK primary
sources, as there is a limited amount of transl&edet/Warsaw Pact primary source
material available. There is a wide-ranging coltectof material, with some excellent
detailed coverage, but also some areas have fititeary source material currently
accessible. As a consequence of these limitatitmes,research does not address in
detailed fashion the full history of US actions idgrthe period. However, there is an
adequate supply of information available to corteureasonable picture of the events of
the time.

Review of the Literature

The Cold War dominated international relations \aigti of its time. There has been
plenty of reporting on policy matters, but practicaplementation measures have been
somewhat neglected, especially in the case of U&tegic activities in Scotland.
Presidential actions have been well observed, lierethas been less coverage for the
‘lower, practical’ activities. The project will @&npt to link the high level decisions with
the lower level activities, and relate them to@usiin Scotland.
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Three main schools of thought exist about Americases in the UK. The first of these
emphasises American unilateralism and technicailyed defence matters. The second
concerns itself with US multilateralism, with refaces to relations with NATO and the
importance of the political relationship. The firsghool takes the US/UK relationship as

its focus and examines this from a political viewypo

This research focuses on the American developnfestrategic policy and examines its

implementation in its Scottish bases; this aspastanlimited supply of detailed literature.
School One is dominant in this field as it conssdall American actions as unilateral, and
School Three, the UK/US political relationship,atsas support. Related events will be
examined through the US strategic doctrine, theldwignerican Relationship and the

use of American bases in Scotland. There is atyaviditerature and original sources on
these matters, but there is a shortage of orighoaiet information in sharp contrast to

the non-Soviet reports on the same matters.

American Strategic Doctrine

The principal change to America’s strategic doetimthis period was the move from
military involvement in strategy to complete ciaifi control and the subsequent effort to
reduce dependence on the use of nuclear weapoase3darch project deals principally
with American strategic policy, which moved from 88a/e Retaliation in the 1950s to
Flexible Response in the 1960s. It has considerat#esst for historians and has resulted
in a consistent tension in their views. Denis Hetdymer UK Secretary of Defence is of
the opinion that ‘Soviet intransigence’ shaped @fcy and was accelerated by

American and UK officials who had worked togetharidg the war-

Michael Korda notes that Eisenhower did not belidvat there was a ‘single, simple
answer to defending the United States’, and althdbgddis does not rate Eisenhower as

a great president, he acknowledges that his ‘siyaleas coherent’ and in overall terms

1 Healey, DenisThe Time of my LifédLondon: Politicos, 2006), p.102
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was ‘more considerate than detrimental to the natiinterest.” This, Gaddis reckons,
was a better legacy than what had preceded it,edlsas what followed if. In simple
terms, Eisenhower was faced with an American doetdf all-out nuclear response to

any Soviet aggression and he worked to alter ttuatson.

Lawrence Freedman believes that the use of nualeapons by NATO was established
by the New Look policy of the mid-1950s and in Janyul954, Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles stated advanced the concept of Mag&dtaliation; the US would
‘retaliate, instantly, by means and at places ofawn choosing’. However, Massive
Retaliation had its critics from its start in 19%8incipally General Ridgeway, General
Taylor, former Secretary of State Dean AchesonRaud Nitze® In 1958 Dulles wrote

to Macmillan ‘our entire military establishment asses more and more that the use of
nuclear weapons will become normal in the evertostilities.” Despite this belligerent
attitude, Eisenhower still did not commit himselfthe use of nuclear weapons in any of
the crises of his presidency. Dockrill holds thatdBhower’s New Look strategic policy
was heavily reliant on collective security as itsinspring, with the USA providing the
nuclear capability and the other NATO allies pravgithe regional conventional
defences

American strategic policy was predicated on twddes; first, the relentless advance of
the ‘military-industrial’ complex as publicly idafied by Eisenhower in 1961 and
development of nuclear weaponry, and second, tpernative that the US must remain

the sole nuclear power in the NATO allianteAll commentators agree on these points.

2 Michael Korda,ke: The American HerdNew York: Harper, 2007), p.701. John Lewis Gaddi
Strategies of Containment: A Critical AppraisalAherican National Security Policy during the Cold
War, Revised and Expanded Edition, (New York: Oxfontvérsity Press, 2005), p.196

% Beatrice HeuselNATO, Britain, France and the FR@.ondon: Macmillan, 1999), pp.38-41.

4 Lawrence Freedmaihe Evolution of Nuclear Strategyhird Edition, (New York and Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), p.85. R. Harkavy (1982¢at Power Competition for Overseas Bases
(Oxford: Pergammon,1982), p.216.

® George W BaeQne Hundred years of Sea Power: the US Navy 1899-1Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1996). pp.340-2.
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Map 1A - US Bases in Scotland 1953 -1974
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Eisenhower was determined to avoid wars after kgeeences in World War 2 and
Korea. He fully backed the development of nucleaaponry as a prominent feature of
US strategic doctrine, mainly centred on the Sgiatéir Command (SAC) However,
this strategic outlook could only result in hugeil@an casualties and needed to be

changed.

George W Baer and Donald Cameron Watt point outghar to 1947, each individual
service ran as an autonomous organisation, wittheitiicated Cabinet Secretary; after
this, the Secretary of Defense was the controlidranly Cabinet membet This
resulted in a growth of civilians in the Officetbie Secretary of Defense from 1,865 to
21,457 in 1962. Each service, however, attemptedmndinue its own research
programme, and constant rows erupted between dfistaff over the rights of their
own services to have the main part in the deliwérimerican strategic policy.
However, with the arrival of the Polaris submarfileet, control of strategy was in the

hands of the US Government.

George W Baer points out that after WW2 both theAo®y and the US Air Force laid
claim to the strategic role; both could deliver #temic/nuclear weapons in the US
arsenal and this left the US Navy on the outsié&drobbed of its long reach strategic
philosophy of Mahan. However, the Navy managectuse a strategic role with
nuclear-armed seaplanes. This was, however, aachetion of the belief that a short all-
out nuclear war could be avoided by having a longamventional-based conflict. This
was the basis for the ‘fire-break’ strategic dowf} It also formed the crux of the inter-

services arguments over strategic direction.

® Baer, p.370-2. D C WatBucceeding John Bull: America in Britain’s Placed091975 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1984), p.8.

! Watt, p.8.

8 Baer, pp.1-5.
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There was a huge increase in missile productiagharate 1950s; the purpose of US
nuclear forces was to be able to survive a Sowtdtrike and therefore the importance
of submarine-based missiles became obvitliee USSR, he notes, had a similar view,
notes Freedman, and General Pokrovsky was ablettapm, truthfully, that ‘the future

belongs to long-range ballistic rockets.’

Dockrill maintains, because of the simple facthef Soviet nuclear capability, relatively
unsophisticated that it may have been, which cetilidreach the continental USA,
Eisenhower was forced to concede that ‘for the finse in its history the United States is
now fearful.” By 1960, note both Stromseth and [@aldhe Soviet Union’s increased
capability of striking the United States meant tifnat policy of massive retaliation lacked
credibility.’® All the SAC sites were vulnerable to Soviet fissiike attack. On the other
hand, Polaris submarines were almost impossibfiedcand attack and introduced the
concept of ‘finite deterrence’. This concept was@dd by Eisenhower’s administration
as it limited force levels and was obviously aem iative to massive retaliation. Kennedy

accelerated the Polaris programhhe.

The SAC planners refused to target any smalleetargotes Beatrice Heuser, and their
1962 SIOP still provided for an immediate simultaung release of all nuclear weapons at
the outbreak of war. By this time, Kennedy and Mefdaa were in the process of
regaining control of military actions from militaofficers; their only strategic option
available during the Cuban missile crisis was teehaitiated an immediate nuclear

holocaust*? The question for Kennedy and his successors masd deal with this

% Lawrence FreedmaiKennedy’s Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos and Vietn&@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), pp.46, 103, 143, 248.

105 StromsethThe Origins of Flexible Response: NATO’s debate Suategy in the 1960¢New York:
St Martin’s Press, 1988),p.29. lvo Dald€he Nature and practice of Flexible Response: N&Ti@tegy
and Theater Nuclear Forces since 19@¥ew York: Columbia University Press, 1991),p.1.

1 Baer, pp.350-76.

12 HeuserNATO, Britain, Francepp.38-41.
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blunt reality and develop a second strike capgbflite SSBN fleet fitted this
requirement perfectly?

On taking office, Daalder notes that Kennedy idedithree priorities — to strengthen

the nuclear deterrent, to create more flexible nodear options and to establish central
control over nuclear weapons. Former SecretaryatE®ean Acheson produced a report
which was the core of Kennedy's strategic thinkifid{ennedy, Johnson and McNamara
were against the proliferation of nuclear weapaonaryone; their aim was a single

NATO nuclear force, the USA and a return to thetdioe of ‘Symmetrical Response’ of
Truman’s time. But, as noted by Heuser, this wagneelcomed by the European allies
because of their deep-rooted suspicions of desdniyahe USA in the event of a nuclear
conflict.

McNamara’s principal role, as claimed by Freednveas to ensure that the USA built up
a guaranteed second-strike capability as ‘the geesis hand should not be forced by
lack of alternatives.” McNamara’s strategy had langiful supply’ of the necessary
weapons ‘in each major category...to ride out a Sattack and still be available for
retaliation.”*® One of these was the newly developed SSBN flegtfais was a major
policy change from Massive Retaliation. Freedmantgmut that there were many
senior officers within the US Navy who did not sapgghe SSBN project in its early
days, because of a fear that ‘it was diverting fuadiay from the large surface ships they
preferred.Military opposition continued from the sceptical SBURs, Generals
Greunther and Norstad, the latter being eventisabked by McNamara for his

opposition.

13 saki Dockrill, Eisenhower’s New-Look National Security Policy, 383, (Basingstoke: Macmillan,
1996), p.284. FreedmaNuclear Strategypp.158, 319-20..

14 Dalder, p.30.
5 HeuserRussia, the Soviet Unippp.43-6.

16 FreedmanNuclear Strategypp.107, 220-6.
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Kennedy inherited the SIOP with all of its absuedit in retrospect it gives the
impression of a ‘Dr Strangelove’ scenario; thisrppped Kennedy and McNamara to
institute serious strategic changes. By this tiBweke had ensured that the Polaris fleet
would not come under the command of SAC. The Deféteorganisation Act of 1958
gave operational command and control to the SegrefeDefense, instead of the
military chiefs. This gave McNamara great strerigthis programme of change and the
Berlin Crisis of 1961, notes Baer, exposed Kennethck of conventional options and

brought great focus on the flexible response catitep

Duffield shows that America faced two strategiclppems, the threat of a direct attack
against the USA by the Soviet Union and the Saviedat to Europe. These problems
were never resolved to the complete satisfactich@fJSA or the European alli&s.
There was constant tension over NATO’s abilitymipiement measures, as these
depended on the numbers of conventional forcedadnl@j with the Europeans
demanding an earlier release of nuclear weapomsdésired by the USA. The Soviet
General Staff believed that ‘military operationsulbbegin in ‘the heart of the warring
countries’, by nuclear meartg,but McNamara devised a counter strategy that resgab

to real events, giving the USA a retaliatory capighbi

NATO'’s underpinning bargain was that the US wouddist with Europe’s post-war
defence and reconstruction, according to Stanlesr5f° but the US Congress

constantly demanded less American involvementendifence of Western Europe; there

1 Baer, pp.365-7, 379.

18 John s DuffieldPower Rules: The Evolution of NATO's ConventiorakE Posture(Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1995), pp. 11-12.

19 Speech to the Supreme Soviet, Pravda 16 Janu@fy i9Thomas M NicholsThe Sacred Cause: Civil-
Military Conflict Over Soviet National Security 181992, (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press,
1993), pp.63, 69, 94-5, & 101. Freedmbluclear Strategypp.220-6.

% Stanley R SloarlJATO, the European Union, and the Atlantic Commyutiie Transatlantic Bargain
ReconsideredlLanham: Boulder, New York. 2003), pp.1 & 41.

10
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was never any lessening of the American presentstaategic capabilities in Scotlaft.
However, Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society programrmag starved of finance and

ultimately did not make the advances it otherwisel@d have done.

According to Freedman, the Flexible Response ageaeof 1967 did not result in the
increases in European conventional forces impbedause the defence expenditures
declined? The year 1969, was a ‘major turning point...in th@doWar’ according to
John Lewis Gaddis, as the USSR had now achievedarygarity>> There were also
armed confrontations between Soviet and Chinese$oand the USA was beginning to
withdraw from Vietnam. America’s overstretched pglhad to change and this change

was viewed as a retreat by the Soviets.

Nixon and Kissinger radically changed US stratgumilicy after this time; Robert Dallek
points out their positive achievements as they énlde Vietham War after long talks,
overturned international relations regarding tleatiment of China and strengthened the
détente already under way between the USA and 88R3*

The US/UK Special relationship

There is plenty of literature available on the UK/Hpecial relationship dealing with
Eisenhower, Macmillan, Kennedy and Johnson, butveog much for the Nixon/Heath
era. This is probably explicable by the change iimefica’s worldwide superpower status

during the 1970s as opposed to the still strondimarbonds in the 1950s and 1960s.

L Richard K BettsSoldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crigiéew York: Columbia University Press
Morningside Edition, 1991), p. 91: Stephen E Ambr&senhower Soldier and Preside(filew York:
Simon & Schuster, 1990), p. 44.

22 FreedmanNuclear Strategyp.271.

%3 John Lewis Gaddigiussia, the Soviet Union and the United StgNsw York: John Wiley and Sons,
1978), p.256: David MillerThe Cold War: Military History(London: John Murray, 1998), p.422:
Jonathan Samuel Lockwood and Kathleen O'Brien LazalyThe Russian Views of US Strategy: Its Past,
Its Future (New Brunswick and London: Transaction Publishib@93), p.136.

%4 Robert DallekNixon and Kissinger: Partners in Powdt.ondon: Penguin Books, 2008), p. x.

11
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The ‘special relationship’ between the USA andltke as noted by Rasmussen and
McCormick, was a broad and complex network of ljrtkade, investment,
communications, military; there were three layepersonal ties between leaders, mass
sentiment and elite cooperatiGh The commonly expressed views are that American
actions were fully supported by the UK, and that t/fSA acted in its own interests at all
times. The only historical debate appears to bextent to which the UK benefited and
this will be examined by the research sourcester kghapters.

Robin Harris points out that from 1944 onwards,dithMacmillan kept up the constant
illusion that the British were actually the Gre€kmsooth and sophisticated) and the
Americans were the Romans (strong); by such spuiing he believed that he could
guide the ‘Atlantic community?® American policy towards Britain believed that, end
their guidance, the UK could reassemble a friediglition. Harris believes that this was
not accomplished, but acknowledges the definitaathges of the 1947 US/UK
intelligence gathering agreement.

John Baylis believes that the ‘special’ relatiopsias identified as a positive and
essential matter by the JCS in November 1951, ipgimiut that the UK could host the
US strategic bomber force. This was essential@atJth strategic missile force had
limited range and required operational bases dlm#ege USSR; it also covered the

strategic imperative of establishing targets fer Soviets away from mainland USA.

25Jorgen Rasmussen and James M McCormick, Britisep&tceptions of the Anglo-American
RelationshipPolitical Science QuarterlywWolume 108, No. 3, (Autumn 1993), pp.515-541.
<http://lwww.jstor.org/view/00323195/di980441/98pQ4rl ?frame=noframe&userlD=817710123@gla.ac.
uk/01cc993399b9010caac63987&dpi=3&config=jstor>cfmsed 15 May 2006].

26 Robin Harris The State of the Special RelationshAglicy Review<http://policyreview.org/jun02
/harris_print.html> [accessed 14 June 2006].

27 John BaylisAnglo-American Defence Relations 1939-1984: TheiGpRelationship Second Edition;
(London: Macmillan, 1984), pp.40-1 & 78.

12
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Eisenhower acknowledged the importance of the WKilsport and strategic position in
providing forward bases for the development of fieyible response conceft Britain
was an ‘indispensable partner’ that needed Amerizcking in political, military and
economic matters. However, Britain’s tendency toorg American opinion was not
ignored. Frank C. Nash, Assistant Secretary of Dsfeproduced a report in November
1957 which recommended that the possible closusmmie UK bases would not be well
received and urged caution on such actions; thhtiesaof the US/UK partnership
required constant fine tuning, despite American idamce. This approach suggests that
the US recognised that the UK needed some tanpgdnefits from the relationship and
this was something which Eisenhower tried to acd@hpeven after his great rage after

the Suez crisis in 1956.

Moreover, this British conception of a special tielaship (it was always much more a
British idea than an American claims David Reynpkived to differentiate the
“English-speaking peoples” from continental Eurepavaged by war and wracked by
political turmoil*® The United States had much more to offer in poweglth and
ideology and Britain’s absence from the EuropeaonBmic Community until the 1970s

reflected this pervasive sense that the Atlantis marower than the Channel.

The Soviet technological advances of the time extstinat the UK was essential to the
home defence of the USA and Kennedy strongly prethdhe ‘special relationship’
when Harold Macmillan visited Washington in Apri#d23° Nevertheless, John Baylis
also notes that the US regarded itself as immeblsuthe senior partner, ‘the only
nuclear power’ as stated by McGeorge Bundy, théoNat Security Advisor, and wanted

the UK to concentrate on conventional forces withim NATO alliance.

28 Appendix to Frank C. Nash's White House reporta®. Overseas Military Bases, Country Studies:
Great Britain. Miscellaneous, 1 November 1957. Rdpced inDeclassified Documents Reference System
Document Number: CK3100288057. [accessed 25 Jubg].20

%9 David ReynoldsRich Relations: the American Occupation of Britgimondon: Phoenix Press, 2000),
p.439.

%0 John Baylis Anglo-American Relations since 1939: The EnduAiiince,(Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1997), pp.97-121.
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David Reynolds holds the opinion that during thérerMacmillan premiership the
Anglo-American relationship worked well, particuiato create the success of the
Marshall Plan and NATO. Britain was a major allgttieould share America’s burden in
Europe, and elsewhere; Britain also housed the BAIZs, and in Cold War terms, the
‘convergence of interests’ were more in Europe #laawhere. However, he states that
there was a ‘pronounced decline’ in the UK relagiop and value to US after 1963,
partly due to personalities, but above all, torgdity that British power had reduced
during this period and fundamental economic weakhes caught up. According to
Robert Dallek, the UK did not have any real inflaemn the SALT negotiations, despite
warning the US to ban MIRVs ‘to prevent a new phassms competition’; the UK was
right, but was ignored, thus illustrating its ma@iinfluence in the relationship. Britain
was beginning to recede from its importance as @dwmwer because it had withdrawn

from East of Suez!

A ruthless exposure of the relationship was vigslpelucidated by D C Watt, in
‘Succeeding John Bull...’, examines the blunt fadtthe ‘replacement’ of Britain’s
influence in the world by that of the United Stadiesing the twentieth century,
confirming the growth of America’s worldwide inflnee3? He does not think that the US
managed this as well as they ought to have donéngpatticular, the admirals of the US
Navy have been held to have overtly influencedddsigns of the president and his
associates, an echo of the strategic policy sdnatiowever, he also believes that
Britain’s decline was accelerated by the Americahs did nothing to prevent it and
dismisses Macmillan’s ‘Atlantic community’ as nonse, with marginal benefit to the
UK.

31 bavid Reynolds, A 'Special Relationship'? AmerBatain and the International Order Since the
Second World Wainternational AffairsVol 62, Number 1, (London. Royal Institute of Imtational
Affairs 1985), pp.1-20. Robert Dallekjxon and Kissinger: Partners in Powdt.ondon: Penguin Books,
2008), p.141.

32 Watt, Succeeding John Bull: America in Britain's plac80@-1975: a study of the Anglo-American
relationship and world politics in the context aftBh and American foreign-policy-making in the
twentieth century(Cambridge. Cambridge University Press, 1984);
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He points out that Macmillan skilfully handled Msnerican counterparts and achieved
three notable ‘coups’; the amendment of the McMaAohin 1958, the promise of the
Skybolt missile in 1960 and finally, the replacemeh the cancelled Skybolt by the
Polaris missiles: these were undoubted benefitBiitain. ** Macmillan and Eisenhower
had agreed that Thor ICBMs would be stationed Ui in 1957; these missiles would
be carried by the RAF Vulcan fleet, but they wemeloe verge of obsolescence. By 1960,
the UK had abandoned its development of the Bluea®tmissile and Skybolt was
proposed as part of the agreement to permit the WSHBase its Polaris submarines at
Holy Loch3*

But, as shown by Peter Nailor, by 1962 Macmillagareled Skybolt as a ‘dubiously
effective, rather expensive airborne missile syst&ime UK had become aware of the
Skybolt problems and had sensibly prepared a pebposeceive Polaris instead. At
Nassau little time was spent on SKYBOLT; the Amanicase for cancellation was clear
enough and the conference took place under tenséoticularly regarding lack of
consultation during the Cuba cri$fkThe UK desperately needed a quid pro quo and
Macmillan extracted the Polaris submarine systemmfa reluctant Kennedy. They had a
fundamental disagreement over the UK'’s true rolia@éNATO alliance and the
possession of an independent UK nuclear weaporcargsary to the American hopes of
a united European force under US command. Macnsliaifiorts at Nassau ended with
the UK obtaining a far better weapon, i.e. Polaiiifis is probably the only time the UK
actually gained a benefit which the USA did not wem to have, but the UK media

was not supportive because of the heavy Americureince on weapon systeth.

¥pc Watt, ‘Demythologising the Eisenhower Era’Tine Special Relationship: Anglo-American
Relations Since 194%0xford: Clarendon Press, 1986), p.95. Eric Mérganguard to Trident: British
Naval Policy Since World War,l(London: Bodley Head, 1987), pp.237-8.

34 bominic SandbrookiNever Had It So Good: A History of Britain from 3ue the Beatlegl.ondon:
Little, Brown, 2005), p.228.

3 peter Nailor,The Nassau Connection: The Organisation and Manageérof the British POLARIS
Project, (London: HMSO, 1988), pp.5-7

36 Sandbrook, p.230.
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The Vietham War and Britain’s lack of involvemensmayed the Secretary of State,
Dean Rusk, whose opinion was that the US shouldhagé assisted the UK ‘even if
Sussex were invaded.’ This comment well illustratessdeterioration of the relationship
amongst those at the highest political level durihg Johnson-Wilson years. It also
demonstrates the ‘master/slave’ relationship exgeeby the USA, despite there being no
possible benefit to the UK by such assistance. |8inabuse of the British media’s

coverage of Vietham was expressed by Nixon to Kggsiin 19713

Edward Heath became prime minister in 1970: he nedsnterested in courting Richard
Nixon and his own policies were aimed at gaininigeé®r’s entry into Europ&® Relations
were so fragile that during the Yom Kippur War @78 the US government did not ask
for permission to use British bases for aircraftyiag armaments to Israel, as they knew
it would have been refuseWatt regards the Nixon election as a disaster foglé-

American relations, as Nixon paid ‘lip-service'tte ‘special relationship®’

However, in the words of Admiral Sir James Ebetie, ‘full account’ of the relationship
cannot be written for many years because of thgh‘security value’ of most of the
defence and intelligence activiti&sThe research project will examine these as clasely
is possible. Firstly it will search the relevantiaaal archives for information relating to
these two sensitive topics, defence and intelligemndich were the bedrock of the Cold
War. Other primary sources, such as the onlineadsifled document libraries, will be
examined to discover the little incidents and depeients which produced gradual
changes in operational matters, particularly inithglementation activities necessary to

carry out US strategic policy in Scotland. Finapygrsonal memoirs will be used to

37 Baylis, Anglo-American Defence Relatioms155. WattSucceeding John Bulh.138. Dallek, p.261.
38 Watt, Succeeding John Bujbp.155-6.

%9 Watt, Succeeding John Bufbp.150-3.

40 Admiral Sir James Eberle, ‘'The Military Relationghiin The ‘Special Relationship’; Anglo-American
Relations Since 1948d by WM Roger Louis and Hedley Bull, (Oxford. f&adon Press, 1986), p.151.
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discover interesting and informative facts abowytttaday, but significant, attitudes
regarding various activities. However, it is unlikénat there will be any great
breakthroughs as the vast majority of such offikrdwledge is still classified and will
not be released for many years. Nevertheless, ihenery likelihood that there is
enough information available to the research ptdgeconclude accurately the

underlying actions of officials and military officeduring this period.
The Use of American Bases in Britain

Since World War 2, American bases have been afdife in the UK. In overall terms,
there is a useful body of literature availabletfo# American bases in the UK, but most
of the useful detail regarding Scotland is missand can only be provided by reference
to primary sources. Most of the opinions expresegdrding their purpose are either
neutral, or that the bases were always part obteeall American/NATO strategic
requirement, or, that the bases were kept in thebbltduse of American national security

requirements.

There is a selection of literature which deals witherica’s overseas bases; some of this
is in compendium form, such as the works by AnBiaRer, Paolo E Coletta, and Jack
Bauer, Simon Duke and Christopher T Sandars, anefrs@ worldwide range and a
period of 100 year$: These list various locations, activities and somwernent actions
associated with them; the information is well reskad and reliable, but they do not

cover the Scottish bases in any detail.

Duncan Campbell, author of the influential workhe Unsinkable Aircraft Carrier
believes that these bases were in the UK pringigall US security purposes. He claims

‘US warmongering as part of a plan ‘to focus pulpkzceptions on the risks of war’ and

4L Anni P Baker American Soldiers Oversees: the global militargsgnce (London: Praeger, 2004).
Paolo E Coletta, and Jack Baugnited States Navy and Marine Corps Bases, Overgeasdon:
Greenwood Press, 1985). Simon Duldejted States Military Forces and Installationsiarope (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1989). Christopher T Samdsmerica’s Overseas Garrisons: the Leasehold
Empire,(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).
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highlighted the ‘common distrust of the United 8saf? He even argues that any attempt
to force US military withdrawal from the UK, wouldave led the CIA to organise

military obstructionism to ‘destabilise’ the BriisgGovernment. It is difficult to see any

specific instances that were anything other thareAcan unilateral strategic decisions
that the UK had to accept.

Campbell’s work has received great acclaim ande&tlas a source for many opinions on
the presence of US bases in the UK. In generalstéromvever, the book is very detailed
and lists all known and suspected US bases in teTllis aspect is accurate, but the
information is not academically-sourced and mo&irmation comes from unattributed

sources and magazine publications. Therefore,ot€lasions, perhaps correct in many
cases, need to be better examined and sourcecklafgrconclusions can be provided in

this research project.

Another section of the available literature dealhhe political aspects of the US/UK
relationship regarding the placement of US baséisaiJK. The main authors in this
matter are Simon Duke and David Reynolds; Duke iothes political processes behind
the establishment of various US facilities in th€ gince World War 2, but only really
covers the Holy Loch in reasonable detail. Reynaddsthe other hand, is able to have a
broader look at the issue and examines the toc ttve period of the twentieth century;
once again, however, there is little detail on ptasuch as Edzell, Thurso, Kirknewton,
Machrihanish, Prestwick and any of the other smétieations*® Similar detail is given

by Christopher T Sandars, with the customary biwagh approach to Scottish basés.

42 Duncan CampbellThe Unsinkable Aircraft Carrier: American Militafjower in Britain,(London:
Paladin, 1986), pp.12, 13, 337.

3 Simon DukeU.S. defence bases in the United Kingdom: a médtgpint decisionABasingstoke:
Macmillan, 1987). David Reynolds & D Dimbleb4n Ocean Apart: the Relationship between Britaid an
America in the Twentieth Centur,ondon: BBC/Hodder & Stoughton, 1988). David Relgs,One

World Divisible: a global history since 1948 ondon: Allen Lane, 2000). David Reynoldich Relations.

44 Sandars.
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There are also other books regarding the presehtdS dases in the UK, and some of
these are very detailed, but all have the samediion in that they do not concentrate on
Scottish matters; this omission ensures that fursgearch is necessary to illuminate the
topic of the American activities in Scotland durithgs period. Some publications, such
as Simon Duke’s two excellent books, contain muntbrmation in a compendium style
and provide basic details of the Scottish fac#itielowever, with the exception of the
high profile Holy Loch base, all relevant publicats skip over Scotland and its role in
US strategic policy implementation.

The US was able to set up bases and a full opesdtiafrastructure in the UK on a
‘gentleman’s agreement’, basically for the specifécurity of the USA® Simon Duke
notes that the American bases in the UK initiatgnsmed from the requirement to base
the very heavy bomber (VHB) force within range bé tSoviet Union, in order that it

could deliver its nuclear bombs.

In Scotland the Holy Loch, with the SSBN submarjneas the forward defence of the
United States. Opinions is divided between thoseergrwho believed that the USA was
responding to Soviet manoeuvring, and others wHe\eethat it was merely another

example of the American relentless imperial expamgbolicy.

There is, however, a reasonable body of literategarding Holy Loch and this gives
both detail and political actions; some of this enia, such as by Brian Jamison and
Brian Lavery, contain useful information regardihg establishment of the bae.
Others such as Peter Nailor and another book anBravery deal with the bigger UK
naval matters on the Clydé.

S Duke US defence basgsp.1-4, 19-20.

“¢ Brian JamisonScotland and the Cold WafDunfermline: Cualann Press, 2003). Brian Lav@he
British Government and the American Polaris BasthénClyde’, Journal for Maritime Research
September 2001).

47 peter Nailor,The Nassau Connection: The Organisation and Managéwf the British POLARIS
Project, (London: HMSO, 1988). Brian Laverghield of Empire: The Royal Navy and Scotland
(Edinburgh: Birlinn, 2007).
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The UK has a unique ‘strategic location’ with redyéos US security interests, particularly
for intelligence and communications; these actegitivere operated from Scottish bases
throughout the Cold War. This cooperation becamenewnore important when

intelligence gathering facilities were lost in Tagkand Pakistan in the late 19685.

The matters covered by Edzell and Thurso haverbadieerage, despite the secrecy
which surrounds all intelligence gathering subjeatsl both James Bamford and Rhodri
Jeffreys-Jones provide some good detail in theiks/6 In particular, detail is provided
of the technical equipment used at both bases. $sefel, low-level information has
been found from a military magazine series, CrygmpWhich deals with the service of
personnel and their families at EdZ8IMilitary airfields have a small literature and leav
provided facts, but no detailed behind the scemfesmation regarding the use of
airfields for US basey.

The Americans believed that the other NATO allieeded to take on a greater cost of
their own defence. This point was emphasised byat®erGeorge Aiken in 1971, who
pointed out that there were ‘more than enough Acaeritroops in Europe to serve our
objectives.> Dr Henry Kissinger, Nixon'’s Secretary of Statetes that the purpose of

having American troops based in Europe was to ‘leredlibility to the nuclear strategy’

“8 Duke,US defence basgs.190: Paolo E Coletta and Jack Balsnited States Navy and Marine Corps
Bases, Overseafd,ondon: Greenwood Press, 1985), p.vii.

49 James Bamfordlhe Puzzle Palace: A Report on America’s Most $égency (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1982). Rhodri Jeffreys-Jone€loak and Dollar: A History of American Secret lifigence (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2002).

*0 Cryptolog (Magazine of the US Naval Cryptologic Veteransd@dation), Edzell Special, August 1998,
Vol 19, No 4, Corvallis Oregon.

*1peter BerryPrestwick Airport and Scottish Aviatip(Stroud: Tempus, 2005): Robert Jacks®inike
Force: The USAF in Britain since 1948 ondon: Robson Books, 1986): David J Smithtion Stations: 7.
Military airfields of Scotland, the North-East ahbrthern Ireland (Cambridge: Patrick Stephens, 1983).

2 DukeUS defence basggp.182-4.
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and to ‘keep the nuclear risk to the continentaAUs the lowest possible levef This

was another echo of a constant European fear ald3A’'s fundamental determination.

Scotland’s US bases have not been widely resegr¢hedavailable research mainly
concentrates on the political opposition from vasicsectors of Scottish, and British
society to the presence of US nuclear weapons otti§t soil, such as that produced by
Brian Jamison. This shortage of information is sisipg, as the presence of the United
States in Scotland during the research period wgasfisant; in fact, the main news
feature was when Elvis Presley landed at Prestimid®59 on his way to military service

in Germany.

A small detailed study was produced by Brian Lavarthe details behind the selection
of Holy Loch; there are first-hand accounts of dperations and lifestyle of US military
personnel in Scotland during this period. Thessg®l memoirs add detail to the picture
of the impact of US foreign policy on local lifeoldever, there is no in-depth academic
analysis of the American bases in Scotland andaim#ications of their operations.
There are also useful memoirs by Andrene Messdnsamitl Arthur Clark Bivens which
provide excellent hands-on material, as well azcalllibrary history of the US presence

at Dunoor™?

Another two publications have been found which dbate useful detail; these are a
published PhD thesis by George Giacinto Giarchi@iaing much excellent local

research carried out in 1975, and a long list ditany installations recorded by Michael

%3 Henry KissingerThe White House Year@ondon: Weidenfeld & Nicholson 1979), p.215-220.

>4 Andrene MessersmithThe American Years, Dunoon and the US NéBiendaruel: Argyll Publishing;
2003):The History of Submarine Squadron Fourte@rgyll and Bute Libraries, 355.941423 LC):
Arthur Clark BivensOf Nukes and Nose Cones: A Submarine S{@gteway Press Inc, 199@he
History of Submarine Squadron Fourte€Argyll and Bute Libraries, 355.941423 LC.).
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Spaven for CND Scotlartl. The latter is accurate with its geographical lmrst, but
most of the text is too politically extreme for fideapplication.

Research Design

The aim of this investigation is to examine thebBanges to American strategic policy
during the period 1953-74, and observe how it wamifasted in the US bases in
Scotland. Four main strands of thought have toxdaenéned by the research, namely:

* Why were the Americans present in Scotland dugpgeriod in such strength?
* What were they doing there?
* How did this change over time?

* How does this study of policy implementation hedpto understand the American

motives?

The review of the literature suggests that Ameristirategic policy was driven by
American requirements, with little involvement byANO or the US/UK special

relationship. The research sections will examingdahd comment accordingly.

The research is split into six separate chaptdms. first chapter has set the scene and
posed the academic questions noted above. The nmamachapters will examine
activities that had a physical presence in Scotkamdl interrogate the research sources to

find answers to the contextual questions.

Chapter Two examines how the US established andtanaed an intelligence gathering
system at Edzell and Thurso, apparently regarddéssy larger strategic imperatives.
Chapter Three deals with the creation of the U&fosubmarine base at Holy Loch, the

most high profile base in the UK. Chapter Four emi@ates on the communications,

%5 George Giacinto GiarchBetween McAlpine and Polariondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1984):

Malcolm Spavenk-ortress Scotland: a guide to the military preseri¢®ndon: Pluto Press/Scottish CND,
1983).
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navigation and logistics tasks carried out by ti forces in the UK, and especially in

Scotland. Chapter Five, anti-submarine warfare (A3tWategy addresses the strategic
importance of the Scottish base at Thurso for pligpose. The final chapter draws the
systematic study together along with the answeesdl/ provided in each chapter to the

research questions.
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CHAPTER TWO

INTELLIGENCE GATHERING

US Requirements

Once World War 2 had ceased, the USA became thé&d'wqvoliceman, with vital
interests in all corners of the globe. They nedddak able to gather intelligence from all
of these areas and this led to the remorselesimats chaotic, growth of the US
intelligence industry. The interception of enemynoounications has always occurred,
but the Cold War produced a quantum leap in thisviac The rapid advances in
technology enabled greater use of diverse newdelgwnications media and produced
growth in the number of intelligence staff, with redhan 95,000 staff working for the
American government on signals intelligence (SIGINJy the 1970s. The rapid growth
in intelligence requirements meant that each oliBeArmed Services wanted to expand
their own operations after the war. This occurnedh predictably chaotic results over

the next 25 years as each service fought its ovinwiar.

US intelligence failed to predict Pearl Harbor amphasis was subsequently placed on
the importance of SIGINT® A secret US government report concluded that ‘UATR
may well have had a decisive influence on the vgmirest the U-boats and the air war
over Britain.?’ General Patton’s rapid advance from the Normarecbhead in 1944
was possible because of the accurate intelligemc&erman forces provided by the
ULTRA operation.

% Jeffreys-Jones loak and Dollar p. 158.

" Bissell Report of 18 February 1965, Review of Sel@édNSA Cryptanalytic Efforts, Top Secret, Limited
Distribution, SC-01287-65, p.2Blational Security Archives[accessed 14 February 2006]. In 1940, the
British designated as ULTRA the material recovdrech the German Enigma machine. Later, the term
was applied to all intelligence recovered from taygalysis, regardless of its national origin, inibhg the
American MAGIC intercepts of Japanese diplomatimeownicationsGCHQ (accessed 5 September
2007).
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Post-World War 2, the US military, State Departmeamd FBI established the United
States Communications Intelligence Board (USCIB)dordinate intelligence gathering
policy. The UK was included in the 1947 UK/USA iiigence agreement, an example of
multilateral and special relationship activity haltigh driven primarily by US national
interests®® This formalised the wartime situation and alsduded Canada, Australia and
New Zealand, to give the US world-wide coveragesriually Turkey, West Germany,
Norway and Denmark also joined: overall control watrusted to the National Security
Council (NSC).

The United States needed many ‘communicationsitiasil to support and shape US
foreign and defence policy. These facilities preddin intelligence-gathering capability
and command and control network links. The US/Ut€lligence gathering cooperation
is a unique feature of the relationship betweenttfeenations; it has strengthened since
World War 2°° Intelligence gathering was probably even more irtgra than the nuclear
weapons link, it was indispensable and it was esdda British, and American, national

security®.

The United States did not have adequate intelligemt the Soviet Union’s military

capabilities; the US based its strategic defenctupe on the fact that they had the A-
bomb and the Soviets did not. This complacencypgisared in 1949 when the USSR
detonated its first A-bomb, years ahead of the Acaerintelligence estimate, and mainly
through information provided by Soviet spies witktie US and UK governments. These
espionage rings were uncovered as a result of STGihlysis that showed the extent of
Soviet penetration of many civil and military edisibments. Project VENONA led to the

%8 Lawrence Freedmaiennedy’s Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos and Vietng@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), p.82: E R May & G R Treverton, ‘DefeRelationships: American perspectivesTire
‘Special Relationship’; Anglo-American Relationa& 1945ed by WM Roger Louis and Hedley Bull
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), pp.161, 68-9).

%9 Nigel West,GCHQ: The Secret Wireless War 1900-1,98®&ndon: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1986).

%0 Robin Harris, The State of the Special Relationship’, PolicyiRe, [accessed 14 June 2006].
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arrest of Soviet spies, including the Rosenbergsjdand Ruth Greenglass, Klaus Fuchs
and Harry Gold®*

This espionage furore highlighted the need for tiebéntegrated intelligence network,
with a longer reach across the globe to bettertifyeSoviet activities?? Until the U-2
spy planes began operations in 1956, the only Amaersource of information about the
Soviet Union was from SIGINT. Such US flights frahe UK were fully supported by
Macmillan in the House of Commons in 1959.

The UK’s geographical position was essential fa tI intelligence units to test Soviet
air defences; probe flights would leave from Préstvand cross into Soviet air space.
Occasionally these flights would discover a newnaigfrom a previously unknown
source, such as raddrThese missions could be designated as unilate/IO or even
US/UK activities.

SIGINT, according to Richard Aldrich, ‘remains theost secretive aspect of Cold War
espionage and was probably the most important’; tBetish Government
Communications Headquarters (GCHQ) received a dudgger than that of the Foreign

Office.®® Such growth fed interdepartmental warfare betwthervarious agencies.

The management of intelligence gathering was catigtgproblematic for the US

government and more reorganisation was carriedlout950 COMINT was defined as

1 VENONA documents: messages exchanged by the K@B&LU with their agents in the Western
hemisphere directed at the US atomic bomb prograshpeovided the FBI with leads that identified the
Rosenberg atomic espionage ring and others. Cl8sHRelease 11 July 1995IA (accessed 5 September
2007).

62 50th Anniversary Brochuré&jational Security Agencjaccessed 16 February 2006]: The Venona Story,
National Security Agengy{accessed 6 March 2006]

63 Korda, p.713.

64 Jacksonpp.71-3: Jussi Hanhimaki and Odde Arne Westhe, Cold War: A History in Documents and
Eyewitness Account@xford. OUP, 2003), pp.462-4.

% Richard Aldrich ‘Intelligence’, in Saki Dockrill and Geraint Hughggds),Palgrave Advances in Cold
War History,(Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan,@0@p.229-32.
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being ‘outside the framework of ... general intellige activities’; this meant that other
restrictions or directives did not pertain to COMIMctivities®® Ever since, the NSA and
other agencies have claimed exemption from legaliststraint. After the intelligence
failure in Korea, COMINT became the direct respbitisy of the Secretary of Defense

and there were 13 separate agencies by the 1960s.

A trading pattern developed between them for ttehange of intelligence information,
but American intelligence was inadequate on theridtional crises of the time, such as

the Chinese moves in Korea and the testing ofiteeSoviet atomic bomb.

When Kennedy took office, the NSC was a structunadljtary-style bureaucracy,

designed to suit Eisenhower’s military experieritavas not Kennedy’'s preference and
he changed the emphasis, to small-scale meetints g intimates to examine the
information provided by the NSC and then make dewsss Johnson used it more as a
confirmation mechanism for decisions that had dlyebeen taken by him. The NSC
became the conduit for the targeting of intelligemequirements for the government,

instead of the individual approach favoured bydbparate services.

SIGINT has two constituent elements, Communicatitrislligence (COMINT) and
Electronics Intelligence (ELINT). COMINT was thfanmation obtained by intercepting
foreign communications transmitted by radio, wireaay other electromagnetic media.
All other information procured from foreign eleatmagnetic sources, excluding nuclear
explosions and radioactive sources, was known afNELthese electromagnetic

signatures were transmitted by radars, fire corsiystems and various other souréés.

8 Nscip 9, “Communications Intelligence,” 10 March509National Security Archives
[accessed 3 February 2006]

57 A revised version of NSCID No. 9 was issued orO2fober 1952.

%8 National Security Council Intelligence Directive pSignals Intelligence (Effective 17 February
1972). (Intelligence) Basic Duties and Respongiedi(directive supersedes SIGINT, COMINT and
ELINT). National Security Council Intelligence Dative No. 6. Feb. 17, 1972. 1 p CONFIDENTIAL.
Issue Date: Feb 17, 1972. ReproduceDéelassified Documents Reference Sys2ocument Number:
CK3100360073, [accessed 22 January 2006].
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SIGINT was the source of 95 per cent of all finbhatelligence data for the US
intelligence community and the UK Government hadrenthan 11,500 personnel

deployed on it*®

The Soviets also devoted a ‘significant amount fdreé to SIGINT activities’® Any
submarine or ship leaving Russia must pass to aie & the other of Iceland; the
country that controls Iceland controls the NorttaAtic. With Greenland to the west and
the UK to the east, it forms the GIUK Gap. The ®@twideployed both military and
civilian aircraft, and a surface fleet of more th@d Auxiliary Intelligence Gathering
(AGI) vessels!

US Activities

The USAF established a communications intelligeste¢gion at RAF Kirknewton, near
Edinburgh in 1952; it covered the area from the eScotland to southern Scandinavia.
There is very little source material available tlois base. There were NSA operatives on
site from the early days, and in the other Scotbakes in later years. Kirknewton’s
functions were eventually transferred to the pueplogilt NSA intelligence station at
Menwith Hill, Yorkshire, in 19662 There are very few sources on Kirknewton, but
Campbell claims that it was operated as a radieréept centre with a target of

‘commercial radio links’ to other cities in Europde also states that it ‘supervised the

%9 Mathew M Aid ‘The National Security Agency and t@ield War’,Journal of Intelligence and National
Security Vol 16, No 1 (2001) p 46: Richard Aldrich (200GCHQ and Sigint in early Cold War, 1945-70’
in Journal of Intelligence and National Securit§gl 16, No 1 (2001) p 91.

0 For the SIGINT and related information see: JgfffeRichelson Sword and Shield: The Soviet
Intelligence and Security Apparaty€ambridge, MASS. Ballinger Publishing, 1986),95p107. Also,
Miller, p.123.

" Origins of the NSA, JCS Directive 2010, 20 May 99ational Security Agencyaccessed 21
December 2005].

2 Jackson, p.173: History Perspectiér Intelligence Agencyaccessed 27 August 2006]SAFSS
[accessed 10 August 2006]: West, pp.249, 253.
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Washington/Moscow direct radio link.” These claismind credible in the light of other

evidence’®

In 1959 the US Navy communications station at Bmeaxeen was having technical
problems and the US Navy looked for an alternagite in the UK. Other SIGINT bases
had already been commissioned (Keflavik in Aprib@R The Edzell site had been used
as a fighter training airfield in 1918 reopenedl®0 as an RAF maintenance unit. It
accommodated more than 800 aircraft into the eE880s, but by 1957 a gliding school

was established, as there was little traffic onthge’*

Edzell was identified as the most suitable sitethe UK in May 1959 and a
Memorandum of Understanding was completed to petingituse of RAF Edzell as a
naval communications centre. The US proposed thatcosts be part of the 1953
arrangement, being part of ‘the joint Western dséeeffort.”> The base was used solely

for US Navy operations.

Edzell was part of a ‘package’ of actions betwdenWS and UK, and was part of the US
Navy SIGINT group that included Keflavik and Bremmaven’® Its purpose was to
support the intelligence gathering activities inthern waters, specifically in the zone
patrolled by fully armed Polaris SSBNs which hadvrarrived at their Scottish base at
Holy Loch.

3 Campbell, pp. 154, 160-1.
"4 Smith, Action Stations,pp 94-96.

S Foreign Service Despatch, Secret, From Americabd&sy London to the Department of State
Washington, Ref: Embassy D-1193, November 27, 188&d 21 January 1960. NARA 15 September
2005. Also Letter from William E Lang, Director @fé of Foreign Military Rights Affairs, Office ohe
Assistant Secretary of Defense to Russell Fessemguty Director Office of European Regional Affai
Department of State, dated 19 July 1960, Referet8651/60. NARA 15 September 2005.

® Duke,U.S. defence basgsp.147-8.
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On 11 February 1960, Commander Pelletier USN tomkmand and the US Naval
Security Group Activity (NAVSECGRUACT) Edzell begaperations on 1 July 1960.

From the outset, the activities and purpose of Edee contained many ambiguities,
the tone being set by the original commander wlaned that there ‘would be no
missiles, planes or radars’ at Edzell; althouglhnéally accurate, it misled the public as

to the activities planned for the base, which hadhaial strength of 100.

Thurso had been a World War 2 SIGINT station arel ritbw base was established to
service the USA’s requirement for radio stationsthie Northern Seas zone; this was
specifically, but unstated, to support the Pol#dst. America did not have any manned
bases in Norway and therefore the Northern Atlani&s not covered; this meant that
Thurso was an important facility. It was assumed hurso played a part in the ballistic
missile early warning system (BMEWS), as the siteswurveyed in 1958 and the US
later pledged expenditure to provide ‘a scannind #&macking capability, a central-

computer and display facility, and communicatioffs.’

Thurso’s mission was: ‘to manage, operate and mairthose facilities, equipment and
devices and systems necessary to provide requsitenunications for the command,
operational control and administration of the Naastablishment’® It was part of the
US/UK package which located US Polaris submarimethe Clyde and provide other
facilities. The US achieved its own strategic needsstraightforward example of

unilateral action.

SIGINT’s growth continued; a Director, Naval SetyiGroup (DirNSG) was appointed
in 1961 and by 1968 there was a direct line of ripg to the Chief of Naval Operations

" Cryptolog,p. 2.

8 Telegram from Dean Rusk, Secretary of State togae Embassy London, Top Secret, 9 June 1961,
Embtel 3479, Joint State-Defense Message.’ Anyipstatements on Thurso would place emphasis on
role in early warning system.’. 711.56341/7-198ARA13 SEP 2006.

9 OP Nav Report, 5750-1 (Command History) Thurso)@éuary 1970, cited in Duké,S. defence bases
p.148.
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(CNO); this included Edzef’ These changes accentuated the ever-growing inmuerta
of SIGINT despite the budget cuts that were appt®dnany US military units after
1968.

Table 1 describes in detail the number of units aativities that the US deployed in

Scotland to assist in its intelligence gatherintyées.
Table 1

US Intelligence Bases in Scotland

Base Functions Units
USAF = COMINT NSA;
Kirknewton

USAFSS;
1952-1966

6952nd Radio Mobile
Squadron;

7535th Air Base
Squadron;

37th Radio Squadron

Mobile.
USN Edzell = SIGINT NSG;
= NSA Intelligence Collection Site
1960-1992 = Full support for the main US NavyNSA:
communications system base at USN
Londonderry GCHQ;

= Part of the HFDF network; HFDF
Facility in support of the NavigationalCo B USMC Support
Aid and Search and Rescue (SARattalion;
missions

80 Al Grobmeier, Naval Security Group Histofgpld War, [accessed 26 March 2005]. Also, History of the
Naval Security Groug;ederation of American Scientisfaccessed 22 March 2006]: Department of the
Navy, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Wig}ton, DC 20350-2000, OPNAV INSTRUCTION
5450.191B, N2, 1 April 1994, From: Chief of Navgb&ations, To: All Ships and Stations, Subj:
MISSION AND FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMANDER, NAVAL SECURY GROUP COMMAND.

Navy Electronic Directives SysterNavy Directivegaccessed 20 October 2005].
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Project White Cloud - satellit

reconnaissance programme;

Provided communications and relal‘ed

support to Navy and other DO
elements.

Project Clear Sky - part of the Atom

eUK Petty Officer
Academy.

D6321" Courier Transfer
Station under direct
icommand at USAF

Energy Detection System to monitoPrestwick;

atmospheric nuclear tests.

Classic Wizard Ocean Surveillan
Satellite Control System and tl
Bullseye target location activity;
Monitoring Soviet submarine forces;
Part of the Mediterranean/Nor
American DF Net;

Special Communication
(SPECCOMMS) service to US fleet;
Tracked all movements of Sovi
warships, including submarines.

ce
ne

th

USN
Thurso

1963-1992

NSA Intelligence Collection Site;
Direction-finding;

HF/LF Fleet Broadcast; MEECN;
Fleet support;

Intelligence-gathering as part of t
HFDF network;
Downloading of
communications;
Project Clarinet Betty, the latest versi
of the LORAN-C naval navigationg

satellitg

system;
Provided command and contr
transmission to US Navy vessels in {

Northeast Atlantic and Norwegian Ses
Main US Navy VLF (submarin
communications) transmitter in Europ
USN Londonderry was closed in 19

and its operations relocated to Thursa.

NSA,

Royal Navy;
h&JS Navy;
» GCHQ;

oDetachment Edzell;
Al

ol
he
A

a)

C

X

Cy

S
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The US Congress fully supported intelligence gatigeractivities * and in 1960
President Eisenhower appointed another commissioexaimine co-ordination of the
multiple intelligence organisations. This discoedel led to McNamara’'s remark that
‘there was no unity in our intelligence servi€&lh October 1961 he created the Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA) to integrate the militairytelligence effort of all the Services.
It was given the mission to continually collectopess, evaluate, analyse, integrate,
produce and disseminate military intelligence foe Department of Defense (DOB).
There was no consultation with the UK or NATO ois timajor change.

By 1962 the SIGINT Committee of the United Statetelligence Board (USIB) was
created; each constituent member of USIB nominategpresentative to the committee.
8 This was another attempt to ensure that the itapoe of SIGINT was managed in the
most effective fashion, but it had to overcome dbep-rooted self-interest shown by the
various intelligence agencies. Robust efforts waesle by interested parties to protect
their own operations, such as when the USAF CHi&taff, General LeMay, was urged
to resist attempts to divest some USAF activitiethe CIA in 1963°

SIGINT was vital and was the first means to aleg White House to the placing of

Soviet missiles in Cuba in August 1962; all avdeaimtelligence activities moved into

81 Joint Study Group Report on Foreign Intelligenceiviites of the United States Government: Chapter
IV - National Security Agency. Miscellaneous. CENAIRINTELLIGENCE AGENCY. OFFICIAL USE.
Issue Date: Dec 15, 1960. Reproducebéelassified Documents Reference Sysizmeument Number:
CK3100274457, [accessed 3 October 2005].

82 cold war Project, Interview with Robert McNamaational Security Archivegaccessed 15 February
2006].

83Organization Relationship of DIA and the JCS/J2feldse Intelligence Agency, DoD Directive 5105.21,
Defense Intelligence Agencjaccessed 21 December 2005]

84 SIGINT Committee [functions, responsibilities, ongeaation, and procedures of the committee that will
oversee both COMINT and ELINT matters]. Directive./1, John A. McCone, Dir. of Central
Intelligence. May 31, 1962. CONFIDENTIAL. Reproddde Declassified Documents Reference System
Document Number: CK3100424041/42, [accessed 15rieee2005].

8 | etter from General BA Schriever USAF, CommandarFirce Systems Command to General Curtis E
LeMay, Chief of Staff USAF, Secret, dated 26 Decentt®63, Subject: CIA Foreign Missile and Space
Analysis CentreNational Security Archivelsccessed 14 February 2006].
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action and the NSA despatched its DER radar piskigis to Cuban watef8.SIGINT
provided the first indication that the Soviet shiya&l stopped in mid-Atlantic and enabled
Kennedy to handle the crisis; SIGINT had provedétsie yet again.

In April 1962 the Deputy Director for Research d&mhineering in the DOD, Mr Rubel,
visited, accompanied by Sir Solly Zuckerman, the GKvernment's Chief Scientific
Adviser®” This illustrated the close collaboration betwete USA and the UK in
intelligence and nuclear strategy. Intelligencehgahg was a cooperative effort and not
one that was driven solely in the US interestshaalgh they predominated. RAF
Kinnaber, a radio facility, was added to Edzell dh October 1962 and was fully
operational by 1968.

The information collected at Edzell had to reachskvagton DC by secure means as
swiftly as possible and a Courier Transfer Stati@s established at USAF Prestwick on
1 January 1963. This unit was under the directrnand of the Commanding Officer
Edzell and the final part of the US complement @tdll arrived on 20 April 1963 when
cryptographers of Company B Marine Support BatmalitsMC began operation&,

SIGINT contained the National Reconnaissance OffMiRO), an organisation so secret
that its existence was not formally acknowledgedl U992, despite later newspaper
reports® Its structure was formalised in 1962 and flighere undertaken in the UK by
aircraft from the ‘1st Weather Reconnaissance Sagua(Provisional)’, passing through

Prestwick.

8 50" Anniversary Brochure\ational Security Agencjaccessed 14 December 2005]: West, p.241.

871Us Defence Mission in London TalksThe Times27 April 1962, Issue 55376, Page 10, Col G; also,
Duke,US Military Forcesp.307.

8Coletta and Bauer, p 105.

8 Memorandum from Joseph Charyk, Director NRO, Orggtion and functions of the NRO, Top Secret,
23 July 1962National Security Archivegaccessed 7 January 2006]: Analysis of "A $115d8i Secret in
Sky" Washington Post, 9 December 19¥3afional Security Archivegaccessed 7 January 2006]: West,
p.232.
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The NRO was formed to enforce ‘permanent and ugtitalized collaboration between
the CIA and Air Force’ and establish a reconnaissasrganisation that could coordinate
the new satellite and aerial photography requirégmdn August 1962, Louis Tordella,
the Acting Director of the NSA, agreed that the N®8MAuld ‘provide advice and
consultation’ to ensure that the requirements efUlsI1B could be satisfied by the NRO.
% But this did not produce a seamless intelligengstesn and there is no evidence
available that the USA consulted the UK on thisterat

These intelligence-gathering locations — or ‘listgnposts’ - were easily identified by
their gigantic antenna systems that monitored Higlgqguency (HF) traffic from all
directions and then linked with other sites to jewvdirection finding on the source — a
crucial part of the SIGINT process. The US Navyraped these sites and by 1964 they
had facilities in England (Chicksands), Italy, Teyk the Philippines, Japan, Spain

(Rota), Bremerhaven, Guam and Edzell.

At Thurso, West Murkle receiving station was congdein 1963 and Forss transmitting
station became fully operational in 1965. It hadiipment for low frequency (LF)

transmission and very low frequency (VLF) for commumations to the US nuclear
submarine fleet*

SIGINT’s value to the USA was noted by Senator dfiltYoung, a member of the
appropriate Senate Committee, in 1966: ‘I think Megional Security Agency and the
intelligence it develops has far more to do withefgn policy than does the intelligence
developed by the CIA” This showed that US intelligence gathering poli@s focused

on American interests.

%0 Memorandum of Agreement concerning NSA Participatiothe (S) National Reconnaissance Office.
Top Secret, 1 August 196Rational Security Archivegaccessed 10 January 2006]

%1 SpavenFortress,pp. 71-2.

92 Mathew Aid & Cees Wiebes, ‘The Importance of Sigriatelligence in the Cold War', idournal of
Intelligence and National Securitypl 16, No 1 (2001) p7.
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The US Navy established a Petty Officer AcademEdtell in 1966, ‘a sound training
concept’, to assist with the requirement for higtiined, naval personnel at Edzell. The
cryptologists’ career path needed to be strengthem@oint emphasised by the Director

of Central Intelligence (DCI) and later by Presidiixon.*®

President Nixon ordered a review of the effectiwsnef the intelligence-gathering effort
in 1971 and stressed that ‘the need for timelylligence becomes greatéf.He directed
that intelligence community reviews were to be iegrrout at frequent intervals and
emphasised that the DOD programmes needed to ler letegrated with the other
agencies. He made the DCI responsible for ‘plannmegiewing, co-ordinating, and
evaluating all intelligence programs and activitidgsnew NSC Intelligence Committee
(NSCIC) was created, under the chairmanship of Aksistant to the President for
National Security Affairs (Dr Kissinger). Nixon alstressed the need for better career
structures for the cryptanalysists who worked fioe tvarious agencies. This was a
confirmation of the crucial importance of intelligge-gathering to the US government

and these experts were subsequently deployed tllEaa Thurso.

Yet again, the high-level management of intelligegathering was judged to be ‘vague
and ill-defined.” Change was required and the DGEthBrd Helms suggested,
unsurprisingly, that the DCI was best placed to ehawerall supervision of the
intelligence activity’> A high-level report in September 1967 acknowledtdredproblems
caused by the multiplicity of competing agencies.

93 commander Naval Security Group Command, SECGRUNEZHE of 4 April 1968Cryptologp 23.

94 White House memorandum from President Nixon, Ter&aries of State, Treasury, Defense, Attorney
General, Director Central Intelligence, DirectorQiffice of Science and Technology, Chairman Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Chairman President’s Foreign ligehce Advisory Board, Chairman Atomic Energy
Commission, Top Secret, 5 November 1971, Subjegia@sation and Management of the US Foreign
Intelligence CommunityiNational Security Archivegaccessed 12 August 2005].

95 etter from Director of Central Intelligence Richdrdelms to Clark Clifford, Chairman of the
President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board,S¥ptember 1966, Subject: Discussion of Adequacy of
DCI Authority to Coordinate the US Intelligence &ff, in Department of State, Foreign Relationshef t
United States, 1964-1968, Volume XXXIII, Organisatiand Management of Foreign Policy, United
Nations, Document 253, (Washington DC. US Goverrtmenting Office, 2004), [accessed 11 January
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This produced the requirement for a ‘long-rangeomai Intelligence Plan.’ Its most

important recommendation, for Edzell and Thurscs teat ‘military tours of duty at the

NSA should be extended’ and that cryptologist witthhe Armed Forces should have
proper career paths. President Nixon also suppdtied point in 1971. The report

concluded that ‘there must be no slackening inUBecryptologic effort if essential and

other national needs are to be met.” There was ewotion of working with allies. For

Edzell and Thurso, their intelligence staff becamere representative of the overall
American national intelligence plan structure. looand there were agents from the
National Security Agency (NSA), the United Statesr Aorce Security Service

(USAFSS), the US Navy Security Group (NSG) and@@&HQ operating on American

sites.

Edzell listened in to the incidents involving thSS Libertyduring the 1967 Six Days
War and the capture of th¢SS Puebldy North Korea in 1968 These illustrated the
involvement of Edzell in the overall intelligencatbering mission of the US; similar
radar picket ships (DERSs) operated off the Scottishst and received maintenance in
Scottish ports! A memo to Secretary Rusk in July 1961 stated ‘Ta US Navy has a
requirement for a fleet communications project aurko, Scotland and facilities for
destroyer escort radar (DER) at Rosyth, Scotlartiarthe Clyde. The DERs would be
employed on radar and anti-submarine work.” This vaareminder of the front-line
nature of SIGINT work and there was no linkage ny &lATO or UK activities. The

request was fully acceded to by the UK government.

2006]. Letter, Frederick M Eaton to Richard M Helé&ector of Central Intelligence, 16 August 1968,
Top Secret Codeword w/TS Codeword Attachmblatjonal Security Archivegaccessed 14 February
2008].

% Cryptolog p 8.

%7 State Department internal memorandum from EURiBIR Tyler to The Secretary, Secret, 21 July
1961, Subject: Circular 175: Request for Authoisato Negotiate and Conclude and Agreement
Concerning Certain Facilities for the US Navy ie thnited Kingdom. NARA 13 September 2005.
711.56341/7-1961.
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Coverage of the Soviet Union and Eastern Européledahe US to detect the Soviet
combat divisions during the invasion of Czechoskizan 1968’ Accurate intelligence

now contrasted sharply with the failures during herean War and indicated that
intelligence gathering was better directed andyeeal. This continued into the 1970s and
the use of West Berlin as a forward listening ptes#p inside Soviet territory, enabled US

intelligence to identify the entire East German Ar®rder of Battle’”

Apart from Edzell and Thurso, Norway and Denmarkoaparticipated in their own
fashion. Both were signatories to the UK/USA SIGIblstem and were able to monitor
military communications from the Kola Peninsulagyhwere also able to cover Soviet
and Polish naval forces in the Baltic and Barernes.$° Foreign troops were not
permitted on Danish soil during peacetime, a sinagttitude to that of Norway, and there
were also no foreign nuclear weapons permittedhan d¢ountry. In reality, Denmark
provided air bases for the USA which could accomam@dmore than five fighter

squadrons during wartim&*

Congress granted $104,000 for an ELINT boat irBarents Sea to monitor Soviet naval
activity: the monitoring was done by the Norwegiansl was paid for by the CIA. Simon
West notes that the U-2 spy flights were able guialy refuel at airfields in Norwalf?
These aircraft could not have been refuelled atldikybases without attracting attention
from various sources; Norway provided totally reentuications, well away from prying

eyes. Campbell’s ‘unsinkable aircraft carrier’ wesv attracting too much attention.

% Aid, p 43.

% Aid, p 44. The author of this dissertation alstnessed this operation at first hand as a BritighA
officer engaged in signals intelligence in Berluridg 1975-76.

199 cost Reduction Program, FY 1966 - FY 1967, Cenniglligence Agency, 1 September 1965. DDI-
3077-65National Security Archivegaccessed 6 December 2005].

191 pyke,United States Military Forces. 48.

192\West, p.232 .
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In 1973 the Senate Appropriations Committee deedrilkdzell as performing ‘an
antisubmarine warfare support mission vital to skeurity of the nation’, as part of the
‘high-frequency direction-finder network®® More funds were expended on Edzell the
following year: ‘We are requesting $571,000 for NB&CGRUACT Edzell, Scotland.
This station provides communications essentiahtodefense of the United States.” No

mention can be found of any NATO or UK involvementhese matters.

This expenditure may have been part of Project VBHOLOUD as Edzell was also
involved in the satellite reconnaissance programtims; had begun in the early 1960s
with the use of small USAF ‘Ferret’ ELINT satelbt¢o track the movements of foreign
ships. These located the position of stationarytallaions, but were incapable of
following moving targets such as ships. The US Néwgrefore developed its own
ELINT satellites and the first WHITE CLOUD was laimed in 1971%* The existing

network of UK/USA ground stations was given thekta$ receiving the down-loaded
data from these missions. WHITE CLOUD was the USsi&a principal over-the-

horizon reconnaissance, but the USSR was wellsimédrabout its abilities.

In 1974, CNO approved the relocation of all actegtat US Londonderry to Thurso. The
Scottish Office could ‘see nothing but advantagenfthe proposed developmerif?® and
US Forces Headquarters Europe confirmed that teeasis technically suitable: Thurso
was given a clean bill of health for activities oented with Project CLARINET
BETTY, the latest version of the LORAN-C naval rgational system and NRS Thurso

103 Military Construction Appropriations for Fiscal Yied974, Joint Hearings Before the Subcommittee...
by United States. Congress. Senate. AppropriatBmmamittee, Congress. Senate. Appropriations
Committee - 1973 - Page 24d¢0gle Bookslaccessed 4 February 2006]: Military Construction
Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1975, United Statésngress. Senate. Committee on Appropriations4, 197
U.S. Govt. Print. Off, Page 608. Page 46bpgle Bookgaccessed 4 February 2006].

04 1he U.s. Navy's "White Cloud" Spaceborne ELINT 8yst[Kosmicheskaya Sistema
Radiotekhnicheskoy Razvedki VMS SShA "Uayt Klaublf]Major A. Andronov Zarubezhnoye
Voyennoye Obozreniye [Foreign Military Review] (IS®134-921X), No.7, 1993, pp.57-60. Translated
by Allen Thomson, Surveillanc&gederation of American Scientisfaccessed 2 February 2006]

195 5cottish Office memo to GS Murray and Muir Rusé8EDD?), Secret, 31 July 1975, Subject: US
Naval Communications expansion near Thurso. NAR&BE592

40



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

was then redesignated as the US Naval Communisa8tation UK (NAVCOMMSTA
UK).106

Rumours and accusations regarding the use of Exzé&dcilities by ‘spying’

organisations were rife and in 1976, Tom LitterMF, claimed in Parliament that ‘the
American National Security Agency has been usisgctmmunications facilities at
Edzell... to monitor the communications of Britishnumercial organisations® The

Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, Roy Hattesg] pointed out that it was ‘a long
established practice of the House and Governmentonoomment on matters such as
this.” The long history of US unilateral activitynothe site lends credence to this

accusation.

Not surprisingly, there is little declassified néaéavailable regarding Edzell. However,
a declassified document concerning the Missioncions and Tasks of Edzell, states
that it was ‘an integral part of a worldwide netwateveloped by the US to serve as a
part of a program to provide communications foredet of the US and the free world.
Additional functions include monitoring transmiss$o procedures and research into
electronic phenomena.’ It is likely that Edzell’'sssion was similar to that of Keflavik,
namely to ‘operate an HFDF Facility in support lo¢ tNavigational Aid and Search and
Rescue (SAR) missions. It also provides commuraoatiand related support, including
communications relay, communications security, atmmmunications manpower
assistance to Navy and other DOD elements withénaifea*°® There is no mention in

these documents of any Allied involvement.

198 See Loran Historynited States Coast Guarfhiccessed 10 December 2005].
197 ‘Messages of UK firms “being monitoredThe Times29 July 1976, Issue 59768, Page 7, Col A.
198 OPNAV Report 5750-1, Command History for Calendaar 1974, paragraph 1(3) ‘Mission of the

Command. Pursuant to NAVSECGRUINST S5210.8IS' Navy Historical Center[accessed 20 October
2005]. USNAVSECGRUACT KeflavikNavy CT/SECGRU|[accessed 21 February 2006).
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The arrival of USAF Detachment 370 in support abj€ct CLEAR SKY in May 1970
was described as a ‘weather research and radiagatipn project’; Detachment 370
was a ground filter unit and part of the Atomic EyeDetection System (AEDS) that

had been created to monitor atmospheric nuclets. t8%

By 1979, Edzell was under the operational contfothe DIRNSA/ CNCSS (Director
National Security Agency/ Chief National CentralcGety Services), emphasising its
continuing high value and it is unlikely that itsnttions had been otherwise during the
previous 20 year5 The mission was to ‘provide cryptologic supportc@mmanders
and units of NAVEUR’, with an obligation to provide CINCUSNAVEUR ‘SIGINT,
interpretation, advice and assistance.’ Edzell'ssion was explained to the US Congress
in 1980 as being a radio station that could ‘lisi@nAmerican or foreign broadcasts’, a

direct confirmation of Mr Litterick’s accusation i976.1*!

The equipment used and other information providegoad estimate of its range of
activities. Company B USMC Support Battalion’s kmowle would support claims that
they were monitoring Soviet submarine forces; theASSIC WIZARD Ocean
Surveillance Satellite Control System and the BUENE target location activity, both
used the CDAA Wullenweber equipment and this eqeiprwas installed at Edzetf?

109 SeeCryptolog p 23. For AEDS see; Memorandum from Col. Franiffi@r, Deputy Chief, Air Force
Technical Applications Center, to Special AssistantAtomic Energy and Outer Space, "20-4 System
Expansion", 4 January 1962, and State Departmeatl@r Telegram 1444 to Various Embassies, "Project
Clear Sky," 6 February 1964 Sourddational Security Archivegaccessed 3 March 2006].

1% pepartment of the Navy Naval Security Group Comthideadquarters, NSGINST 5450.53A, Ser
G142/133?/7272, 3 Dec 1979. From: Commander Nas@aht8y Group Command. Subj: Mission and
Functions of US Naval Security Group Detachmentijdan England/ US Naval Current Support Group,
US Naval forces Europé&lS Navy Historical Center, [accessed 14 Decemb86R0

111 campbell, p.170: note: NAVSECGRUDET — US Navy SigDetachment.
12 pyke,United States Military ForceAppendix 13A. OPNAV NOTICE 5450, Ser DNS-33/5U83841

From Chief of Naval Operations, Unclassified, 27&dber 2005, ‘...designed to divest NAVSECGRU of
Classic Wizard front end mission siteBepartment of the Navy Issuancgsccessed 17 November 2005].
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According to former members of the unit, Edzell lemdpecific radio intercept role and
was part of the Mediterranean/North American DF .Nétyptographers operated
NAVSECGRU and general service communications discamnd fleet broadcast for North
Atlantic and Mediterranean commanders. Others dem/ia Special Communications
(SPECCOMMYS) service for ‘afloat units’ in North Atitic and Mediterranean, and there
were other staff who tested, evaluated and operaied equipment as part of
NAVSECGRU's role. Edzell was regarded as the NSB(sopean showcasé'®

In the 1960s, all HFDF resources in the UK/USA Agnent were modernised and
interlinked in ‘Operation BULLSEYE! This tracked the movements of Soviet
warships, including submarines. During the 1970srghwere 21 Bullseye stations
operated by the NSG, plus another eight by indiaiddiK/USA nations. The equipment
used was AN/FRD-10 Wullenweber Circularly Dispogedenna Arrays/Circular Dipole

Antenna Arrays (CDAA) and Edzell was fitted withsttand the other European station

was at Rota, Spain.

The Wullenweber site was spectacular and covereatrss; it had four concentric circles
of poles and wires, between two metres and 30 setrbeight, covering low band radio

frequencies used by submarines.

The incoming signal source was ‘fixed’ in conjunctiwith other Wullenweber stations
such as Keflavik and Rota. They were part of thesti§tegic high-frequency direction-
finding net (HFDF), with other stations locatedtlve Pacific region (seven) and the East

Coast of the USA (five). Edzell was an importarstygr in a major US-only operation.

13 Cryptolog p.15.

"4 ks Masset Hyperbolic Radio Navigation Systenisccessed 3 April 2006]. Aid, p 45: Al Grobmeier
‘End of an Era, USN CDAASA Secret Landscape, America’s Cold War Infrastregtfaccessed 22
February 2006].

M3 Eor technical description of the Wullenweber systee: Bamford, pp 161-68ryptolog p 8; also
Wullenweber/CDDA Antenna Homepagdeolumbia Amateur Radio Associatidaccessed 14 December
2005]
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The CDAA equipment was installed at Edzell in 1@6@ Section 2 HFDF, which was
responsible for DF operations, moved inside the [&weber complex. The operators
worked a ‘2/2/2 and 80’ shift of 2 evening watch2gjay watches, 2 mid-watches and
then 80 hours off.

Thurso’s role was to provide command and cont@hgmission to US Navy vessels in
the Northeast Atlantic and Norwegian Sea; printypdb deliver communications

requirements to SSBNs operating in the northernesgaand act as support to US
Londonderry which had the lead role in this acjivithurso was able to ‘...meet the
essential high and low frequency radio coveragelirements in the northern North
Atlantic,” and had a subsidiary role to ‘transnonge surveillance intelligence and early-
warning data collected overseas’ to USAPart of the information would have been
nuclear launch instructions. Thurso was thus aiarliok in the delivery of US strategic

policy, especially orders from the national commanthority (NCA).

Radio transmissions ranged from Extra Low Frequdbty-) to Super High Frequency
(SHF); the lower the frequency, the greater digatie signal can travel and, very
importantly for strategic submarine communicatidhs, greater depth beneath the ocean.
ELF communicated with submarines and could be vedeat depth of 110 metres by
using short burst messages; Very Low Frequency [\¢aR penetrate down to 15 metres
and Thurso was the main US Navy VLF transmitterEumrope™’’ Like Edzell, its

operational history is still shrouded in classifssgtrecy.

UK Activity

The locals welcomed the US servicemen and invobhesn in local matters, such as

choosing the winners of a ‘factory girls’ competiti'® It became involved in the

18 CINCEUR letter to Political-Military Attaché US Hrassy London, Confidential, 16 October 1975.
Subject: US Naval communications Station Uniteddgdiom (Clarinet Betty). NAS. SEP4/2962

7 Duke,United States Military Force.332.

18 Cryptolog p. 18; see alsBeople’s Journall April 1961.
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demonstrations held as part of the campaign agalvestexistence of US bases and
nuclear weapons in Britain. The locals did not sh#rese concerns and protesters
‘received a chilly reception at Edzell... with booimgnd hissing from some Edzell

folk.’**° This was symptomatic of the overall project aner¢hare no recorded instances

of any sustained UK or Scottish opposition to titelligence gathering bases.

The plans for the construction at Thurso followkd tisual process of obfuscation and
minimum information. In July 1961, McNamara apprdvbe requirements and agreed
that details should not be made public or informethe UN*?° ‘The UK has proposed,

and we agree, that in view of military security uggments it is not intended that the
agreement regarding these facilities should bestexgid with the UN or otherwise be
made public.” This indicates that both the US atdddvernments wanted secrecy on the

matter.

The public announcement ignored sensitive issuéh, tve media reporting on 27 July
1961 that Thurso would be another link in the distaarly warning (DEW) line and

would provide ‘ship-to-shore communicatiod$*. The agreement on DER (radar picket
ships) use of Rosyth and the Clyde were also mesdiat the end of the article. Such
collaboration over any sensitive announcements shibvat the UK government was a

positive partner in this mission.

In 1964, McNamara decided to ‘close eight Unitedt&t bases in Western Europe and
the Atlantic areas’; the three UK bases were Briserton, Upper Heyford and

Kirknewton which would be closed down and its fumcttransferred to Menwith Hill.

19 Foreign Service Despatch, Confidential, From AxatiConsulate Edinburgh to Department of State
Washington, 24 October 1960. Scottish Youth Peagapaign protest March at US Navy
Communications Center, EdzelNARA15 September 2005.

120 Department of State memo from EUR William R TylefMhe Secretary, Secret, 21 July 1961. Subject:
Circular 175: Request for authorisation to Negetehd Conclude and agreement Concerning Certain
Facilities for US Navy in the United Kingdom. (Tlsor Rosyth Clyde — DERs) 711.56341/7-1961. NARA
13 SEP 2006.

121.ys Base for North Scotland; Another Link in DEVihk,’ Glasgow Herald, 23uly 1961.
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Brize Norton and Upper Heyford were obsolete sgiatbomber bases due to the new
SAC policy of retaining its strategic squadronghe USA and sending them on three-
month tours to Europ&? There was ‘a gradual winding-down of SAC operaiamthe
United Kingdom’, and more than 100,000 US personvesle withdrawn from Europe,
1966-73'%* The US defined its own interests and then actedrdingly.

The American Embassy in London requested a ‘yeaitge of the closure of the bases
in the United Kingdom’, and this was grantéd.Because of Kirknewton's demise,
claims have been made that Edzell was now undedaits former tasks, with the
remainder being provided at Menwith Hill. It hast m@en possible to substantiate this,

but other indicators give some support to this view

Exceptionally tight security was maintained at ouand local electricians could only
supply power to the perimeter fence but not insidebasé? Edzell base strength rose
to more than 700 servicemen and civilians (both a8 British), with the rumoured
involvement of personnel from both the NSA and GCHBQth NSA and GCHQ were
kept from public knowledge during the 1960s, whenhars agreed, as matters of
national security, to remove references to eitmganisation from their book$® Even in
the 1990s, the UK government denied the very existeof the Secret Intelligence
Service (SIS) and the Joint Intelligence Commit#€), despite clear evidence to the

contrary.

Navy Secretary John Chafee visited Edzell in 197@d ao fewer than 15 officers of
admiral rank or equivalent visited in 1974; theseluded CINCUSNAVEUR, Chief of

122 Jackson, pp17-8, 179-80: Duké.S. defence basasp.138-40.
123 Duke,United States Military Force$.67.

124 Foreign Office Letter from Miss PM Hutchinson to WNlIson, Air Ministry, Secret, dated 7 April
1964, Subject: Closing of United States Bases. FIRID371/174305, 4 November 2005.

125 Interview with local electrician 15March 2006.

126\West, p.247-8: Dockrill and Hughes, p.5.
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the Defence Staff and others from many top militarganisations'*’ Thurso was also
visited by senior officers, including Admiral Thac8INCUSNAVEUR, who in 1965
visited both Londonderry and Thurso as part of r@peéction programme linked to the
US Navy strategic communications network in EurdpeAlmost without exception, all
of these VIPs were Americans, another sign of twusivity of the US strategic policy

being operated at these sites.

Thurso had many rumours regarding its activitied evidence of British involvement at
the base was provided by a 1968 request to the iatBrmergy Authority at Dounreay for

a lease of the authority’s housing stock for pengbfrom the Royal Navy, US Navy and
GCHQ!*® Further attempts to uncover evidence of the basetivities have been

fruitless, and local interviews merely produce estants that ‘there were various UK
civil servants working on the basg®

Conclusion

All persons engaged in handling SIGINT matters haveifelong commitment to
secrecy’ about their activities. It has therefoeer difficult to obtain any primary source
information and many ‘statements’ are unsourcedmda Finding details about the
specific operations carried out at Edzell and Thuras been difficult owing to the cloak
of secrecy around all NSG and NSA activities. Nttatanding, some of these claims
can be regarded as true, based on a combinatiobsefvation and related technical and

military knowledge. A strict management system mgplto special intelligence

127 opnav Report 5750-1, Command History for Calendaaiv1974, paragraph 1(3) ‘Mission of the
Command. Pursuant to NAVSECGRUINST S5210U8S’ Navy Historical Centefaccessed 27 November
2005].; note: CINCUSNAVEUR — Commander in Chief N&vy Europe.

128.ys Commander’s VisitsThe Times16 August 1965, Issue 56401, Page 10, Col G.

129 etter from Scottish Office to Mr Fotheringham classified, 2 July 1968, Ref: H/NDS/THS, NAS
DD6/3298, H/NDS/THS Part A.

139 nterview on 15 March 2006 with electrician frorhuFso, who carried out contract work on the two
bases during the period 1965-90.
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communications records in the US Armed ServidéThese constraints have therefore
limited the research project, but not to any damggixtent as activities in general have

been adequately established and referenced.

What, therefore, was Edzell’s role? There is littibt that Edzell was a very important
component in providing SIGINT for the US ‘nationaterest’. It produced SIGINT and
strategic operations support for both the US Nawy the NSA. It was a radio intercept
station, gathered SIGINT and liaised closely witleflfvik and latterly, Thurso. It
supported the US Navy fleet communications networthe Northern Atlantic and the
Norwegian Sea. It is a listed NSA Intelligence €dlion Site and by 1976 received a
major upgrade to become the European collectingpstdor the CLASSIC WIZARD
system after the US Navy Ocean Surveillance SeaglNOSS) was launched as part of
Project WHITE CLOUD*?

Thurso offered ‘significant advantages through amdtion of high frequency radio
facilities ... This realignment of high frequency i@adacilities will permit an economic
transition into the satellite era with no degraotatio fleet support:®® This confirms that
Thurso was part of the HFDF network, as well asnglpart in the downloading of
satellite communications. The latter activitiesldowell have been part of the US Navy’s
WHITE CLOUD programme, as at Edzell.

The US bases at Edzell and Thurso offered advasitagatelligence gathering and fleet
communications. Both were part of a world-wide ratwof US military establishment.
They had added value for the US as they could parfaarious functions satisfactorily

from a single site; this is the reason why theyaated much high-level attention. They

131 SECNAVINST 5212.SD, 22 April 1998, Chapter 2, Telmmunications Records, pp Ill-2-1 to I1I-2-
24.Navy Directives[accessed 3 March 2006].

132 5ee DukeUnited States Military ForceSpaven, pp 111-15; Campbell, pp 116 & 225-6; Ciidas,
p.98.

133 United States Embassy letter Head Defense DepartRugeign and Commonwealth Office, Secret,
dated 17 July 1975. NAS, NAS SEP4/2692.
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were welcomed by their local communities, althotigéy only used local labour for low-
level tasks, relying totally on American units atwhtractors to carry out all important
work. They were successful and were retained wéiil@lar facilities in Europe were
closed.

Sources show that the UK fully supported Americaguirements and that the US was
indubitably the senior partner. Britain’s ‘uniquérasegic location’ for US strategic

interests was fully exploited for intelligence andmmunications activities. The three
Scottish intelligence gathering bases supporteddo&ign policy, and provided support
for forward forces, namely the SSBNs and other havasions. The bases at Edzell,
Thurso, and Kirknewton were regarded as ‘essentiati no attempt was made to
‘discard’ them.

All of the US actions and decisions were drivenAmgerican requirements, which were
integrated into the overall defence of Western Beralhe Soviet Navy’s biggest fleet,
with all its SSBNs, was being assembled in northeaters throughout the 1950s and
1960s and therefore the US needed to upgradedseipce at Edzell and Thurso to assist
its ASW strategy.

There are no signs of any damage to Anglo-Amerietationships by the US operations
at Edzell, Thurso, or Kirknewton; the evidence ssgig that these operations
strengthened the liaison at official level. Thereer&v no impediments to the
implementation of US strategic policy operationsl @éhere are no obvious differences
with NATO on intelligence gathering; at the sanmdj there is also little evidence to
suggest that the US fully involved its allies. TAmericans were able to operate their

Scottish bases for intelligence gathering withaih impeded by the UK government.

Despite the high level mismatch over US intelligemgathering, there is no evidence of
these problems at Scottish bases. Their task wgather information, analyse it and pass
it up the chain to the Washington-controlled HQsewehthe trading activities occurred. It

has been difficult to fully examine the completenga of activities carried out at
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Kirknewton, Edzell and Thurso because of the pguaftdeclassified information. A

sufficient amount is available to form some geneaaiclusions, but there is a lack of any
central declassified source for US Navy intelligengathering that would provide
sufficient detail. The ‘closed-shop’ mentality adriner intelligence operatives is also
another stumbling block and there is very littlegomal memoir material available that

would assist with the topic.

In summary, the USA had an essential intelligerat@aying requirement in the Northern
Seas region and Scotland was the ideal locatioey Thade their plans and the UK

government fully accommodated all of their requests
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CHAPTER THREE
STRATEGIC RETALIATION — THE HOLY LOCH SUBMARINE BAS E
US Strategic Policy Requirements

The turning point during the Cold War arrived witke introduction of the US Polaris
submarine fleet in 1961. This sophisticated newpsaawhich could reach targets in the
USSR, totally changed the Cold War deterrent cakuFor America it gave them the
guarantee of a second-strike capability, combinih stealth, virtual invulnerability, and
most importantly, a forward operating base in Sowt| far from the shores of the USA.
The use of a Scottish base was fully in tune withAmerican zeitgeist of being as close
as possible to the enemy while remaining as fgpassible from the continental USA.

Arms-length warfare had now become a reality.

Technological advances reduced the of nuclear weggmabling submarines to become
suitable for the strategic role; nuclear propulsitede a submarine virtually
undetectable, and a pressurised water nuclear pl@ant that it did not need to surface to
recharge batteries; these characteristics madettineideal platform for a seaborne
nuclear deterrent force. Admiral Burke, CNO, motteel Navy to the ‘strategic center’

by championing the Polaris fleet. His Naval Warfarelysis Group reported in 1957
that the Polaris mission was ‘national deterrentkis decision did mean that cruise
missiles were not developed until the 1980s. Ib plst the Navy ‘into the forefront of the
central national strategy>* The FBM was described as the ‘optimum launchirfgjate’

for survivability and ‘its mission should be onedsfterrence.*** In April 1958, Burke

134 Baer, pp.347-77.

135 Department of the Navy, Office of the Chief of Ne@perations, Naval Warfare Analysis Group Study
Number 1, Introduction of the Fleet Ballistic Migsinto Service, (OP 93), 0011P03 dated 15 January
1957, Secreigital National Security Archivegaccessed 16 February 2006]. Also, Polaris Chiamgl
History of the Fleet Ballistic Missile System Dewpiment Program 1955-1967, 00031, 1967/000@ital
National Security Archives[accessed 15 April 2006].pp.13-23.
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Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotland 1953-1974

Map 3 - US SSBN Operations
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established Submarine Squadron 14 (SubRon 14yé@areh and implement the
operational concept.

President Eisenhower described FBM submarines asbilen missile bases ...and
seaborne bomber bases’ and on 7 January 1960tihariaad the NSC to proceed with
the construction of 14 Polaris submarines, withtiaecfive to be planned® This was an
increase on the previous agreed totals and indeasf the prominence that Polaris
SSBNs had now achieved.

Because of arguments between the Air Force anNdahg, the Joint Staff Target
Planning Staff was created in 1959 to produceitle3$IOP for nuclear war; this had an
‘optimum mix of high priority military, industriznd government control targets’ It
was revised in 1961 and its specific objectivesanerdestroy or neutralize Sino-Soviet
Bloc strategic nuclear delivery capability’ andattack the major urban-industrial

centers of the Sino-Soviet Bloc.’

In 1961 the SAC allotted 232 targets to Polaris S§BL69 of these were in Russia and
62 were in China. As SubRon 14 was stationed irNibieth Atlantic area of operations,
only Russian targets would have been within ramgebably Moscow, other Russian
cities and naval facilities at the Kola Peninsilae Soviet SSBNs had been based within

the Kola Peninsula since 1958; this targeting wadioned to the US Congress in 1979

138lemorandum of Conversation [Dwight D. Eisenhowees?, Thomas S. Gates, Jr., Secretary of
Defense; Livingston T. Merchant, Under Secretar$aite for Political Affairs; Gen. Andrew J.
Goodpaster, Staff Secretary to the Pres.; othée &tal Defense officials]. Oct. 3, 1960. 6 p. SECRE
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Systemecument Number: CK3100396714, [accessed
23 March 2006]. Memorandum. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSECRET. Issue Date: Sep 22, 1960. Date
Declassified: May 26, 1982. Unsanitized. Reprodunddeclassified Documents Reference System
Document Number: CK310045297accessed 10 May 2006].

137 paron L Freedberg, ‘The Evolution of US StrateDiactrine, 1945 to 1981’, in ‘The Evolution of US
Strategic Doctrine, 1945 to 1981’, Tihe Strategic Imperative: New Policies for AmeriGeaturity ed by
Samuel Huntington (Cambridge: Ballinger Publishihg82), pp.59-61: Miller, pp.133-5: Hanhimaki and
Westad, pp. 294-6.
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by the CNO"**® The Polaris submarines ‘maintained a battery aisiteis ready for firing
throughout their patrols’; also, the US Navy wasyveonfident that these patrols had

never been detected by Soviet ASW activitiés.

Khrushchev was determined to correct the strat@gizalance by creating a Soviet
nuclear missile force of warships and rocket lag@ndfattalions. He formed the Strategic
Missile Forces (RSVN), but in 1960 it only had foRr7 launchers and a couple of
hundred very short-range missiles that could omlgch Poland; the Soviet air force
gradually reduced its strategic taskWhen Khrushchev was removed in October 1964,
Admiral Sergei Gorshkov, commander of the Navyeoed an increased build-up of the

new nuclear ballistic missile vesséfs.

Defense Secretary McNamara fully supported the HEdgramme and proposed six
Polaris submarines in his first Defense Budgetapt&mber 1961. He described them as
providing a second strike capability against Sowetg-range nuclear forces, with a
secondary mission against Soviet cities: he stitaid'the main objective of our nuclear
forces is to deter nuclear attacks on the US’, thatl ‘the president’s hands must not be

tied on strategic matters through a lack of resemif¢? An NSC memorandum of

138 See; Pavel Podvig (edRussian Strategic Nuclear Forgd€ambridge, MASS. MIT Press, 2004),
p.257: Spaven, p.8: Letter from V Lansing ColliN&TO HQ SACLANT, to Russell Fessenden, Director
Office of European Regional Affairs, State DepartimeSubject: NATO Implications of SUBLANT’s
Study of SSBN Deployment, 20 June 1961, Secret3®11961/06/20Digital National Security Archives
[accessed 16 February 2006].

1395|PRI Yearbook of World Armaments and DisarmantE988/69,(Stockholm: Aimqvist & Wiksell,
1969), p.108.

140 stephen J Zalogdarget America: The Soviet Union and the Stratégims Race 1945-64Novato.
Presidio Press, 1993), pp.160, 188.

141 Admiral Gorshkov was Commander-in-Chief of the iBoiavy from 1956 to 1988.

142 braft Memorandum for the President from Secretéipefense McNamara, Subject: Long Range
Nuclear Delivery Forces 1963-1967 [?], 23 Septenil®ér, 00432, 1961/09/23, pp.1, 4, Digital
National Security Archivegaccessed 6 January 2006]: Draft memorandunhtPtesident from
Secretary of Defense McNamara, Subject: Strateffen@ve and Defensive Forces (U), Revised 15
January 1968, 00472, 1968/01/15, Reproducdkitiassified Documents Reference SystBiacument
Number: CK3100242768, [accessed 6 January 2006].
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October 1961 set out McNamara’s concept of nuckteategy, namely to ensure a

survivable second-strike capabilfty’

McNamara'’s selected strategic doctrine, says Gaudais designed for the ‘destruction of
the enemy’s military forces, not of his civiliangadation’; but he eventually shaped it to
target civilian populations to ensure mutual asswdestruction, the cornerstone of the

strategic policy**

By December 1961, both Rusk and McNamara startetisttuss Flexible Response. At
the NATO Athens Meeting a few months later, McNaaaevealed his concept of
limited war; this laid down guidelines for nuclease and acknowledged that warfare
against the Soviets might only involve limited ®itti. **> Previously, the Soviets
believed that war would start with a surprise &thg NATO using nuclear weapons;
once flexible response was adopted, the Soviet @eBeaff realised that war would be

conventionally-based, with the threat of an evelmualear exchangé*®

The Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962 preserethRon14 with its operational
examination and it performed effectively. By 22 @utr, all SSBNs had moved out to
their operational station and the US had the mawimumber of strategic submarines at

sea™*’ Messages were passed regardingteusmoving out of Holy Loch to naval Z-

143 NSC,Long-Range Nuclear Force$l October 1961: Freedma¥iclear Strategypp.319-20.

144 GaddisRussia, the Soviet Unipp.234: John Lewis Gaddishe Cold War(London. Allen Lane,
2005), p.79-81. Also; ‘Mutual assured destructiaaswlefined by the DOD in 1965 as the capability to
destroy at least 25 per cent of the Soviet populace60 per cent of Soviet industry.’

4% HeuserRussia, the Soviet Unipp.12.

146 Andrei A Kokoshin Soviet Strategic Thought 1917-199Cambridge: Harvard University, 1998, and
Mezhdunarodnye Otnosheniia, 1995), p.124.

147 CNO Report on Cuban Missile CrisNaval Historical Centefaccessed 22 January 2006]. Also
Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense: July@B2, to June 30, 1963, extract. The Cuban Crisis,
Naval Historical Center[accessed 26 April 2006]: Vice Admiral Philip Beshany, USN (Ret.)
Interviewed by Dr. John T. Mason, Jr. 1977/11/0Rjital National Security Archive[accessed 22
February 2006].Department of State Incoming Telegimm JCS to Secretary of State, Situation Report
3-62, as of 250400Z October 1962, Operation Scalsh&ecretDigital National Security Archives
[accessed 18 May 2006].
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berths in West Highland sea loct{8.The families and locals around Holy Loch were
under great stress, as they believed they werg ‘slese to destruction’ at this tinié&

The Cuban crisis was epochal for both sides andiromed to Kennedy, as noted by
Stromseth, that massive retaliation was not feasitile Soviet lesson was that the

Americans would not risk nuclear strikes on the USA

In March 1963 it was announced that three boata fSabRon 14 would patrol the
Mediterranean; this first NATO SSBN force had bagreed at Athens in May 1962. In
February 1964, a second FBM base was establistedtat Spairt>® This was an
‘acceptable alternative’ to Franco’s Spain beconsimgember of NATO, something
which the Europeans would not allow. The naval lzd®ota, meant that the FBM fleet
for the Mediterranean did not have to make a 14¢dapd trip to the USA at the end of

each patrol, thus saving millions of dollars andntaaning its strategic effectiveness.

It is interesting to note that the UK had opposedefican plan to set up naval HQ in
Lisbon until the mid-1960s as London regarded $eat zone as part of the Royal Navy’s
area of control. The CNO deployed SubRon 16 to Rwta28 January 1964 and in
December the anchorage at Guam became operatioiialn a year the final base, at
Charleston SC, opened. America’s SSBN system wasfulty operational and had been
deployed in the customary, businesslike unilat&ashion. Rota operated as a front-line
SSBN base for 15 years before the US withdrew SobE®from Spain in July 1979.

This ensured that the Holy Loch base assumed greaportance in the overall US

second strike strategy.

148 For Z-berths see, Spavgn75: DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1, From IAH More,Soottish Home &
Health Department, f4November 1962, Confidential.

149 Messersmith, p.63.

150Holy Loch to be NATO Base'Glasgow Herald7 May 1962, p.4; Two submarines from SubRon 16 at
Rota were assigned to the NATO role in 19®4a.navy.mil Globalsecurity:Grove, p.105: William
Chislett,Spain and the United States: The Quest for Mutealistovery(Real Instituto Elcano de

Estudios Internacionales y Estratégicos. 2005p;/ivww.realinstitutoelcano.org/
publicaciones/libros/ChislettEsp-EEUU-ingles.pdfcdessed 14 May 2007].
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On 28 September 1964, the SSBISS Daniel Webstavas the first Polaris submarine to
go on patrol armed with the Polaris A-3 missiles fleet of 19 boats now carried a total
of 288 surface-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMS}. By November 1964, the US

possessed 796 inter-continental ballistic misqIEBMs) on Alert Status, with another
82 in Emergency Combat Capability Status, manyaard SSBNs from Holy Loch. The

Polaris A-3 had been fully developed, each witlke¢hre-entry vehicles (MIRVS); these
were small nuclear weapons that would separate filoen main missile and attack
separate target$>? In 1971, President Nixon modified the FBM commitrneo NATO

to take account of the equipping of the SSBN fle#h Poseidon MIRV missiles; this

order made no mention of any change to the missfione Atlantic SSBNs™>*

In reality, the USA had unilaterally constructeduwelear strike force of immense power
to combat what was in effect a very small Sovietdh This stemmed from the relentless
advance of the ‘military-industrial system’ as poteld by Eisenhower, as well as the
institutionalised over-estimation of Soviet stréndiy the poor coordination of US

intelligence gathering as previously noted.

By the mid 1970s, Rota had become a strategicasie las the US had lost its airfields in
Morocco in 1963, becoming one of the largest agbasutside the USA, it also handled
more than 600 ships annually. However, after thead8dentally dropping H-bombs in

Spanish waters, Rota’s nuclear status was redughkdreby it could ‘no longer be

151 Report for the President 24 November 1964, SECREEIRARTMENT OF DEFENSE.. Issue Date:
Nov 24, 1964. Reproduced Declassified Documents Reference Syszocument Number:
CK3100169641. [accessed 10 May 2006]: MemoranduePARTMENT OF DEFENSE. SECRET. Issue
Date: Sep 29, 1964. Reproducediaclassified Documents Reference Sysi@meument Number:
CK3100448299 [accessed 10 May 2006].

152Nov Report for the President. Nov. 17, 1964. 30 p. SEC®0 UNCLASSIFIED. SANITIZED copy.
Released Sept. 19, 1977. Johnson Library, Whitesel@entral File, Confidential File, Subject Reports
DOD, Nov. 1964. Report. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. SEIRIssue Datel7, 1964. Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference Sysizmeument Number: CK3100404138, [accessed 19 Nbeem
2005].

153 National Security Council, National Security DeoisiMemorandum 132, to Secretary of State and
Secretary of Defense, Subject: Modification of SSBdimmitments to NATO, 13 September 1971, 00132,
1971/09/15Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 23 April 2006].
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associated with the Polaris programré.’Holy Loch was untouched by any such
changes. Rota eventually closed as home port tR&uli6 in July 1979, while Holy
Loch was maintained for another 13 years. The UkKegument never pressurised the
Americans to remove the SSBNs, regardless of gaolgy statements; they also never
had the trauma of the Palomares incident. Had #wey done so, the US would have
withdrawn support for the UK Polaris/Poseidon fleat possibility that was always

present. Once more the US controlled their majgriala crucial strategic matter.

Nixon and Kissinger changed American strategic ypesbecause of overstretch and
Soviet nuclear parity. The SALT 1 agreement of M8y2 produced a mixed outcome; it
accepted the ‘mutual assured destruction’ capglmiitrestricting ABM sites to two each,
but it left the Soviets with a noticeable supetioin numbers of missiles, namely 1,618
ICBMs against 1,054 and 740 SLBMs against 650. HamneAmerica still retained a
substantial advantage in technological sophisticatr® The treaty excluded the SSBNSs,
as well as ignoring the American possession ofMHV technology, both vital matters
for the Holy Loch operations. At the highest pohti level, the US maintained its vital

strategic needs unilaterally.

SSBN Development

The US submarine fleet was radically redevelopaddsen 1945 and 1960; it introduced
submarine-launched nuclear missiles and propulsjonuclear motors. Two exceptional
officers, Admirals William Raborn and Admiral HymaRickover achieved this
significantly ahead of the Soviet Union, by usirng tFleet Ballistic Missile (FBM)

programme and the Navy's Nuclear Power Prodrain. fact, Rickover was so selfishly

154 Chislett,Spain and the United Statfccessed 14 May 2007]

155 Gaddis,Russia, the Soviet Unipp.258.
156 Admiral William Raborn was director of the Fleetlgdic Missile Program from 5 December 1955
until 26 February 1962; from 28 April 1965 to 30h8uL966, he was DCI. Admiral Hyman G.

Rickover was Director of the Naval Reactors Braimcthe Bureau of Ships from 1949 and led the effort
develop the world's first nuclear-powered submatireeplayed the role of father to the nuclear fered
was officially retired in 1982: Grove, p.230.
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possessive of the entire concept that he initiapposed allowing Admiral Earl

Mountbatten to board US nuclear submarines.

The limited range of the Polaris A-1 missile metr#t forward operating bases would
reduce travel and lines of communication and timeselase its deterrent capability. In
December 1959, the CNO and Admiral Lord Mountbattehief of the Defence Staff,
agreed that Scottish bases would be suitable.Wéssa continuation of an agreed pattern
from the 1950s™’ Existing bases in West Germany were closer tdX88R, but were
extremely vulnerable to any Warsaw Pact attaclsdes had been learned from the rapid
North Korean invasion of South Korea. There wds ftong opposition to the entire
SSBN concept from senior US naval officers who tfesyed that ‘it was diverting funds

away from the large surface ships they preferrgd.’

Major technological innovations such as deepemdivunderwater sonar navigation aids
and quieter engines appeared and Rickover ‘cremtddemained in charge of the most
significant naval programme of all time.” The US JWacommissioned one nuclear-
powered FBM submarine every two months during ool December 1959 to January
1967°° The acronym ‘FBM’ slurred into ‘Boomer’, becomirghorthand for a ship

submersible ballistic nuclear (SSBN).

The first SSBN was th&/SS George Washingtd®SBN 598), and the Polaris missile
system became operational on July 20, 1960. The W8S# possessed ‘the most

157 Memorandum of conversation; present for the H&rold Watkinson, Minister of Defence, Admiral
Mountbatten, Chief of Defence Staff... Present fer t5; Thomas Gates, Secretary of Defense; General
Twining, Chairman JCS...15 December 1959, Top $e@1t405, 1959/12/15, DNSA [accessed 4 April
2006]: State telegram, from Ambassador Bruce twedary of State, Subject: Nitze-Rostow Visit on
Nassau Agreement — Nitze, Rostow, ThorneycroftModntbatten, No 2705 18 January 1963, Secret,
NACP 741.5611/1-1863 [accessed 15 September 2B@3)ey, p.162.

158 Freedmaniuclear Strategyp.158.

5% Francis DuncarRickover and the Nuclear Navy: The Discipline offifelogy (Annapolis. Navy
Institute Press, 1990), p.vii.
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powerful deterrent force imaginable, a stealthfptat with enormous firepower?° It

carried 16 Polaris A-1 missiles, each with a ranf@,200 kilometres, launched when
submerged. The targeting was under control of tA&€ &nd the submarines were
commanded by CINCUSNAVEUR and CINCLANT (both apgoients held by the

same US admiral).

The Americans agreed to provide Polaris submariogbe UK for Western European
defence as part of the policy of ‘defending NATO arglobal basis.” The UK was
permitted to access US nuclear information, theml®rcoming the restrictions imposed
by the McMahon Act of 1946. This was one of Macarls coups, but there were

limitations regarding the amount of information th§A would provide.

Defence Minister Harold Watkinson visited Secretafypefense Thomas Gates in June
1960 to seek better terms, but the Americans poioig Macmillan’s assurances at
Camp David and therefore the US would not consahgr political conditions; also the
US would only agree to supply two Polaris submariteethe UK as part of a NATO
initiative.*** Both were examples of American ruthless behavioysursuing their own
requirements, regardless of the Anglo-Americantigiahip or the NATO alliance. This

was unilateralism in the raw.

Eisenhower and Macmillan agreed at Camp David brisey 1960 that the US would
provide Skybolt missiles to the UK in exchangetfor UK ‘making the necessary

arrangements for US Polaris tenders in Scottistspdrhe USA had based their nuclear

189 Technical Innovations of the Submarine Force, CE@ymarine Warfare DivisiotyS Navy Office of
Information,[accessed 9 January 2006].

161 State memorandum from Assistant Secretary for firto Livingston Merchant, Subject: Polaris
submarines for the UK and MRBMs for NATO, Top SécBaJune 1960, NACP 741.56311/6-360, 15
September 2005; also, State Memorandum from Foybléf to Secretary of State, Subject: Polaris
Berthing Facilities in UK, 3 October 1960, EUR: Fbier: mt, Secret, NACP 711.5612/10-3-60, 15
September 2005.
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bombers in the UK since the 1950s, as well as argéion of MRBMs, and therefore the

arrival of the Polaris system was regarded as @ragtrogression of this ‘hospitality®?

This quid pro quo was the cornerstone of the U&ipasrom which they never
wavered:®® Despite the manoeuvring done by Macmillan, the Acams enforced their
unilateral requirement. Britain attempted to obtainetter deal because of the political
problems associated with siting a nuclear submdrase in the heavily populated West
of Scotland. The area housed more than two mifheople, there was heavy Left Wing
opposition, and Macmillan wanted to ensure thaddwured full support from the
leadership of the Labour Party. This latter poiasyparticularly important in view of the
1960 the Labour Party Conference vote to abandomnelear-based defence

measures®

The preferred American location was either Holy lh,oa Royal Navy base during the
war, or Rosneath, which had been a wartime US N&ade. Bremerhaven was
suggested as ‘an acceptable alternative’, to hetpsf British attention, but the State
Department did not support #£> On 20 June, Eisenhower stated to Macmillan that th
submarines needed quick access to open seas aeliteeiktogistical support facilities,

therefore the Clyde was the only place that coutivide thesé®® Macmillan conceded,

162 Baylis, Anglo-American Defence Relatioqs40-1 & 78. Reynolds, A 'Special Relationship}?,1-20.

163 Memorandum from the President to Prime MinistérMarch 1960, Top Secret, NACP 711.56341/3-
2960, 13 September 2005: State Memorandum of Ceatren, Participants: President Kennedy, Secretary
McNamara, Ambassador Bruce, McGeorge Bundy, Amigissehompson (all US) and Prime Minister
Macmillan, Foreign Secretary Home, Defence Minidteorneycroft, Ambassador Ormsby Gore, Mr de
Zuleta and Mr Bligh (all UK); Subject: Skybolt, T82cember 1962, Secret Eyes Only, 20778, NACP
741.5611/12-1962, XR 711.5611, 741.56311[accesS&kptember 2005].p.2.

154 Healey, p.242.

185 coletta and Bauer, 1985, p.51: Wolfram Kaiser,d@gr-Happy Protestant Materialists? The European
Christian Democrats and the United States’, inyetarc Trachtenberg (Lanham and Oxford: Rowan &
Littlefield, c2003), p.77.

166 State telegram From Seoul to Secretary of St&duhe 1960, Top Secret, Presidential Handling, 20
June 1960, NACP 741.56311/6-3060, Message fromdergsto Prime Minister, Quote, Dear Harold...
Fully appreciate the political difficulties confriimg you and your colleagues regarding provision of
facilities for our Polaris submarines on the Clydeve reached agreement in principle at Camp Dand

I will look forward to hearing from you on the ootoe of your Cabinet consideration. With warm peaton
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but mentioned the vagueness surrounding the Anredtfar of Polaris submarines to the
UK.

The British Embassy in Washington stated that M#amisupported this ‘worthwhile
project’; it was a complete surrender to the USitims'®’ To prevent further delay,
Eisenhower informed Macmillan that ‘there was nsumderstanding at Camp David on
the question of location’ and it was now an urgaffair, with the US Navy planning to
deploy vessels by the autumn. The question of dpea control was raised and
Eisenhower reiterated that the US would require ddiisent before firing missiles from
inside British waters. The issue of assigning BhitPolaris submarines to the NATO

project was also mentioned.

Macmillan vainly pointed out that Glasgow ‘containeunstable elements...and
communist agitators’; nevertheless, unrelenting Aca® pressure succeeded and
Eisenhower agreed to the deal on 27 October 1$6Whe media uncovered the
background negotiations and tNew York Timebroke the news on 18 October 1989.
The process was an indication that the Americadsndt regard the Anglo-American
relationship as a partnership, but had pursued #tesitegic requirements in a singularly

unilateral fashion.

regard, as ever, lke.: NACP 741.56311/6-3060, &pt&mber 2005, State telegram, from President to
Prime Minister, Presidential Handling, Top SecB& June 1960: NACP 741.56311/7-360, 15 September
2005, State telegram from White House to SecretbS8tate, Text of message from Prime Minister to
President delivered here by British Embassy, Cenfliél, 2 July 1960.

167 See: State memorandum of conversation betweerMisdood, British Embassy and Foy D Kohler,
Assistant Secretary for Europe and Robert H McBrigheler secretary for Western Europe, Subject Rolar
Base Facilities in Scotland, Secret, 7 July 1968CR 741.56311/7-760, 15 September 2005: State
telegram to American Embassy London...text of Iditem President to Prime Minister, 15 July 1960, Top
Secret, Presidential Handling, NACP 741-56311/70196 September 2005.

168 State memorandum from Under Secretary for Polifairs, to The Secretary of State, 27 July 1980,
Top Secret, EUR:IWhite/vh, NACP 741.56311/7-2788paFrom State, Top Secret, to Embassy London,
2621, 27 October 1960, ‘Dear Harold, | am deligtteat agreement has been reached on the project for
berthing facilities for our Polaris tender in thiyd® area..’

1%9\Walter Wagoner, ‘Britain will get US Polaris basdew York Timesl8 October 1960, p.11.
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Naval communications were unreliable and the nudbanch order needed to reach the
SSBN during war and confusion; this task was pageethe Special Projects Office
(SPO). *"® Communications networks had to be resilient andurgecand primary
communications were provided by very low freque(¢iF) equipment, as at Thurso.
The missile launch message from the NCA was aksoesmitted to relay stations and
ships for rebroadcast to the SSBNs, thus ensuhag launch commands reached the

submarine.

Secure extremely low frequency (ELF) communicatisese developed and submarines
received VLF communications via a trailing wire @ma that was trailed behind the boat
just below the surfacé’* In July 1960, the Pentagon requested a radio canvations
station in northern Scotland, to support anti-sutimeawarfare (ASW) activities and vital
ship-to-shore links to the US fleet; this led te #tonstruction of radio bases at Thurso,

and Londonderry in Northern Ireland?

The two-crew concept meant that one crew mannedsaihbenarine for a three-month
operational period while the off-crew was back iméyica for training and rest. Prior to
this development each submarine would only have bad crew and a lengthy
turnaround in port; however, the nuclear-powereat$coould run endlessly and therefore

the 2-crew concept was devised. In addition, furdadeguards were included to protect

170 possible items for discussion relating to whetherprimary mission of the Navy, which is to tramp
troops and material, has been changed by the nepams systems. Miscellaneous. WHITE HOUSE.
SECRET. Issue Date: Mar 31, 1959. Reproducddeidiassified Documents Referer®estemDocument
Number: CK3100258816/17, [accessed 22 March 200®keedings of the Special Projects Office
Steering Task Group, Task Il — Monitor the FleelliBéc Missile Development Program, 43eeting, 27,
28 May 1964, Top Secret, 00785, 1964/052ijtal National Security Archivegccessed 6 January
2006]. Pp.3, 7, 8,9, 21 & 277.

11 SpO 48 Meeting, pp.8,9. Cycle of a typical patrol and-aféw period for a pre-trident FBNUSS Will
Rogers [accessed 14 February 2006]: Campbell, pp 225-6.

172 1he Bagatelle system would have cost more than $iilli@n: Special Projects Office Steering Task
Group, 27, 28 May 1964,: Department of Defense Mamdum from William E Lang, Director Office of
Foreign Military Rights Affairs, to John Y MillaDepartment of State, Subject: Initiation of BasgtRs
Negotiations for a Proposed US Naval Radio Fac8itgtland (C), I-14, 783/60, 15 July 1960, Secret,
NARA 711.56341/7-1560, 13 September 1960. Polanio@ablogy, History of the Fleet Ballistic Missile
System Development Program 1955-1967, 00031, 198X¥(Digital National Security Archives
[accessed 15 April 2006].pp.13-23.
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this strategic advance. The relief crew’s retunolaed using two separate aircraft; if one
aircraft developed problems, the other could regpdicall the operational functions and

could therefore take command of the SSBA.

During operational build up, an SSBN put to sea @dormed a series of live exercises
including firing of the Polaris missile. Rickoveremianded that the naval nuclear
engineers focused their attention solely on thdeauglant to the exclusion of any other
operational duties. This was a radical change filoenstandard naval doctrine of having
cross-qualified officers aboard submarines to mlevesilience within the vessel’s battle

structuret’

Polaris development continued and the Polaris Aakge 2,700 kilometres, became
operational in 1962; the Polaris A-3, range 4,5nketres, was fitted to thdSS Daniel
Webster (SSBN 628) September 1964, the first SubRon 14 boat todoeerted.”® The
SPO was able to report by May 1964 that it wasicgs$42 million to refit an SSBN
with Polaris A-3 missiles. The benefits of Polamesre listed by US Navy Secretary John
Connally; it could retaliate on order, thus allogipeace negotiations to take place; it
could be easily retargeted; the Navy operationahiroand system could control it and,

most importantly, it was not a ‘magnet’ that woudlihw enemy missiles to the mainland

173 This system was used by airborne forces to eriautieal viability after a parachute drop; all
operational functions were duplicated between sgpaircraft loads. (The author is a former Pareechu
Regiment officer.)

174 Memorandum from John B Connally, Secretary of tla@y\to Secretary of Defense, Subject: Navy
Plans for the A-4 Polaris Missile, 26 June 196Lr&g 00731, 1961/06/2Bjgital National Security
Archives,[Jaccessed 24 April 2008lISS Will Rogergaccessed 14 February 2006]: Memorandum for the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff from the Secretfripefense Robert S McNamara, Subject: Reliability
Test Programs for the Minuteman and Polaris Misgl$), 15 September 1965, Secret, 00810, 1965/09/15
Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 19 May 2006]: Bivens, pp.34, 40.

175 Submarine Squadron Fourtegm3. Proceedings of the Special Projects Offiee$hg Task Group,
Task Il — Monitor the Fleet Ballistic Missile Dewgiment Program, &3Meeting, 27, 28 May 1964, Top
Secret, 00785, 1964/05/2Bigital National Security Archivefaccessed 6 January 2006]. Pp.3, 7, 8, 9, 21
& 277.

64



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

USA'® This was another reiteration of the fundamenthlaatage of basing it in
Scotland, as pointed out by Arbatov and Oltmans;eAca’s approach to national

security interests always took precedence overilameital or US/UK relationships.

By the late 1960s, May and Treverton’s point ab®guperior nuclear arsenal’ for the
Soviets was becoming true and improvements to $taigets and air defence systems
(ABMs) meant that missile technology needed to pgraded; therefore the Poseidon

missile was introduced to succeed Polaris.

Poseidon was developed as a counter to the SSH@tSaxd-based system; it had a
bigger warhead than Polaris, and could carry 10 \WalRver 5,270 kilometres and was
designed to reassure the USSR that the USA wasbuilnling a first-strike capability.
The upgrading of the Polaris system, and its ssoreBoseidon, was authorised in
November 1965 by Secretary McNamara, still a stieBlyl supporter-’’

In 1967, he recommended enormously costly improvesn Poseidon and this placed
significant pressure on the Defense Budget whichtbacompete for funding against the
costs of the Vietham War and the Great Society narogie. Nevertheless, McNamara
specified the initial operational date for PoseiddiNovember 1970, with a total force of
384 missiles on board 31 SSBNs by 1975, with cestimated at $4,998 million.

Flexible response required extra funding for militenatters; this was initially the case,

but Johnson decided to stop the extra spending as4d crippling his Great Society

176 Memorandum from John B Connally, Secretary of tlaey\to Secretary of Defense, Subject: Navy
Plans for the A-4 Polaris Missile, 26 June 196X r&g 00731, 1961/06/26jgital National Security
Archives,[Jaccessed 24 April 2006].

7 Department of Defence Memo, 19 October 1965, Sg@d&12, 1965/10/1Migital National Security
Archive, [accessed 27 February 2006]: Memorandum for dueearies of the Army, Navy and Air Force
from Robert McNamara, Secretary of Defense, Subfett1966 Supplemental and FY 1967 Defense
Budget Recommendations, 24 November 1965, Se@+462) 1965/11/2Migital National Security
Archives,[accessed 6 January 2006 Also Draft memorandurthéPresident from the Secretary for
Defense, Subject: Defense Department Budget fo6%YU), 1 December 1967, Top Secret, 00471,
1967/12/01Digital National Security Archives[accessed 15 March 2006]. Also Memorandum fer th
President from Secretary of Defense McNamara, Stitfgrategic Offensive and Defensive Forces (U),
Record of Decision, Revised 15 January 1968, 0049@3/01/15Digital National Security Archives
[accessed 6 January 2006].

65



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

programme.'’® These cuts did not impinge on the FBM fleet, asNElmara was

‘hardening America’s nuclear arsenal.’

In January 1967, McNamara reported that SSBN coctstn was on target; the first
seven Poseidon re-fitted boats would be deployd®ii, and the final one by the end of
1977.1"°n his opinion, the SSBN was the ideal launchitagfprm - it was mobile, easy
concealed, thus ensuring a very high probabilityswiviving any Soviet first striké&°

The USS James Madisq®SBN 627fompleted the first successful underwater Poseidon
launch on 3 August 1976

McNamara’'s Force Structure proposals in Novembd618lanned for a steady force
level of 655 SLBMs for the period 1968 to 1972. TPeseidon missiles would replace
500 of the current nuclear weapons in the strategiober force. The SSBN was now a
major component of the long-rage deterrent fdféet utilised enhanced navigational
equipment using satellite links; this was Progran#8g, formerly known as the Transit
satellite and was first used WYSS Alexander Hamilton (SSBN-618) SubRon 14

submarine, on patrol from Charlestown NC to the terhnean. The radio station at

Thurso was a link in this system.

178 Gaddis Strategies of Containmeri.259.

17 statement of Secretary of Defense, Robert S McNainefore the House Armed Services Committee
on the Fiscal Year 1968-72 Defense Program and D@8&nse Budget, Secret. Pp. 72-74. 00468,
1967/01/00Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 6 January 2006].

180 Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert S McNaiefore the House Subcommittee on Department
of Defense Appropriations on the Fiscal Year 198%iid 1969 Defense Budget, Secret, 22 January 1968,
00474, 1968/01/22, p.4Bigital National Security Archivesjaccessed 6 January 2006].

181 sybmarine Squadron Fourtegm5.

182 Attachment to Department of State Memorandum freffreéy C Kitchen, Deputy Under-secretary to
Secretary of State, Subject: Secretary McNamariaks ¥ear Force Structure memorandum on Strategic
Forces Information memorandum, 8 November 1966, Saqret — Sensitive Controlled Dissemination,
G/PM/SWeiss/LSLoss/vl, 00465, 1966/11/D&yital National Security Archivesjaccessed 6 January
2006]. Pp.1-3.
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At the end of 1969, the totals of SSBNs stood afa#INATO and 8 for the Warsaw
Pact; however, the Soviet bloc had a significantaathge in conventional submarines,
with 344 as against NATO's total of 22%. This equation showed that 1969 was indeed
the ‘major turning point’ as Gaddis claimed, willetUSSR achieving numerical nuclear

parity. SubRon 14 provided one-quarter of Ameri&3BN fleet at this time.
American Activities in Scotland

FBM Refit Site One was activated on 3 March 196Emkhe depot shig)SS Proteus
(AS-19)arrived. She was fitted with a huge crane, spistialorkshops, missile storage
and nuclear maintenance capabilities. Some denatostrin canoes were arrested when
they tried to board the vessel: a larger protask fdace the following Saturday, a polite
march by more than a thousand members of the Slcofiampaign for Nuclear
Disarmament (CND)*®* The protests were peaceable and the media wereraily

positive and welcoming in their reporting.

The first refit was carried out ddSS Patrick Henry (SSBN 59%he first submarine to
reach Holy Loch, on 8 March 196% SubRon 14, under the command of Captain Ward,
had now developed operational doctrines and praesdincluding the introduction of
the two-crew system (Blue/Gold}° This allowed the SSBN to maintain an almost
constant patrol with the only down time being foews to return to base, change over
and replenish supplies. The operational patroleda80 to 80 days, limited only by food
replenishment limits and morale. The potency ofedence was greatly enhanced by

these long patrols.

1835|PRI 1968/69p.324:SIPRI 1974p.105.

184 Telegram USIS London to USIA Washington, Subjécess Reaction to Arrival of Proteus at Holy
Loch, 13 March 1961, Official use Only, PAO/I:DKTaxjb, NACP 741.56311/3-1361 [accessed 15
September 2005]: Foreign Service Telegram from AmaobGlasgow to State, Subject: The Polaris
Submarine Depot in the West of Scotland, 10 Ma@il] Official Use Only, NACP 741.56311/3-1061;
XR 711.5621 [accessed 15 September 2005].

185 Holy Loch, Scotland at WorKaccessed 16 November 2005].

18 The History of Submarine Squadron FourteBivens, p.29.
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The floating dry dockUUSS Los Alamos (AFDB-Avas towed across the Atlantic in four
sections and assembled in position by Marine Coastm Battalion 4 (Seabees),
becoming active in November 1961. Its mission waftovide material and personal
support for naval units associated with the Pol&@seidon program.’ It guaranteed the
forward deployment of the SSBNs, and became inceffe‘force multiplier.” At full
capacity, she was able to support one submarirtkyirdock and another four berthed
alongside; the crews, 1,000 in 1961 and 2,750 Bg01%ved ashore'®’ SubRon 14
reached its full complement of ten SSBNs at the@rD63.

Where had the SSBNs been? This remains secrastdaf, but examination of US Navy
records shows that none of them was eligible feraivard of the Cuba campaign medals.

188 This could only mean that they were on patrohigirt northern launch zones.

After the crisis had abated, the Pentagon accesduaie importance of the Holy Loch
when Navy Secretary Frederick Korth and the Depidynmander Submarine Forces
United States Atlantic Fleet, attended the charfgeoommand ceremony from Captain
DuBois to Capt Bell on 21 November 1963.

On 15 March 1963JSS HunleyAS 31) arrived to relieve)SS Proteuswhich departed
in marked contrast to the commotion that had gceb&s arrival; she left the Holy Loch
to a traditional nautical farewell. There were éhdly waves’ from the crowded

waterfront, hoots and whistles from other craft &inel strain of the bagpipes playiti§.

187 Submarine Squadron Fourtegup.2-3: Coletta and Bauer, 1985, p.164J5: Navy Historical Center
[accessed 24 November 2005].

188 gSee: Chapter 4, Campaign and Service Awards, S28NAVINST 1650.1GCampaign and Service
Awards[accessed 26 April 2006]. ‘We were then (1961)qdkng in the Norwegian Sea, because we had
to be within range of the targets.” Admiral Har&@dshear, USN Retired; captain of first SSBN at Holy
Loch, USS Patrick HennyUS Navy Office of Informationjaccessed 16 May 2006].

1894ys Admiral on Visit to Holy Loch; Change of PaigiCommand’ Glasgow Herald22 November
1962: ‘Visit of US Navy SecretaryGlasgow Herald18 December 1962. “Proud of Polaris” Mr Frederick
Korth...

199proteus Says Farewell; Friendly Departu@fasgow Herald 16 March 1963: Messersmith, p.66.
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The Hunleywas the first ship designed and built as a nuctedmarine tender and in
December 1965, when théSS Thomas A. Edisamas refitted, it marked 100 refits of
SSBNs at Holy Loch-™*

The USS Simon Lake (AS 38ptered the Holy Loch in July 1966 to relidanleyand
operated in this role until May 1970 when she hdndeer toUSSCanopus (AS-34
which had been re-configured to refit the Poseithigsile systemCanopusremained on
duty until November 1975%

After refit, SSBNs had a four-day sea trial in theth of Clyde and Irish Sea, all
conducted under busy shipping, occasionally brushiith Soviet trawlers. In November
1964, the Pentagon reported that the Soviet B&lector, was off Guam for the purpose
of observing the new SSBNs that had now been degltyere®® This close surveillance
was a regular feature, well illustrated when tlavter Zond closely followed thdJSS
Lafayette (SSBN-616)another SubRon 14 boat, for ten hours in Februk3gs,
interrupting Lafayette’s torpedo firing exercises and routine training Igril An
unconfirmed report by Jack Anderson of téashington Postlaimed that thdJSS
James Madison (SSBN-62#pm Holy Loch had collided with a Soviet trawlar
November 1974%

191 Uss Hunley (AS 31)ttp://tendertale.comjaccessed 3 December 2005].

192yss Simon Lakgaccessed 28 February 2006].

193 Series of DOD reports covering a variety of Navindties, including naval and amphibious exercises.
Report. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. CONFIDENTIAL. IssDate: Dec 8, 1964. Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference Sysfgmeument Number: CK3100169723, [accessed 19 2006].

194 .submarines in N Sea collisiorilimes 2 January 1975, p.5; Office of the Secretary efeDse
Memorandum from Joseph A Califano Jr, The Specsaigtant, to Mr Jack Valenti, Special Assistant to
the President, Subject: Weekly report for the Rlersi — Department of Defense items, 25 Februar$,196
Secret, SecDef Cont X-858. Reproduce®eétlassified Documents Reference Sygtermessed 14 January
2006].
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According to Jeffrey Richelson, roughly one thirfltbe Soviet Embassy staff were
members of the intelligence servite.Their agents came from all walks of local life,
including the armed services, such as Admiral LudkaVest Germany and Colonel
Wennerstrom of Sweden; others were members of defestablishments, like Vassall in
the UK.

Information was invaluable to the Soviet Union andl967 an East German man was
sentenced to seven years for espionage at Holy badhhis accomplice, an American
sailor, received six months at a court martial. ador had passed on an instructional
handbook dealing with the pipe work system of ansaiine; an operation had been

mounted by counter-espionage officers, posingsiefimen’®®

Regardless of this Soviet activity, technical pesb$ with nuclear propulsion systems
were accepted by ‘boomer’ skippers in order to kiegr patrol fully operational. If a

submarine returned to port for repairs, this digedphe strategic targeting plati.

Life aboard an SSBN was likened to ‘being on a ephip - you're always in a
completely hostile environment.” The boat madeowen water and produced oxygen
from this. The commanding officer constantly had tospect the nuclear
reactor; Rickover’s relentless focus on nucleariregying eventually became standard
operating procedure throughout the US Navy. Theleancengineers had an annual
Operational Reactors Safeguards Exam (ORSE) bggesialist inspection team and if

the ‘nukes’ did not pass this exam, the crew resthion board until the ORSE had been

195 Richelson, pp. 70-85.

196 Lyle J Goldstein and Yuri M Zhukov, ‘A Tale of Twleets: A Russian Perspective on the 1973 Naval
Standoff in the Mediterranean’, Naval War CollegeviRw, Spring 2004, Vol LVII, No 2\aval War

College Pressjaccessed 30 January 2006]: ‘Seven years in gaa tham-handed spy,’” Times, 24 June
1967; ‘Polaris man sentenced to gaol,’ Times, 28ust 1967.

197 Bivens, p.36.
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passed’®® He also, contrary to the example of the USAF, thet radiation exposure

levels for nuclear sailors at lower, civilian lesel

ORSE failure meant the patrol was aborted and #@agon amended the Strategic
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP); failure was gomoperational problem - a ‘most
unpleasant experience’ for those involved. Rickotamkled ORSE failure in the late
1960s by assigning a permanent training officezdoh SubRon - the ‘ORSE Doctdt”
When a submarine went into the dry dock, the pltep&las covered so that Soviet spies

could not photograph the blades, as these couldd®a ‘signature’ to the submarirf&?.

All of the SubRon 14 SSBNs were converted to Paseidvith the Polaris A-3 boats
limited to SubRon 18 in the Pacific to cover tasgitat were unlikely to be protected by
ABMs, such as Chinese locatioff$ The refitting programme took seven years as dart o
the regular overhaul cycle, thereby ensuring thesreé was no interruption to the
operational availability of SSBNs. In 1969, the nSecretary of Defense Clark Clifford

gave full support to the Poseidon programme, whimh cost almost $5.3 billioff?

Servicing and maintenance of SSBNs was a highlyriieal matter and produced a very
high standard of technical excellence: Site On@g®oed major naval maintenance and
monitoring programmes. The Holy Loch had changedhfthe original agreement as an

anchorage into an intermediate maintenance demaiube of its strategic location. This

198 \When Rickover received the results of the ORSE té® would personally telephone the officers
involved, as he knew them all from their seleciiterviews: see, Duncan, pp.262-68: Bivens, pp.537,
4,

199 Bjvens, pp.43-4.
209 sybmarine Tenderbitp://tendertale.comjaccessed 21 January 2006]: Spaven, p.138.
201 Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert S McNaiefore the House Subcommittee on Department

of Defense Appropriations on the Fiscal Year 198%iid 1969 Defense Budget, Secret, 22 January 1968,
00474, 1968/01/22, p.4Bbigital National Security Archivesjaccessed 6 January 2006].

202 praft Presidential memorandum on Strategic Offemsind Defensive Forces (U), Tentative Record of
Decision, 9 January 1969, Top Secret, NH00476, 18699, p.32Digital National Security Archives
[accessed 13 April 2006].
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was due to a well functioning US/UK relationshipiivdn by a US-interests first
philosophy?®®

There were practical concerns regarding the enmemal impact of nuclear-powered
boats staying in the Holy Loch, but early technigaformation reassured the UK
government that any radioactive discharge wouldobelevel activity?®® The scientific

measurements of the loch and surrounding watefsigust 1961 reported that there was
no detectable increase of radioactivity and this w@nfirmed by later surveys. In March
1966, Defence Secretary Denis Healey stated thatradioactivity in the loch had

dropped to ‘acceptable’ levels. These fears wereméully allayed however, and a

spillage in 1967 raised the level of Cobalt-60ha toch to detectable levels.

SSBNSs needed to test launch the gas-operated fubes. Secretary Maclay advised that
these tests should be played down and no publjpvgn, provided that they ‘could not
be heard or seen from the shore’; in the eventtebes were innocuous. The first ‘No
Load Air Tests’ in the Holy Loch were so mild théte witnesses, Dunoon Police
Inspector Robertson (whose son George later be&eueetary of State for Defence and
secretary-general of NATO) and the Dunoon Town IClagreed that the tests ‘in no way

attracts attention or disturbs local peopl&’

293 sybmarine Squadron Fourtegm6.

204 NAS, HH56/76, CE/7/1/10 (2), Fm DAFS, To Mr Mc@amh 22?2, 11th April 1961: NAS, DD9/281,
IPB/13/1/2, fm EAB Birse, to Fisheries Radiobiologji Laboratory, Lowestoft, 20th September 1961,
Al/9/13/1: NAS, DD9/281, IPB/13/1/2, From MAFF Loatft, to Office of the Nuclear Propulsion Safety
Officer, Admiralty, 9th November 1962, FM/EH: NABD9/281, IPB/13/1/2, From SDD, to Fisheries
Radiobiological laboratory, Lowestoft, 7th Februa867: ‘Nuclear danger at Holy Loch reduced,’ Times
26 March 1966, p.7.

205 NAS, HH56/76, CE/7/1/10 (2), Secret, From Scottifice, To Mr McGuinness, 13th April 1961; also
NAS, HH56/76, CE/7/1/10 (2), Secret, Fm DHS to OFO&h April 1961. Polaris launcher tests; also
NAS, HH56/76, CE/7/1/10 (2), From DHS, to SIO, 19tme 1961.
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Table 2 shows the final range of US units operaginigoly Loch.

Table 2

US Facilities at the Holy Loch 1961-1974°

Units

Equipment

USN;USMC

Polaris/Poseidon SSBN base;

Submarine Squadron 14 (10 boats);

Ballistic Missile Submarine Refit Site One;
Submarine tender;

Auxiliary floating dry dock;

Nuclear weapons storage facility on board tender;

Barges and support vessels permanently in Holy L¢

ch

UK Government Activity

The operational deployment of Poseidon warheaa®ébthe British government to seek

an updated MOU. It was recognised that the Amesicaould be unhelpful and would

not provide the technical details of the reactarsvarheads, unlike the 1964 agreement.

The UK acknowledged that the Americans would bepaasible for safety matters

208 Campbell, p.288: DukEnited States Military Forcep317.
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aboard these boat¥ This was again a clear case of the US resolutiigrng to its own

course regardless of any alliance impact.

The Foreign Secretary, Lord Home, was understagdafious and raised the MOU
question with the Prime Minister in March 1971. A&wn arrangement was speedily
concluded and no public announcement was made thsdaoties agreed that it was
within the scope of the 1965 Lyndon Johnson-HarblWison agreement. Heath
acknowledged that the Poseidon boats would be edvey the same agreement, with a
‘joint decision’ required between the US and UK gounents to permit any operational
use of US bases in Britain during an emergencyyelsas a commitment by the US to
‘take every possible step’ to consult with Britafmuclear weapons were going to be
d%08

use Behind these reassuring words was the realitytttatUS would always service

its own interests first and consult if possible.

The Americans remained evasive regarding the Mendona of Understanding (MOU),
as it could impinge on their freedom of operatiblacmillan rightly felt that a specific
agreement was important as it ‘might be the onfynd exchange of letters to take place
in connection with Polaris submarines’, but he aksalised that publication of any such
deal would be politically difficult. This was a gdoexample of a ‘gentleman’s
agreementand showed an unusual piece of mutually benefiagraement by the US/UK

relationship2®°

2" PRO, DEFE 24/691, FOLIO ES8, Letter from Naval Hobigision to DS12, Subject: Poseidon —
Deployment to Holy Loch, N/HO/730/1/71, 27 Janud®y 1, Secret.

208 NAS, DD12/3075, from JAN Graham, Foreign Offic@ RT Armstrong, 10 Downing Street, 28 April
1971, Confidential. State Department telegram fRECSTATE WASH DC to RUDI CR/AMEMBASSY
LONDON 8577, Subject: Nuclear Consultation with E@Kd use of Holy Loch by FMBS (Poseidon
equipped), 4 May 1971, Top Secret, State 0775B6,National Security Archiy& [accessed 3 May
2006].

29 5ee: PRO, DEFE 13/1007, File 3, Memorandum fromistiér of Defence to Prime Minister, Subject:
Polaris submarines in the Clyde, 9 January 196dreSealso PRO, DEFE 13/1007,17/1, Letter from,
Admiralty to MOD, Subject: Polaris submarines ie tBlyde, 12 January 1961: PRO, FO 371/159649,
Letter from MOD to Foreign Office, Subject: Memodamm of Understanding on the Polaris Submarines,
17 January 1961, Secret: PRO, FO 371/173506, fetter Minister of Defence to Foreign Secretary,
Subject: Holy Loch, 8 November 1963, Secret: PREFP 13/1007, FOLIO 37, Memo from Foreign
Secretary, to Prime Minister, Subject: Polaris Sabnes (Holy Loch), 16 February 1961. also PRO,
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As late as 16 February 1961, Foreign Secretary Hoglieved ‘it would be damaging to
Anglo-US relations’ to delay the first SSBN and den ship without the MOU, an
opinion shared by Maclay and Watkinson. EventuahySeptember 1962, the White
House acknowledged there was a requirement foeaggst covering SSBNSs in the Holy
Loch, but continued to avoid one. On 8 November3l9dacmillan was urged by
Defence Minister Peter Thorneycroft and Foreignr&acy Home to personally raise the
matter with Kennedy: the opportunity never aroseKasnedy was assassinated two

weeks later?*°

Notwithstanding, the British government sent anrflediate’ telegram to the Washington
Embassy on 25 November, the day of President Kerméaheral. A laconic reply was
despatched by the Embassy which was ‘surprisedeteive such an instruction and
pointed out that the matter would have to waitluptesident Johnson was able to address

it. This was eventually done by the new president.

Finally, on 26 February 1964, the Foreign Officeswable to notify the Ministry of
Defence that ‘the Exchange of Letters concernirgHbly Loch memorandum is due to
be completed today* This agreement is of such secrecy that it hasyeotbeen
released by the national archives of either theoufhe UK; however, matters that had
been considered for inclusion included the pointasftrol of launching missiles, whether

within British navigational waters, coordinating aseires to prevent mutual interference

DEFE 13/1007, FOLIO 38, Memo from Secretary of &fat Scotland to Prime Minister, Subject: Polaris
Submarines (Holy Loch), 16 February 1961, Secret.

219 Memorandum from William H Brubeck, Executive Searg, to McGeorge Bundy, White House,
Subject: Briefing Notes on the Check list of Unitethtes-Great Britain Bilateral Problems, 18 Sep&m
1962, Confidential, BNA:AEBergesen, EUR:JKHollow&/S:ESLittle, NARA 730, NACP 611.41/9-
1862, S/S 15540.[accessed 15 September 2005]RQ; PO 371/173506, letter from Minister of Defence
to Foreign Secretary, Subject: Holy Loch, 8 Novent#63, Secret.

211 PRO, FO 371/173506, letter from British Embassyskitagton to Foreign Office, 26 November 1963,
Secret: PRO, FO 371/173506, FOLIO 183, memorandam foreign office to MOD, (Z4/48/G), 26
February 1964.
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in movements, emergency logistics facilities anaahaechnical contacts? Authors
such as Campbell are sceptical of this agreemsntheaAmerican President would not
have time for a ‘polite telephone call to the Biitiprime minister’ in time of possible
nuclear launch. It was really US unilateralism disgd as an agreement without any

discernible British benefit.

Initially the locals feared that the radiation frahe SSBNs would turn the waters into a
‘killer liquid’; but, as recorded by George Giarchy 1975 this fear had vanished and
most locals had forgotten about the radiation. 975l there were more than 600,000
summer visitors to the area, thus illustrating thi fear was non-existefit The tourist

trade had revived, assisted by the impact of ttgeelAmerican presence.

Maintenance matters were used by the UK governmoeattempt to obtain concessions
from the Americans, as in December 1964 when Defe8ecretary Denis Healey

suggested there could be advantages in the UKiagreea request for the SSBNs to use
a UK facility in the Gareloch, the planned basetfer UK FBM fleet* This implies that

the relationship was unequal, as suggested by 8ayli
Opposition
The Holy Loch base unleashed the anti-Americanirfgedbn the British Left and there

were anti-nuclear demonstrations by CND, and alsbeaUS Embassy in London. Even

during the Cuban Missile Crisis, US Ambassador Bd&tuce had concerns about the

212 gtate Memorandum of Conversation, Subject: Acqaisibf Polaris Berthing Facilities in the United
Kingdom, 16 August 1960, Top Secret, NACP 741.5631660; Letter From President Johnson to Prime
Minister Douglas-Home/1/Washington, February 2&4.%oreign Relations of the United Stat¥sl

XII, Western Europe, [accessed 13 January 2006].

213 Giarchi, pp.109-20.
214 NAS, DD12/3075, Scottish Office London telegramnfrMcCabe to DHS, SDD, Subject: Degaussing,

317 1245 7.12.64, 7 December 1964, Priority-Comfiidé: NAS, DD12/3075, from Foreign Secretary to
Prime Minister, PM/64/141, 7 December 1964, Conftas,

76



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

safety of the premises and st&ff But there was plenty of support for the base &gl t
has been consistently overlooked. In November 1868 ,Parliamentary Labour Party
decided ‘not to oppose the establishment of a RBolacility on the Clyde’; this decision
weakened political opposition within Scotland. Ore tsame day, the Convention of
Royal Burghs in Scotland ‘refused by 31 votes tbtd discuss a motion which opposed
the base project; only two of the six Firth of Gyturghs, Greenock and Clydebank,
both Labour strongholds, opposed the Fa%e.

Eminent churchmen, including the former war heroe Very Rev Dr George MacLeod,
leader of the lona Community, were outspoken inr thpposition and tried to convince
the government to limit the use of the SSBNs to‘mar-like actions.”*” The Church of

Scotland opposed the establishment of the baseadlicted a polite campaign with the
Secretary of State for Scotland, John Maclay, exeuressing their admiration for his

courteous conduct in the mat&f.

The Scottish CND sent a personal invitation to Midlam to join its demonstration or
send a message of support for their c&ls€he commander of tHeroteusalso became
involved in the public relations scenario and pellistated that while he accepted the

protesters’ sincerity, he disagreed with their gsial*°

2> David KE Bruce Diaries23 & 24 October 1962, Vol 40, Virginia Historicdbciety, Richmond
Virginia in Ashton, p.26.

1% Eoreign Service Telegram from Amconsul GlasgoWépartment of State, Subject: The Polaris
Submarine Depot in the West of Scotland, 10 NoveniB60, Official Use Only, NACP 741.56311/11-
1060.

217 polaris Protests Deplorable5lasgow Heralg 16 January 1961: ‘Church and the Bomb’, Glasgow
Herald, 17 January 1961.

218 DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1, letter from Secretdr$tate for Scotland to Minister of Defence, 16
March 1961.

219ppP12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1, From Chairman SCNDRtoHon Harold Macmillan MP, No date;
received 11/2/61.

220 proteus Captain and Marchers, Sincerity Not Dalitééasgow Herald 12 April 1961,
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Letters were sent to Macmillan, Eisenhower, Kennadgl Nixon, and Dunoon Burgh
Council remained solidly supportive of the base #mel boost that it provided for the
declining local economyWhen this opposition is analysed it shows thattropposition

was left-wing, mainly trades unions. Dunoon, howgveeeded the additional
employment, as the local holiday trade collapseae @rotester complained to Scottish
Secretary Maclay, and the Foreign Secretary, Lavthé] about ‘trigger-happy madmen’

and compared Britain to a ‘tenth-rate banana stager American tutelaget®*

The anti-Polaris agitation slowly subsided, altHoubere were two prominent young,
local protesters, namely George Robertson and B¥#son (who later become a Labour
government minister and a staunch champion of augewer). At the Scottish Trades
Union Congress (STUC) in Dunoon in April 1963, tdelegates were generally
uninterested and the vote against the base wasgass lacklustre fashidii® Site One
was now part of the local landscape and there wasvidence of operational problems
for SubRon 14.

There has been considerable prominence given tarttieuclear protests, but the facts
show that from 1958 to 1963, there was only 20 30p8r cent support for unilateral
disarmament among the British public; the lowesinpoccurred during the 1960/61

illegal actions by the Committee of 100, led by tBerd Russell. From 1960 to 1964,
public support for the Holy Loch base grew from @449 per cent, with opposition

dropping from 36 to 33 per cent; the Soviet aggoesduring the Cuban crisis

contributed to this growth of suppdft

221 NAS, DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1,Letter from ScitiOffice, to SHD, 30 November 1960, also:
‘Sandbank Holy Loch petition’, Dunoon Observer, @dember 1960: NAS, DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1,
Telegram from Scottish Office to DHS, SHD, DHS;D8&8cember 1960, Confidential: NAS, DD12/3076,
P/SLR/19/7/1/1, letter from Secretary, Craigneukdrds Association to Secretary of State for Scdtlan
and the Home Secretary, 26 December 1960.

222 Messersmith, p.10: ‘STUC Opposition to Polaris@ad#Almost as many abstainers as vote@asgow
Herald, 27 April 1963;

223 | awrence S WittneResisting the Bomb: A History of the World NuclB@armament Movement,
1954-1970, Volume Tw¢Stanford; Stanford University Press, 1997).p.195.
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Giarchi shows that, unlike the protesting thousandsokosuka, Japan, the locals ‘*had
not been fired by the rhetoric of the CND politicsg only 20 per cent found the
presence of the SSBNs to be ‘worryifff’ In fact, ‘there was no indication of
widespread fears locally’ and some of the localsnter-protested the CND groups with
placards proclaiming ‘go home weirdies.” The CNDswafiltrated by communists who
adopted a pacifist approach, but ‘their interesgsawnot solely pro-peace’; pro-Sovietism
remained within the Left Wing of the Labour Parbyt did not succeed in causing any
disruption to the Holy Loch sité®

Some political opposition to the Holy Loch basetoared; the STUC still expressed its
normal anti-American, pro-Soviet line in 1971 atelGeneral Secretary wrote to Heath
demanding the removal of the Polaris base, conututhat ‘no alternative was to be
offered.??® Similar opinions were expressed by Glasgow Cityi®il who believed that
the Holy Loch base was now a ‘prime target’; evdnd€bank Town Council felt that
they also had to register their disapproval and sbdin 1972. There was now a
Conservative government in power again, a factackvbsually allowed the Labour Left

more scope for agitation.

Accordingly, the Labour Party conference votedltse the Holy Loch base at meetings
in October 1972 and April 1973; the Wilson governinkad previously ignored such

demands between 1964 and 1870n Site One’s tenth anniversary, in March 197&, th
Scottish National Party demanded that the US gonem pay £500m for their use of the

224 Giarchi, pp.115-23.

2% parren J LillekerAgainst the Cold War: the History and Political Tiions of Pro-Sovietism in the
British Labour Party, 1945-89).ondon and New York. Taurus Academic Studies 4200p.26, 37, 222.

226 NAS, DD12/3075, From General Secretary Scottistd&s Union Council, to Prime Minister, 10 June
1971: ‘Nuclear Base Pledljmes 21 January 1972: NAS, DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/ftdm Town Clerk
Clydebank Town Council, to Rt Hon Edward Heath MBE, 11 July2:

227 ‘Demand for withdrawal of nuclear basesimes 5 October 1972, p.7: ‘Party defeats Mr Callaghan
over Holy Loch, Times 19 April 1973, p.4: ‘Proposed defence cuts ‘@éito communities;Times 2
October 1976, p.3.
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Holy Loch base, as they were already paying SpabOf for the facilities at Rota: in
1976 they called for the base to be clo€&dThese requests were ignored.

There were off-duty discipline problems, normatwllevel misdemeanours; however, in
1974, four coloured US sailors were jailed for ¢hyears each at Glasgow High Court,
for mobbing, rioting and police assault; one gawve Black Power salute in couft?
Nevertheless, the relationship between the US Nergonnel and the local inhabitants
has been identified as good by Giarchi's excellegearch, and during the period
from1961 to 1974, nearly 36 per cent of the magasagegistered in Dunoon were

between non-US women and US Navy persorffiel.

Although Holy Loch was in Scotland, it was solelyU& matter; ‘there really is no
Scottish aspect of the question of the nucleardett; this caused annoyance to Scottish
organisations, whose requests for meetings wenalagyg refused>! This undoubtedly
caused political damage to the Conservative Partlie tightly-fought 1964 UK election
when they lost power to Labour by a margin of dinkg seats. They narrowly lost two
seats in Scotland, which if retained may have kbpm in governmerft? American

unilateralism had become a salient matter in UK elgtio politics.

These seats were at Glasgow Kelvingrove and Resfiegr West, where the previous
Scottish Secretary John Maclay had stood downséa was won by Norman Buchan

for Labour. During the election campaign, the nacknd defence issues were accorded a

228 ‘(N ationalists seek £500m from US for Polaris ba$enes 4 March 1971, p.2: David Leigh, ‘National
party plan for Scots defence forceBEifnes 28 August 1976, p.4. Also, for Rota, see Duk&919p.254-
57.

229s seaman awaiting trial ‘kept in solitarflimes 4 April 1974, p.2: ‘American gives Black powegsi
in Court,’ Times 2 April 1974, p.2.

239 Gjarchi, p.194.
ZINAS, DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1, From WSM, to Seangof State, 19 April 1961. also NAS,

DD12/3076, P/SLR/19/7/1/1, From Secretary of StateScotland, to Secretary Scottish CND"2pril
1961.

232 yK General Election Results October 19R4dchard Kimber's Political Science Resourcleecessed 3
May 2006].
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far higher national profile than at the previouscéibn in 1959, with prominent coverage

in television broadcasts and party manifestoes.

Conclusion

The research would have benefited from a widereasfgdetailed sources regarding the
operations of the FBM fleet at Holy Loch. Persama&moir information has been limited
in its scope and contains no mention of operatmaers, launch positions, operational
problems, etc. Because of its fundamental roldéUsS strategic plan, it is unlikely that
this information will be declassified soon. Howevénere has been plenty of useful
information available and this has enabled a gaotlife to be drawn of the Site One’s

overall role and range of activities.

The establishment of the Holy Loch submarine base wevitable once the US adopted
a forward defence posture for its second-strikeabdity from SSBNs and was a matter
in which the UK government really had little chaidhe true US/UK relationship was
obvious, namely that the UK was a client of the lbSdefence matters. American

unilateralism overrode all other considerations.

Successive American administrations forced the WiKegnment to satisfy the strategic
needs of the USA. They established a most potdastréat force at a location as close to
the enemy as possible and as far away from their sivores as they could contrive. As
one American sailor said about Holy Loch, ‘Imagin@ndling nuclear weapons in a
residential neighborhood (sic)! Some of the Scotshplaints about us were justified.

Would you allow that in your neighborhood (sicj%*

The effectiveness of the FBM fleet was proved dytimee Cuban Missile Crisis when the
Holy Loch submarines deployed to their battle steticlose to the USSR. Fears over the

operational use of nuclear propulsion and nucleaapens were thoroughly addressed

233 Sub Bases: Holy Loch Scotlaritender Tale[accessed 19 August 2005].
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and the FBM fleet procedures significantly raised standards of safety and engineering
for the US Navy.

Holy Loch was the iconic example of the importamdéeScotland to the USA for its
strategic nuclear policy; it became the first FBMsé when the first SSBN became
available for service. Rota, on the other hand, masavailable until January 1964 and
was closed by 1979, while Holy Loch remained fulyerational, thus emphasising its
importance?* It was only in 1992, when the Trident missile pdmd the ability to hit

targets in the USSR from American home waters,Hudy Loch was finally closed.

The available evidence shows no damage to the i@p&elationship’ from US
operations at the Holy Loch. The UK government geised reality and agreed to all US
requests. This pliability meant that the US Navys\able to execute its strategic mission
from Scotland. The US actions at Holy Loch weredicgctly connected with any NATO
requirements, although the assigning of SSBNs ¢oMediterranean helped to solve a

strategic impasse between the alliance and the USA.

Despite media interest and political agitationyéheas little significant opposition to the
establishment of the Holy Loch base. The UK governinfully supported it, as did the

local population, and it became a tourist attractifter a short space of time. Holy Loch
was a story of US interests from start to finisht, the UK was able to obtain the Polaris

system for their own use as a consequence.

234 HQ ACCI/AT Installations and Mission Support, Nawgtallations Associated With the Navy's Cold
War Guided Missile Program , A-Bleadquarters Air Combat Command, Langley AFB Viggin
[accessed 1 February 2006.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ASW — ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE

The Soviet Threat

Submarines had a vital role in the superpower sadiging the Cold War. Their crews
carried out intelligence-collection operations, glmuout and stood ready to destroy
opposing submarines, and, from the early 1960gatbned missile attacks on their
adversary's homeland: in effect they provided tlostrsurvivable nuclear deterrent of the
Cold War.

During the research period, anti-submarine warfdaged a major part in US strategic
policy. In simple terms, the US Navy had to pertetthe Soviet ASW defences north of
the GIUK Gap and had also to track and deter Seukmarines that were trying to reach
firing positions on the east coast of the Uniteatt&t.

Both superpowers developed strategic submarineaveads an essential component of
their strategic policy and also contested the usk @ntrol of the same portion of the

seas, namely the GIUK Gap and seas beyond. Tharobseill now scrutinise the ASW

strategic policy and the manner in which the USbas Scotland were linked to this.

The Soviet Union’s targets were the fighting matiemioving from the USA to Eurog&:
Loss of this materiel would have caused seriousupi®n to NATO’s northern flanks
and would also have had a severe effect on commtimms. Gorshkov favoured attacks
on ships in port where they would be ‘more vuln&rghan merchant ships at sea.” The
Soviet SSKs targeted the NATO reinforcement conanstrade vessels.

Soviet submarine tactics had developed to protexiand from seaborne invasion. The
USSR built up their submarine forces to attack NAT&rier groups and they built
nuclear-powered boats in the early 1960s alonghieie diesel-powered boat¥

3% Bryan Ranft and Geoffrey TillThe Sea in Soviet Strategy, Second Edi{iBasingstoke, Macmillan.
1989), pp.205-11.

236 Ranft and Till, pp.122-4, 198.

83



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotland 1953-1974

Map 4 — ASW Operations
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All, however, had short range missiles, but by 1869 were able to fit longer range
weapons which were excellent for attacking theasigfshipping targets. There was still
an expectation that the Soviet SSBNs would be agathst high value targets, such as
carrier groups.

The Soviet SLBM programme was started in 1949 wasg not implemented with the
same vigour and technical excellence as the AmesfcaKhrushchev wanted
submarine-based missile systems to exploit tkead in missile technology, gained from
the Sputnik success. The Soviets had a lot of grdéomake up, as in 1950, their Navy
numbered less than 50 ships, while the NATO aimdd count on almost 1,500.

However, they had a huge SSK construction programhmnieg this time and because of
this, NATO adopted ASW as a priority task. The bwWubmarine fleet grew rapidly
from 261 in 1950 to 437 in 1960; these were madldygigned for home defence missions.
This forced the US Navy to re-examine the imporgéaonace again of a sea control
doctrine as it could not get close enough to Sdaigfets to launch aircraft. The US Navy
tackled this problem in three ways; by compilingnteu-killer groups of surface and
submarine boats, by a barrier strategy, and firallattempting to use carriers to strike at
the submarine basé¥

The only visible build up of Soviet surface vesseése the AGIs, but by the 1960s, other
surface vessels began to arrive. This was a ‘fueddath reorientation of naval strategy’,
and the central Soviet naval mission became ‘tHeatg of nuclear warheads to the
continental United State&> The Soviets assigned a permanent AGI vessel tg Huth
from 1965 to estimate deployment rates, time aosepatrol, deployment schedules and

readiness states. This enabled the Soviet Navy réspgsition submarines (ship

%37 Ranft and Till, pp.118-9: Jurgen Rohwer, ‘Russaad Soviet Naval Strategy’, and John Kristen
Skogan, ‘The evolution of the four Soviet fleet86&-87’, inSoviet Sea Power in Northern Waters: Facts,
Motivation, Impact and Responsesl,. by John Skogan and Arne Brundtland (LondamteRj 1990), p.13:
Miller, pp.176-78.

238 Baer, pp.336-8.

239 Christopher BluthSoviet Strategic Arms Policy before SA{Tambridge. Cambridge University Press,
1992) pp.194-5.
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submersible nuclear — SSN) with electronic trackeogipment to await the FBMs: the

US Navy countered this by deploying other SSNs, A8kbttaft and seabed sensors.

The American SSBNs in the Northern Seas and tha Kmaiters were always vulnerable
to Soviet ASW operations and combating this becanmaajor plank of US strategic
doctrine. From 1964 onwards, Admiral Gorshkov ofeeta strategic policy of protecting
the Soviet coast and these waters were heavilglfairby ASW units; there were a total
of 146 non-SSBNs in the Soviet Northern Fleet bg8%° These were supported by

ASW aircraft, surface ships and communicationsasiat

Khrushchev believed that the Soviet Union did majuire large surface vessels, because
nuclear-powered submarines, with their nuclear weapwvould suffice. This was not
fully supported by Admiral Gorshkov, as implemeimiatwould involve the degradation
of the other service$! This contradictory point of view was also upheld Marshall
Sokolovskiy, Chief of the General Staff 1952-59] &onid Brezhnev, who changed the
policy on coming to power in 1964; the rapid constion of the Soviet submarine fleet
then followed. By 1966 Gorshkov was able to claimatt'nuclear powered submarines
equipped with ballistic missiles’ were now the navprincipal weapoi*? Concurrently,

the previous doctrine of limiting the navy to coribg seaborne invasion forces was
dropped.

The Soviet Navy could undertake all of the taskeedby the US Navy. Gorshkov
improved it, firstly to counter the US carrier gpsy secondly to increase its numbers for

more influence in any situation and thirdly, to nar the US FBM fleet?®

240 Rohwer, pp.3-17, 18-25.

241 Ranft and Till, 1989, pp 68-70, 102: Beatrice HeuParallel History ProjecNATO and the Warsaw
Pact,[accessed 19 July 2006].

242 Bluth, p.196.

243 Miller, pp.174-7.
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The early Soviet ballistic missile submarines efRroject 611AB (Zulu V) boats, were
not operationally viable. The first ballistic miestlass was Project 629 (Golf); by 1963,
16 were deployed in the Northern Fleet, carrying slurface-launched R-13 (SS-N-4)
missile, range = probably only 600 kilometres, tilus submarine had to negotiate the
US ASW measures to get into a firing position ribareastern seaboard of the USA.
They were refitted with the underwater-launched IR(8S-N-5 Sark), range of 1,400
kilometres, but the Americans had deployed the ri2oka-3, with its 4,500 kilometres
range. The Soviets constructed Project 658 (Hateblear-propelled ballistic missile
submarines, with R-21 missiles; there were eighth@Northern Fleet. The Soviet Navy
only started ‘serial production’ of SSBNs and soc&fahips armed with nuclear missiles

after the Cuban crisi&®

The Soviet, with a stolen copy of the American &tlAllen’ class design, built 34 of the

Project 667A (Yankee) and 22 Project 667B (Deltay< boats between 1964 and 1974;
the R-29 (SS-N-8 Sawfly), was developed with a eaofy7,800 kilometres. The Yankees
were programmed to attack time-sensitive targeth s1$ carriers or SSBNs in port and
inland SAC bases; they also aimed to disrupt thedd®mand echelons. These 34
SSBNSs were the first serious Soviet threat andtbdx® confronted in the sea zone to the

north of Scotland.

Although the longer range R-29D (SS-N-9 Sawfly) emeater launched missiles became
available in 1972, only four of these boats werastacted for 4% Division Strategic
Submarines, Northern Fleet. The Soviets workecketivass the strategic inequity caused
by their low-technology assets and new R-29 (SS-Ni8siles between 1970 and 1974
aboard the new Delta Class boats. As Soviet msssilied submarines improved,

American ASW tactics needed to improve at the sate

244 Stephen Zalog&he Kremlin's Nuclear Sword: The Rise and Fall ab8la’s Strategic Nuclear Forces,
1945-2000(Washington and London: Smithsonian InstitutionsBr&002), pp.270-3: Chris Chant,
Submarine Warfare Todagwigston: Silvermark Books, 20050, pp.13-2: Pogyip.235-337.

243 K okoshin, p. 120.
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SSBN ‘bastions’ were then established for thesdsbimathe Barents Sea and the Sea of
Okhotsk; both the sea and air were heavily proteatighin these zonesAt long last the
Soviets had managed to produce a viable, well pleteSSBN capability. Nevertheless,
regardless of any improvements, Soviet SSBNs hambmoe through the GIUK Gap to
approach their firing positions.

Although the Soviet SSBNs could optimise their spaad manoeuvrability to escape
detection, the US ASW measures were very good asddoa serious problem. It was
extremely difficult for the Soviet submarines tooal detectionbecause of the noise

generated by their diesel-powered engines, and #wan nuclear power boats had a
much noisier engine than the American bo&fsThe Poseidon replacement of Polaris
stepped up the overall US capability from 656 wadseto 5,120 warheads by the end of
197447

The Soviets built up their ‘blue water’ capabilitpm the early 1960s and their nuclear
submarine force was based at Kola; this SSBN/SLBMtfposed a threat to the east
coast of the USA and was the number one targethfoAmerican ASW missioff® US

strategists believed that the Soviet Navy would/drd used for defensive purposes.

It was not until October 1962, when a Soviet naeplenishment ship was spotted in the
North Atlantic, that the real problems with ASW wediully exposed. This vessel was
followed and observed refuelling a Project 611 (guWllass submarine near the Azores;
this suggested that the submarine had probably begyatrol near the east coast of the
continental USA. When this sighting was followed bgother half a dozen, it was

obvious that Soviet submarines were in the westdtantic, close to the USA on

24¢ Chant, pp.8, 9 & 13.

7 SIPRI 1974pp.115-7.

248 Rolf TamnesThe United States and the Cold War in the High Ndaldershot: Dartmouth, 1991),
p.201: Ranft and Till, p.185.

88



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

reconnaissance missiorf$? This was part of the build up to the Cuban Crisisl

demonstrated that the Soviet threat was seriousetin.

The Soviet Union had improved its submarine teabglin response to McNamara'’s
belief that the US SSBNs could take out the Solaetl-based missiles. Between 1961
and 1975, US had a total of 95 submarines (38 audiallistic missile vessels and 57
attack boats), while the USSR had a total of 23knmrines (54 ballistic missile

submarines and 177 attack submarines). This remexsel0 per cent of Soviet naval
construction as the new Soviet sea strategy wasatoh the American SSBN threat. The
Northern Fleet at the Kola Peninsula received ntbam 75 per cent of all new Soviet
SSBNs?*° This Soviet build up brought the Scottish basesatly into the front line

against the Soviet submarine strategy.

In July 1967 the US Navy reported harassment dfietecopters during ASW operations
in the Mediterranean, bykldin Class Soviet destroyer. The helicopters were \iolig

an unidentified submerged target when the Sovistrdger intervened and the contact
was los®! The Red Navy needed to protect its submarinessanl behaviour was not

unusual.

The Soviet Navy became recognised as a global pdweng Exercise OKEAN-70n
1970. It had more vessels than NATO, but obserbelgved that NATO still had the
superior battle capabilif’> The Red Navy did not have the superior technoloigthe
US ships, but its primary mission was the destomctif NATO SSBNSs.

249 etter from CINCLANT, Subject: CINCLANT Historicahccount of the Cuban Crisis (U), 29 April
1963, Serial 000119/JO9IBNSA [accessed 14 July 2006].

250 Ranft and Till, p.132.

“Ysummary of harassment of US ASW exercise by Saléstroyer.] Department of Defense Report for
the President. July 18, 1967. 34 p. SECRET to UNSEA-IED. SANITIZED copy. Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference System. Documemntilér: CK3100413305, [accessed 14 June 2006].
52 g5kogan, ‘The evolution of the four Soviet flee®68-87’: Arne Olav Brundtland, 'The impact on
Norway of the growth of the Soviet Navy': Clive Arer, 'Norwegian Sea and northern waters’, in Skogan
and Brundtland, pp. 22, 38, 70-2, 80: Ranft an{ pp.180-1. Also, Bruce W WatsoRed Navy at Sea:
Soviet Naval Operations on the High Seas, 1956-1@8@stview Press. Boulder, Colorado, 1982), pp.21-
38.
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In 1967, the DCI, Richard Helms, issued his agen@stimate of the strength of the
Soviet submarine force. The CIA assessed that tivere probably 37 boats; a fully
recognisable SSBN class was now under construatiohwas expected to be in service
the following year®® This was accurate, as the Yankee class was deplayer that
same year. He forecast that there would be 38 Sbalkstic missile submarines in 1967,
with a possible final total of 55 by 1972. Accorglito Podvig’s later statistics, the USSR
had 45 in 1969 and 71 in 1972; Soviet expenditorgioued under Brezhnev and there
were 85 by 1977. US intelligence estimates werenagary. This is shown in Table 3
below.

Table 3

American Estimates of Soviet SSBNs 1969-1972

1969 1972
US Forecast 42 55
Actual Soviet Total | 45 71
US Underestimate | +3 +16

Soviet patrols increased against the Holy Loch S&BRhere was a permanent Soviet

submarine patrol in the Azores, with the task ¢#icepting the seaborne traffic from the

253 Erom Richard Helms Director of Central IntelligentoeMemorandum for Recipients of NIE 11-8-67,
Subject: Extreme Sensitivity of NIE 11-8-67 Sov@ztpabilities for Strategic Attack, 26 October 196@p
Secret. P.17-20: Podvig, p.245.
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US to Europe; the number of boats on this patrd fweecast to increase by 1970. Helms
observed that the Soviet submarines were noigiet their logistics and physical support
systems were greatly improved by mid-1972 and tveye able to undertake heavier
patrol ratios. The need for effective ASW measwvas given another timely reminder

by this report.

In November 1967, the first Yankee class SSBN enteervice, seven years behind its
American counterpart; Soviet naval officers nickeahit the ‘Vanya Vashington’ class,
armed with the ‘Red Polaris.” The US governmentnested that there was only one
Yankee Class submarine on station in the Atlankis information had come from the
various SIGINT stations, including Edzell and Tlwyrshat had been monitoring the
Soviet SSBN test missile launches at Ples&skNotwithstanding erroneous US
intelligence, the Soviets had definitely overcorhe tglaring disparity of capability’,

highlighted by Stephen Zaloga.

Despite the usual intelligence inaccuracies, thé81Pefense hearings were able to
establish the growing Soviet submarine thféaffhe Soviet development programme
was approximately ten years behind that of the Asaar FBM boats, but the Soviet
SSBN missiles could now come perilously close ®rtminland of the USA from deep
ocean firing points. This further emphasised ttavity of the ASW problem.

By 1968, McNamara could report that the Soviet dmow carried SLBMs on both their
nuclear-powered and diesel-powered submarinesr Térgjets were known to be naval
and merchant vessels, and the number of submamvesved in this mission was
estimated at 368 in mid-1968 and 360 by mid-1§72Again this was incorrect

#4SIPRI 1969/70pp.42, 96; also, Stephen Zaloghge Kremlin's Nuclear Sword: The Rise and Fall of
Russia’s Strategic Nuclear Forces, 1945-200@ashington and London. Smithsonian InstitutionsBre
2002), pp.116-7.

200474, 1968/01/22, Statement of Secretary of Befétobert S McNamara before House Subcommittee
on Department of Defense Appropriations on thedtigear 1969-73 Defense Program and 1969 Defense
Budget, 22 January 1968,p.58-9.
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intelligence and the Soviets had 335 attack submaarin 1968 and 315 in 1975; 255

were in the Northern, Baltic and Black Sea flert$968.

The Soviet threat against the FBM fleet was enhdgethe introduction of the Yankee
and Delta classes and was further increased wehathival of the R-29 (SS-N-8)

missiles, with a range of 7,800 kilometres; comiaéUSA was now vulnerable. Because
of the extreme range now available to them, the RI8&uld keep their SSBNs in home
waters and operate effectivefy! The strategic balance was almost equal, althobgh t

US held a decided superiority in technology andabdjpy to penetrate ABM defences.

Table 4 shows the respective submarine construtatais of the USA and the USSR
during the period 1961-1975; the Soviet prepondsxas obvious.

Table 4

Soviet and US Submarine Construction Totals 1961-78 2°8

Type of Submarine USSR us
Ballistic missile submarines 54 38
Attack submarines 177 57
Total 231 95

256 00474, 1968/01/22, Statement of Secretary of Def&ubert S McNamara before House
Subcommittee on Department of Defense Appropriatmmthe Fiscal year 1969-73 Defense Program and
1969 Defense Budget, 22 January 1968,p.58-9: Skéghe Four Soviet Fleets’, p.20.

%" Tamnes, p.228.

8 Ref: Ranft & Till, p.152.
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The US Response

The Northern Atlantic and Northern Seas was théerérom the Holy Loch to the SSBN
patrol stations; it also had great importance lier $oviet submarines as it was their only
route to reach the US waters. Scotland therefodeahgeographical advantage that could

be exploited by the Americans in both an offensind defensive fashion.

The Soviet Navy's targets would have been carrieosivoys, American SSBNs and
some shore location$>® Their attack submarines (SSNs) would be used #oea

defence’ tasks, with a mission to destroy NATO S$Hfore that could reach the GIUK
Gap and close down the Soviet SSBN route. The ifyridor the US was to protect

carriers and other seaborne forces, including cgsyvas well as engaging with Soviet
SSNs, laying mines and attacking coastal targets muissiles. Tactics aside, underwater
warfare involves two heavily armed blind men, when conly locate their target by

sounds. The North Atlantic was an unpleasant thexdtoperations.

Classical submarine warfare involves two principadtivities, namely offensive
operations against concentrated enemy traffic afendive operations mounted around a
barrier concept® The US Navy considered that a forward barrier mbretrategy was
the best means of ASW, where they could attackes@uibmarines in the shallower seas
north of the GIUK Gap before the Soviets could getith to interdict the American
SLOC. At the same time they also needed to probecAmerican SSBN fleet.

The American ASW network and fleet communicatioasds in Scotland played a vital
role in defending this area. The US Navy had atpesMaritime Strategy of strategically
limiting its sea control posture to the area saftthe GIUK Gap?® Its major objective

was to interdict the Soviet submarines by intenS8\Ameasures; this requirement never

%9 Chant, p.48-52.

260 33cob Borresen, ‘US carrier operations in the INAttantic and the Norwegian Sea’, Skogan and
Brundtland, p.112SIPRI Yearbook 969/70, p.120.

%! Gunnar Gunnarsson, ‘The Impact of Naval Develogmaniceland,’ in Skogan and Brundtland, p.92.
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altered and ensured that Thurso and Edzell featprechinently in the delivery of the

strategic plan.

Early US submarines were better able to survivd3W operations than their Soviet
counterparts and could operate in wider areas @fottean. As a result, the American
SSBN fleet could take to the seas far easier araitaleir Soviet enem$f? In addition,
the shorter rage of the Soviet missiles, and dtxenological disadvantages, meant that
the Soviet submarines needed to be very close @octintinental USA to operate

effectively.

The ASW doctrine developed by the USA involved shaultaneous use of equipment,
aircraft, surface vessels and submarines, as partcombined operation; any contacts,
whether surface or submarine, were passed to CodenaASW Force Atlantic
(COMASWFORLANT), in Norfolk, Virginia.

American ASW preparedness was described as ‘wedkiraffective’ by the CNO,
Admiral Burke, in 1958; this was confirmed by Gaiefwining, Chairman JCS, and a
report was submitted to the Defense Secretary Thddaes. The JCS proposed a wide
area underwater surveillance system to detect desefimerged submarins. Funding
was requested for the research and developmentSW Anstallations, which were
mission critical to the developing maritime strateq§* This related to the huge number
of Soviet SSKs constructed during the 1950s.

22g5|PR| 1974p.112.

283 General Twining emphasizes need for improved effothe development of an anti-submarine
capability. Memorandum. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. TOEPCRET. Issue Date: Mar 28, 1958.
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Sysi2ocument Number: CK3100165889.
[accessed 16 June 2006].

264 Memorandum to Dr. James Killian from Emanuel Pimgarding a request that funds be made
available for research and development programarforsubmarine warfare (ASW) installations. Memo.
White House. SECRET. Issue Date: Mar 19, 1958. ¢tepred inDeclassified Documents Reference
SystemDocument Number: CK3100506462. [accessed 14 Rf6].
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The JCS reported to the National Security Advi§&sndon Gray, in February 1959, that
the US ASW capability was superior to the Soviet,that it lacked sufficient numbers
for proper effectiveness. At the same time, Predifiessenhower had been informed that
the Soviet Union ‘has in operation 12 atomic subn&s’, and that these were fully
equipped with nuclear torpedoes and missiles.dhtyethe Soviet Union was only in the
early stages of development and construction o3bké-class boats, with their surface-
launched R-13, 600 kilometres range missiles. Wais more poor quality US

intelligence®®

In May 1959, the President’s Science Advisory Cottesiidentified ASW as a major
matter for improvement®® It was a major strategic issue and Scotland’slitteation
meant that it would be heavily involved. There ésavidence that the Americans foresaw

any problems in obtaining agreement from the Brigjevernment.

2850ral presentation of study on submarine weaporngsgsand anti-submarine warfare capabilities to be
presented at NSC's Comparative Evaluations Grougi®@B69; NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL. TOP
SECRET. Issue Date: Feb 12, 1959. Reproduc&etatassified Documents Reference Sysizocument
Number: CK3100286859. [accessed 14 November 2@¥Fjopsis of the Comparative Evaluations Group
Study on submarine weapons systems and anti-sutenadrfare capabilities. DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE. TOP SECRET. Issue Date: Mar 27, 1959. &®emed inDeclassified Documents Reference
SystemDocument Number: CK3100231290. [accessed 21 5paR086]. Also,Declassified Documents
Reference Systemocument Number: CK3100506462. Also, Summanntdliigence and DOS material
reported to Eisenhower: Soviet submarines; Misoelbais. TOP SECRET, WHITE HOUSE. Issue Date:
Feb 3, 1959. Reproducedeclassified Documents Reference SysiBmoument Number:
CK3100014582. [accessed 29 January 2006].

266Intelligence. Analysis of the US intelligence systgecommendations Science Advisory Committee,
November 1957-May 1959 (summaries of work done oanti-submarine warfare.). Memorandum, David
Z. Beckler, Exec. Officer, PSAC, to Dr. J.R. KiliaJr. May 8, 1959. 14 p. SECRET.. Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference Sysfgmeument Number: CK3100373543. [accessed 16 March
2006]: Nuclear Weapons Tests, Phased Approach teefgent for the Cessation Warfare (ASW) [Latin
America's most vital contribution in time of war wid be protection of strategic sea-lanes; analysis
present aid to Latin American nations in ASW, thegipabilities, potential, and failure of US to deyea

LA capability; recommendations]. Brief, OP-001dune 23, 1959. 4 p. Encl: Latin American Military
Forces with ASW Capability [chart of forces anctedft]. 1 p. CONFIDENTIAL to SECRET. Reproduced
in Declassified Documents Reference Sysfgmeument Number: CK3100382893. [accessed 29 June
2006].
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The US laid down large fixed arrays of hydrophorgsyported by shore stations, to
counter Soviet submarine penetration of US w&fér$his was the Sound Surveillance
System (SOSUS) and gave them a great advantage a®wnds of underwater activity
were transmitted to the nearest ASW headquart@SUS became a vital element of the
GIUK Detection Zone. The US Navy had to defendNeeth Atlantic at all times and in
particular the GIUK Gap; ASW mines could seal arapg in this area if required.
Because of this requirement, the US Navy rapidiyetiged its ASW techniques.

Both Iceland and Norway were also incorporatedhis strategic mission on the vital
northern flank, as part of the Perimeter Strategy the SAC bombing route. This was
noted by the Soviets and from 1970 onwards, theiebdynion began to exercise
regularly around the northern seas off Icel&fidThe US military planners recognised
Iceland’s ability to protect shipping in the Nor&tlantic, to conduct long-range air

operations, to handle other air transit and itsdrtgnce in the early warning systéf.

Iceland was a main replenishment base for the Bugerican reinforcements to NATO
in wartime. It had no indigenous security forcesd éhe US Defense Force in Iceland
(IDF) was created for this purpose. The 1951 Agesgrwas deliberately vague, to allow
the necessary American operational flexibility; i had nine bases, covering such
facilities as communications, DEW Line radar andielids?”® There were two local

political attempts to remove this base, in 1956 Hd4, but both failed.

Norway has common borders with the Soviet Union aad therefore important for the

American ASW strategy. The Norwegians guarded NASTNorthern Flank, as well as

267 The sound SUrveillance System (SOSUS) provides-dexter long-range detection capability.

Federation of American Scientisfaccessed 20 June 2006]: SIPRI Yearbook 197813®: Integrated
Undersea Surveillance System (IUSS)deration of American Scientisfaccessed 12 July 2006]. Also,
Tamnes, p.119.

%% Tamnes, p.91: Gunnarsson, p.95: Dukeited States Military Force.181.

269 Dyke,United States Military Force$.183: NARA, RG 218: JCS Message from CINCLANTONO,
Navy Department, 2 April 1956.

279 Dyke,United States Military Forcegp.181-8.
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monitoring all naval movements between the Bar&aa and the Atlantic. There were
American stockpiles on Norwegian soil, but no fgreitroops, although there were
almost 100 US-funded installations by the 1960gtiqdarly LORAN stations, to

‘provide a means of monitoring ship navigation depeents being carried out for the
fleet ballistic missile (Polaris) programme... to klgathe Polaris submarines to position

themselves with absolute precision.’ This was aiefstrategic task’*

By 1960, the US naval doctrine required the dettrnoof Soviet naval assets and air
bases in the North Atlantic area and carrier growmese built with the mission of
bombing the targets? The US Navy judged its own strategic operatiormlitst on this
matter alone; however, as the flexible responseequingrew, there was a realisation that
sea lines of communication (SLOC) would also needbt protected to bring
reinforcements from the USA to Europe in wartiméheTRoyal Navy had fully
understood this situation in the 1950s. The US Néaeyefore altered its mission and by
the end of the 1970s, it was able to control it€OSl destroy Soviet SSBNs, attack
Soviet sea and air bases, make amphibious landingSoviet soil and use its own
SSBNs to lethal effect.

The 1962 US Defense Budget stated that non-nuglgsly weapons were only available
in small numbers in peacetime, with less than 20cpat of the wartime stack available;
also the SSBN engine noise needed to be reduce@sltoncluded that the ASW threat
had been underplayed and there was a shortfalllannmg for non-nuclear ASW

weapons’®

2" Duke,United States Military Forcep.215-6: Tamnes, p.110.
272 Miller, pp.164-66.
273 Review of the fiscal year 1962 military budgetir®® include: naval anti-submarine warfare. Memo.

Department of State. TOP SECRET. Reproduced ind3sifled Documents Reference System. Document
Number: CK3100489492. [accessed 5 July 2006].
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In January 1964, both State and Defense reportadtw ASW weapons needed to be
provided before the outbreak of hostilities, repreathe comments made in 1962
SACLANT also stressed the ASW threat and proposed ASW aircraft should be

modified to carry them.

The build up of Soviet naval capability forced #hnek of the policy towards NATO’s
Northern Water$”® There were concerns that the USSR could gain thdtin Norway
during a period of tension; SACLANT therefore added the threat posed by the Kola
base. In fact, in the early 1950s, the UK stillugbt of attacking the Soviet Kola bases
by using naval aviation; this was the role latedemaken by FBM fleet.

State requested allied governments to construce ABMWV destroyer escort ships in 1964
and completed a detailed study of Soviet oversebmarine base<?® In July 1964, the
US Navy carried out close surveillance of threei@osubmarines in the Mediterranean

as ‘excellent ASW training?’’

The Panel on Anti-submarine Warfare reported to\Wtdte House that progress was
being made on all aspects of ASW and highlighteglanc-wide surveillance systems,
such as LORAN and SOSUS. The Panel emphasiseddirentages given by radar

27 Cable regarding the importance for the Permarmint Board on Defense (PJBD) to continue to
improve North American defenses by making certaiirsubmarine warfare (ASW) weapons are made
available to both the U.S. and Canada. Cable. Depeat of State. SECRET. Issue Date: Jan 22, 1964.
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Systemecument Number: CK3100492561, [accessed
14 June 2006]: [evaluation of ASW torpedo;] DefeBepartment Report for the President. Apr. 28, 1964
22 p. TOP SECRET to UNCLASSIFIED. Reproduced inlBssified Documents Reference System.
Document Number: CK3100403681, [accessed 19 Jubg].20

273 Milton Leitenberg, Soviet Submarine OperationSwedish Waters 1980-1986, (Washington: CSIS,
1987), p.8: Grove, p.165

2701405, 1964/05/27, Department of State MemoranduBonversation from Deputy Under Secretary,
Subject: State-Defense Discussion on Defense BugeFive Year Force Structure, Top Secret, 27 May
1964, [accessed 22 May 2006].

2t Navy Sixth Fleet units discontinue surveillance8@oviet submarines in the Mediterranean. Report.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. CONFIDENTIAL. Issue Datel 14, 1964. Reproduced Declassified
Documents Reference Syst&@ncument Number: CK3100175667, [accessed 19 2006].
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detecting the launch of a missile and urged that $ipecific matter receive greater

development’®

The USA needed to store ASW nuclear depth chargégei UK, and these were probably
kept at St Mawgan and at Machrihanish (see Chapter). By August 1965, the NSC,
advised McGeorge Bundy that the American replieBrime Minister Wilson on the use
of these British-based US nuclear ASW weapons shkeép to the lines of the agreed
consultation process that had begun in 1852However, Bundy was also advised to
check the matter fully with both Rusk and McNamé#waensure that there was no
‘misunderstanding concerning our NATO war plannamgangements.” There was still a
certain amount of ‘vagueness’ about such mattestyang indication that the Anglo-
American relationship was working well at officiedvel, despite the difficult personal

relationship between Johnson and Wilson.

In November 1965, ASW was again highlighted by N&C to McGeorge Bundy; the
NSC did not like the reductions that were beingpps®ed to the rate of construction of
both  SSNs and DDEs, and recommended strongly thkt cbnstruction should

continue?®® Weeks later, Johnson was advised to meet withPitesident's Science

278 | etter to James Killian, Jr. from Harvey Brooksasdjing plans for an antisubmarine warfare (ASW)
program for an oceanwide detection and trackingesydor all submarines. Letter. White House.
SECRET. Reproduced in Declassified Documents Refer&ystem. Document Number: CK3100499377,
[accessed 22 December 2005].

279 Memorandum from Spurgeon Keeny for Mr. Bundy regagdhe use of British-based U.S. nuclear
anti-submarine warfare (ASW) weapons. Memo. Whiteis¢. TOP SECRET. Issue Date: Aug 26, 1965.
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Sysiocument Number: CK3100148274, [accessed
10 October 2005].

280 [Defense] Presidential Memoranda on the DOD FY-1B6dget [notes on draft memoranda prepared

for the President outlining key issues on... antirsabine warfare forces, and other subjects].
Memorandum, Spurgeon Keeny, Jr., Senior Staff MembevicGeorge Bundy, Spec. Asst. to the Pres. for
Nat. Security Affairs. Nov. 6, 1965. 5 p. TOP SEAQREATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL. Reproduced

in Declassified Documents Reference SystBrmcument Number: CK3100395214, [accessed 18 May
2006]: Memo to President Johnson from Donald Hosoiggests that Johnson meet with his Science
Advisory Committee. Reports from this committediie: information on anti-submarine warfare. Memo.
White House. SECRET. Issue Date: Nov 19, 1965. &kpred inDeclassified Documents Reference
SystemDocument Number: CK3100104124, [accessed 15 2008].
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Advisory Committee to discuss ASW as they had reggbto McNamara recommending

significant changes to the US ASW systems; theanatiw needed the highest attention.

In December, Donald Hornig, the President's Spedakistant for Science and
Technology, reported to Johnson; his analysis efABW systems was harsh and was
supported by both Bundy and the Director of thecBurof the Budget. He dismissed the
future purchase of destroyers and pointed out #uk lof specific ASW technical
managers within the US Navy. The Navy had alreadytesl to action this report to
eradicate the negative effects of previous managerffé The report pointed out that
there were no adequate provisions for force coatttin in the barrier system and that
the torpedoes available all had major shortcomiiiggre was a serious doubt over the
US Navy's ability to ‘sink any detected submarinahd an ASW Laboratory and
Technical Center was proposed for systems analysis development activities. The

intensity of ASW development continued at a fastused pace.

McNamara’s main point was that the purpose of USlaar forces was to be able to
survive a Soviet first strike and then be used asoanter force weapon. As a
consequence, the importance of submarine-basedesisgs universally recognisétf.
Despite this importance, however, the Secretafyeaiénse still refused the JCS requests
for additions to the SOSUS network and other egeipnn the 1967 Defense Budget. It
has to be noted that this expenditure was aimguod¢cting the national interests of the

USA, not in fulfilling some NATO alliance task.

By the end of 1967, Flexible Response was adoptetNATO official doctrine; the
NATO Defence Planning Committee (DPC) defined it‘adalanced and flexible range

281 honald F. Hornig's 12/14/65 memo to the Presidepbging the purchase of ten destroyer escorts and
for buying three instead of five attack submaridemo. White House. Secret. Issue Date: Dec 145196
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Sysiocument Number: CK3100040472, [accessed
29 May 2006].

282 FreedmanKennedy’s Warsp.46. Memorandum for the President from the Sagyef Defense,
Subject: Defense Department Budget for FY 69 (LDetember 1967, Draft, 00471, 1967/12/01,
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Sysiocument Number: CK3100138481, [accessed
22 June 2007].
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of appropriate responses, conventional and nudeall levels of aggression or threats
of aggression®®® It was also aimed at limiting any ‘hot war’ to tfields of Europe and
thereby keeping it well away from the continentaA) confirmation of Odom and
Oltman’s viewpoint. A European war could only bestsined by American
reinforcements across the Atlantic, thus emphagitie importance of American ASW
capabilities. This critical activity was never digarded and the ASW measures

continued to improve.

However, the 1967 consensus agreement satisfi¢tldodes of the alliance. ASW was
now one of the main contributory factors in keepamy ‘hot war’ away from the shores
of the USA and firmly in Western Europe. ASW measucould locate, identify and
destroy missile submarines that were on their wagttack the US, and US SSNs could
attack any anti-shipping Soviet SSK attack subnestiAs ever, the contributions from
both Thurso and Edzell were crucial to this acfivias the GIUK Gap would be the

principal submarine battle zone.

In January 1967, Rusk wrote to McNamara regardiSy\VAactivities, pointing out that
some NATO allies were spending too heavily on catie@al naval vessels instead of
land forces and that this naval expenditure woddétter spent on ASW vessels. There
was no doubt that ASW had to be a major part ofUl&e strategic naval plan; their
NATO allies, however, did not share this belief aht remained a cause of friction
throughout the period. The NATO alliance had to eoponstantly with national
characteristics and historic pride, as well astegia military planning?* Most of this
arose from the systemic distrust between the Earopend the Americans over the

latter’s ultimate intentions.

283 Dalder, p.18: Sandars, p.217: Miller, pp. viii, 3.

84| etter from Secretary of State Dean Rusk to SegretaDefense Robert S. McNamara regarding
expenditures for U.S. naval research and developpregrams, and theater nuclear forces. Letter.
Department of State. TOP SECRET. Issue Date: Jah96¥. Reproduced in Declassified Documents
Reference System. Document Number: CK3100121586Zefsed 30 January 2006].
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The US Navy developed the Omega hyperbolic radidgasion system by 1968; with a
station in Norway: the purpose of Omega was toisaghe navigational capability of
Polaris vesselg®® It possessed greater accuracy than LORAN, but @RAN stations

were not closed and operated alongside the newraygthe LORAN station in Shetland

was unaffected by these changes.

The American efforts prevailed and the JCS SIOP1fa$9-71 acknowledged that the
Soviets regarded the balance of power in mainlamwe as ‘in their favour’. But that
the USSR capability for intercontinental assaultlos USA was inferior, mainly because
of the good ASW capability of the US-driven NATOstsm that could stem the Soviet
SSBNs in the GIUK Gap zorf€® By 1970, the US had increased its spending onmaari
science and technology more than twenty fold sit@&1 with most of this expenditure
awarded to the US Navy for ASW reseafth.

The US had to reinforce Europe during any confligt;1970 it was estimated that 11
divisions would need to cross over and therefdre importance of protecting the SLOC
from submarine predation required a

specific framework, as emphasised by McNamara icebier 196428

In 1971 the JCS assessed that the Soviet maritieet fvould attack SSBNs and
reinforcements moving to Europ®€. This strategic threat to the SLOC ensured that

Thurso would undoubtedly be crucial in the exequtbthe northern ASW policy.

8% Tamnes, p.218typerbolic Radio Navigation Systenfisccessed 14 January 2006].
286 Joint Strategic Objectives Plan for FY 1969-71Q8$ (U), Military Balance of Power.

287 SIPRI 1968/69p.101-2.

288 hocument Four: Department of State Airgram enclpsBecretary McNamara's Remarks to NATO
Ministerial Meeting, December 15-17, 1964," 23 Dmber 1964 National Security Archivegaccessed 16
November 2005].

289 etter from JE Jackson to Mr Thomson, Subject: ifingications of the conventional threat to the WK’
reinforcement, air strike and defence capabilittepril 1974, Secret covering Top Secret UK Eyes A
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American Activities in Scotland

The earliest Scottish involvement in ASW activiteasne with US naval hydrographical
surveys around the Shetlands in 1958, part of @8\ES project’® Geography was

therefore shown to be vital and this attribute wasstantly utilised.

Thurso had been identified as a suitable location & ‘US Naval communications
facility’ in 1960 to support the GIUK Gap systefi"' This was a sensitive matter and the
decision was taken to agree to the American reqbestpublic notification was to be
withheld until the Kennedy administration was iag#. It would appear that the UK was
at that time a willing partner in all such requédsten the US because of the strategically
important position of Scotland in the GIUK Gap defes. The Admiralty, as ever, tried
to camouflage the purpose of these missions; tlheylbeen misleadingly briefed by the
Pentagon that Thurso was not ‘designed to servariBosubmarines.” The story was
revealed by th&lasgow Herald which reported that a station in the north of t&cwl

would have the responsibility to ‘keep track of adar picket escort vehicleS?

290 Erom: Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces, Easédlantic and Mediterranean

To: Chief of Naval Operations, Subj: Report of Ggiems and Condition of Command, 1 July 1958 to 31
March 1959 (U), Reproduced Declassified Documents Reference Sysigmcument Number:
CK3100343363[accessed 23 May 2006].

291 NARA, Memo from Office of the Assistant SecretafyDefense, to State, Subject: Initiation of Base
Rights Negotiations for a Proposed US Naval RadicilEy, Scotland (C), dated 15 July 1960, Secret,
Reference: I-14, 783/60: NARA, Airgram from AmenicBmbassy London to State dated 30 December
1960, Secret, Reference: G-748. Document 741.56213060: PRO, DEFE 13/11, Letter to Prime
Minister Macmillan from Secretary of State for Defe, Subject: US NAVAL BASES IN SCOTLAND
OTHER THAN HOLY LOCH, December 1960, Folio 1, Topc®et: PRO, DEFE 13/11, Copy of a Letter
from Deputy Secretary of the Cabinet to the For&gnretary, ® December 1960, SECRET, FOLIO 2:
PRO, DEFE 13/1006, Letter from Secretary of StateStcotland to Secretary of State for Defence, 13
December 1960, Unclassified: PRO, DEFE/13/11, Defe@ommittee memorandum from D M Dell to Mr
Gough, Secretary and Mr Benwell, Secret, datecahfary 1961, Reference: S 847/045/58. Facilities fo
USN at Thurso, Rosyth and Rosneath: PRO, DEFE 18QLIO 13, Letter from Secretary of State for
War to US Secretary of Defense, datel E&bruary 1961, Top Secret: PRO, DEFE 13/11, FOL3Q\),
Letter from Secretary of Defense to Secretary afeStor Defence, Top Secret: PRO, DEFE 13/11,
Statement on US Navy communications project at §hwB8cotland, supplementary notes.

292 s Base for North Scotland, Another link in DEWdjGlasgow Herald27 July 1961.

103



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

The US Navy considered Scotland as an alternatbaation to Iceland, a clear
recognition of the importance of geography in in&ional strategy; Scottish bases
would play an essential part in US maritime strategthe North Atlantic. There was
perhaps a touch of NATO obtaining cooperation ftbe USA on this matter, because of

its strategic implications.

Maritime patrol aircraft often had to use Prestwh@cause poor weather preventing them
from landing in Iceland and radio destroyer esc@BESs) used the special US Navy
port facilities at Greenock at the end of theirrplatScotland was an active American
ASW centre, with both air patrols and location-firgiactivities taking placé®®

Vice President Johnson visited Norway in Septenil®83, after the submarine scares
during the Cuban Missile Crisf&? Thurso and the other Scottish bases were now drawn
into deeper involvement in American ASW actionseaese of the new strategic situation

which was caused by the successful Soviet peratrafithe existing US ASW screen.

The United States strategic policy had changedlsystage and the Scottish bases were
especially invaluable. This bonus was not fortustcas they were part of the original plan
formulated before 1960 to support the SSBN fleet aombat the Soviet submarine
operations in the GIUK Gap zone. The US Navy hagraved its ASW capabilities
which now formed part of all naval trainirfg> Training was held in the North Atlantic

and ASW was one of the main objectives. The US tisedvestern Scottish facilities for

293 Captain Joseph F Bouchard, US Navy, Guarding tHe @ar Ramparts, The U.S. Navy's Role in

Continental Air Defensd)S Navy War Colleggaccessed 22 October 2005].

294 Ranft and Till, pp.80, 120, 152.

29% UARD SHOT anti-submarine warfare exercises beingloected in cooperation with Canada. Report.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. CONFIDENTIAL. Issue Date:pSkb, 1964. Reproduced Declassified
Documents Reference Syst@&@ncument Number: CK3100165794, [accessed 7 DGR Also, Major
NATO naval exercises will be held in the Northerttaatic. Report. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.
SECRET. Issue Date: Sep 22, 1964. ReproducEeatassified Documents Reference Sysi2mecument
Number: CK3100165870, [accessed 14 July 2006].
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POL and air bases, as well as utilising the Thuw@mmunications capability. Without
these Scottish facilities, major ASW exercises widdve been severely curtaifed.

The mechanics of ASW measures were simple; whemeSsubmarines left Murmansk
or Kola, American aircraft from Norwegian bases dowack them; this task was then
passed to British planes in the UK sector. Thers avdirect link to the aircraft from the
SOSUS chain anith Scotland, Thurso and Edzell were engaged in conications and
detection; Edzell's mission ‘to support US Fleeitsin.. in the area; provide navigational
service relating to air-sea rescue, and condudinteal research in support of Navy
electronic projects’, while Thurso met the esseémtidVLF requirements in the northern
North Atlantic.?®’

The principal reason for the establishment of Taurad been its ability to communicate
with submarines, specifically the FBM boats. Six jonaVLF stations had been
established to communicate with the Polaris SSBiMsTdhurso became the main base in
Europe; it was also used as an LF back-up stafidmell was established to carry out a
comprehensive monitoring of all Soviet electroniaffic, and collected coverage of
SSBN/SLBM testing in the Barents Sea and White Z&@he all-round value of the
Scottish bases can be seen from these specifiolmatidns.

The Soviet submarine fleet, however, did not hasyaccess to the open sea, unlike the
American SSBNSs; this fact could not be changedemiired that the Scottish locations
played a permanent role in the submarine theatne. upgrading of Thurso and Edzell

continued.

Regardless of any intelligence inaccuracies, the®now a large-scale ASW problem as

reported by McNamara in 1968. Thurso and Edzelleweow providing shore-to-

296 Major NATO naval exercises will be held in the Natn Atlantic. Report. DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE. SECRET. Issue Date: Sep 22, 1964. Repeadnd®eclassified Documents Reference System.
Document Number: CK3100165870, [accessed 6 Deceniliss].

297 Duke,United States Military Force$.226: Coletta and Bauer, p.105.

2% Tamnes, p.201.
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submarine communications and SIGINT data, missittical activities because of the
deployment of the SSBN Yankee-class bédts.

‘There are no areas on the maps of the world’s x@dere the Soviet Navy does not
sail’, was the proud boast of Admiral Grishanove thowerful head of the Navy's
political department in 197°f° Thurso now had to keep track of the significanréase

in Soviet sea activity in its zone.

American submarines regularly entered the Sovietemwaclose to the Kola and
Murmansk bases to collect intelligence for Operatimhnstoné®® These operations
included testing the Soviet and Polish ASW measut@smsmitted data from these
missions was picked up at Thurso and also at Edaéhout the Scottish locations these

missions would not have taken place.

ASW operations were always live, and in 1973, dyrihe Arab-Israeli War, the US
carriers were threatened in the southern Mediteaanby Soviet surface vessels and
submarines. The US commander deployed all ASW measand the situation became
tense. One of the best ASW measures availablasatitie was from fixed wing aircraft,
either shore or carrier-based; these were ableptoy sonobuoys over a wide area and
listen to the data being emittd¥. Many of these shore-based ASW aircraft (mainly P3-
Orions) flew regularly from Prestwick, thus ensgrithe airfield’s constant front-line

position.

The major ASW innovation for NATO was the introdoat of ASW helicopters, such as
by the Royal Navy aHMS Gannetn Prestwick in 1970. But the most effective ASW

29900474, 1968/01/22, Statement of Secretary of Befétobert S McNamara before House Subcommittee
on Department of Defense Appropriations on thedtigear 1969-73 Defense Program and 1969 Defense
Budget, 22 January 1968,p.58-9.

309 K okoshin, pp.120-30.

301 | eitenberg 1987, p.158 note 1.

%92 SIPRI 1974 pp.309-14.
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weapons were now the SSKs, with their effectivenieslocating and identifying the
diesel-powered Soviet submarinBsth sides used SSKs, although there were onlynseve
British submarines of this type in 1974, whereas tISSR was able to call upon 28,
along with another 48 nuclear boats armed with t&shipping missiles; this armament

gave them a dual ASW/ counter-shipping capability.

Admiral Stansfield Turner, president of the US Nawéar College, described the ASW
mission of the US Navy in 1974, as to 'ensure sadtime operations.” He showed that
air superiority had been achieved by the Israelface in its 1967 war, by deep range
attacks on enemy air bases, as opposed to shoatiogft from the air3°® This
suggested that the best place to ‘engage’ subnsawas in known bottlenecks, such as
the GIUK Gap zone. A major element of the obseovatitnd communications for this
zone was provided from Thurso and Edzell, showiggirathat the US ASW concept
depended on its Scottish bases.

Thurso became even more important by 1976, whenU8eNavy radio station at
Londonderry was closed and all its operations fearesd to Thurso, with 122 extra

personnel arriving at the baS8 ASW and Scotland were unmistakeably intertwined.
Conclusion

The available sources have mainly been on the USMIAide; they have been limited in

their descriptions, with many important aspectsibéa out, but have still enabled a good
description to be provided of the ASW operationstloé period. The Soviet side,

however, has very little information yet availalwa the protection operations in the
Northern Seas and this situation has hampered ler fakamination of the balance

between both sides over the period.

303 v/ice Admiral Stansfield Turner, Missions of theSUNavy, March 1974 Issubaval War College
Press [accessed 13 January 2006].

304 NAS, SEP4/2962, Letter from SDD to SEPD, 26 Jan@76, D/42/5 PART B, Secret,
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The US and Soviet navies engaged in confrontatemeath the Northern Atlantic and
Norwegian Sed” It was a serious, and occasionally critical, nrafibe both navies. By

the end of the period, it was clear that the An@ergt technical superiority still existed,
but the Soviets had caught up significantly. Age¢hegas little doubt about the mission of
the Soviet Navy, the availability of Scottish ogeyaal bases was invaluable. Thus
Edzell, Thurso and Holy Loch, performed their wasgitask every day and proved their

immense value to the US strategic plan.

Scotland played a vital role through the commuimcet centres at Thurso and Edzell, as
well as supplying logistics from Prestwick and Graek. All of this support was
delivered, despite the pertaining official subtgduwhich claimed otherwise and
regularly issued misleading statements.

The American necessity for extensive ASW, and éguirements for Thurso, Edzell,
Greenock, Prestwick, Machrihanish and Shetland ndidappear to cause any problems
for the Anglo-American relationship. In fact, th&Was able to make unimpeded use of
its bases in Scotland in pursuit of its strateg&Minterests during this time. The NATO
alliance was not damaged by any American ASW requénts in Scotland and there
were no apparent difficulties for the US forcesladal level. There is no doubt that
Scotland played a central part in the ASW effont,Bas usual, it would appear that the
Americans unilaterally, with a few insignificant e@ptions, applied their own

requirements single-mindedly.

39° Chant, p.7.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES — NC3, NAVIGATION AND LOGISTICS
American Strategic Requirements

This chapter will examine the US nuclear commuincet, command and control (NC3)
systems, plus the navigation requirements for thievely of strategic policy and the
logistics involved. According to Duke, these opienag ‘comprise a major part of the US
military presence’ in the UK and were in fact tloeux of the military presence.” These
systems were absolutely vital to the US strategieration, being ‘more comprehensive’
than any collaborative US/NATO systems, particylée intelligence systeni&® These

support activities required the development of grdéed command, control and

communications links, along with associated fdesitin foreign locations.

The USA had many bases in foreign countries afterénd of World War 2 and the
Military Air Transport Service (MATS) was created 1948 to facilitate US military
movements worldwide. It included the Air Weathen&= (AWS), Air Rescue Service
(ARS), Special Airlift Mission (SAM), Air Photogréyic and Charting Service (APCS),
and the Aeromedical Transport Wing (AMTW): MATS beee the Military Airlift
Command (MAC) in January 1966.

US strategic policy, whether based on ‘massive liagtan’ or ‘mutually assured
destruction’, required direct communications frohe tNCA to the strategic nuclear
forces, i.e. the SAC, Minutemen regiments, SACEUWR the FBM fleet. NATO planned
for a short European ground war, after which it wasumed that overwhelming Warsaw
Pact conventional forces would have made the bhmeakgh and therefore nuclear

weapons would be used.

39% Dyke United States Military Forcepp.347-8.
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The US-driven NATO doctrine of a ground war in Epgavas integral to US strategy
and generated a massive requirement for US persandequipment to be moved from
the USA. Therefore, logistics support was esseatidlhad to be constructed: this would
enable a conventional European war to provide [aaldfire-break’ for the United
States’®’ To support their strategic aims, the US needédstall the full network of
support services for their overseas activities.yTlned originally done this during World
War 2 and the UK had been the principal oversezeilon.

Communications systems were vital and operatetdatrategic command nuclear link,
and also to individual services. Once the stratatpctrine had moved to flexible

response, the requirement for integrated commaordra and communications assumed
greater importance. This eventually became knowhwdear Command, Control, and
Communications (NC3) and provided connectivity fréme President and Secretary of
Defense to the nuclear execution forces via the 1SN Important steps were taken
during the 1950s to ensure the resilience of thé& M@nmmunications network, including

NATO linkage.

The Cuban Missile Crisis had exposed many poonhctioning command and control
matters and Kennedy's greatest concern was thesinede level of intelligence that
reached the White House. Additionally, there was donflict between civilian and
military control of operations; the military hachatorical resistance to this ‘interference’
and such friction was exacerbated by the lack oéféective communications systeffi’
This was a manifestation of the truth about théuerice of the US military in strategic
matters. Previously the armed services had maedatheir operational independence,

but the nuclear era now required operational cofriomn the NCA.

397 Dalder, 1991, p.75.

39%Communications in the European Theaté®, Army, Europgaccessed 9 May 2006]: Exhibit R-2,
RDT&E Budget Item Justification, February 2004, Aggriation/ Budget Activity RDT&E, Defense-
Wide/07, R-1 Item Nomenclature: Minimum Essentialdtgency Communications Network (MEECN),
PE 0303131K.p.1Department of Defensgaccessed 29 May 2006].

399 David E Pearsorihe World Wide Military Command and Control SysEarolution and Effectiveness,
(WWMCCSEE}Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. Air UniversityeR®s, 2000) p.51-61.
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By 1960 both Eisenhower and the UK government hgreeml that technological
advances, particularly SLBMs meant that there wameed for a US communications
network to cover the world. US naval operations aexjed and White House staff
highlighted three aspects of naval communicatidirst, the interoperability of air
defense systems, second, the effects of nucleana&n on the naval communications
systems and, third, the reliability of ship-to-stidinks>!° This became an expensive and
technically complex problem involving the top resdaand development projects over
the next two decades. Communications with submsrimere tested by aircraft from
Prestwick, another example of good US/UK relatidng, without any specific quid pro

quo for Britain 3

Radio communications with submarines had seriousblpms. Short split-second

transmission bursts were used, similar to the dsei files; the signal was recorded

and would then be played back at slower spéEd¥arious methods were used for
communication with the FBM fleet, all with seriodsawbacks. The US Navy needed a
system that was survivable, jam resistant and vab& during nuclear detonations;
without these capabilities, there would be unaadpt constraints on operational
deployment. Normal HF military transmissions werelle to penetrate sea water, but
VLF signals from powerful transmitters could acldehis to depths of 30 metres. ELF
transmission was the best solution; it was recéevalder huge distances, during nuclear

detonations and at depths of more than 200 mdé¥esilience and redundancy could also

319 \White House Memorandum from Dr James Killian to @brdon Gray, Subject: Control of the seas, 31
March 1959, Secret, Possible items for discussiating to whether the primary mission of the Navy,
which is to transport troops and material, has ld®mged by the new weapons systems. Miscellaneous.
WHITE HOUSE. SECRET. Issue Date: Mar 31, 1959. Bdpced irDeclassified Documents Reference
SystemDocument Number: CK3100258816-17: DOD Memorandiam Director Office of Foreign
Military Rights Affairs, to Mr Millar, State, Sub@: Initiation of Base Rights Negotiations for aposed

US Naval Radio Facility Scotland (C), 1-14, 783/@6,July 1960, Secret, NARA 711.56341/7-1560, 13
September 1960.

$LEOK.LST 005.2, H A/E 4097/61, Colonel Ole Tob. Mehndersen, to Chief, Air Command North
Norway, 20 July 1961. (Forsvarets-Overkommando KF@orwegian Defence High Command), cited in
Tamnes, 1991), p.111.

312 Bamford, 1982 pp.164-5. Also; Personal experi@fdae research author in Berlin and other areas
(1975-77).
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be achieved by constructing a sufficient numbehafdened, dispersed transmitters in

suitable locations*?

However, a large portion of the US strategic daoetriwas predicated on NATO
involvement and therefore needed to achieve the $agh standards. By 1967, there was
no NATO-wide system that could survive a nucleachaxge, cryptographic capability
was very limited and there was little inter-opeliabibetween the many systems. This
echoed one of the key observations of the repofMidifam H. Orrick, Deputy Under
Secretary of State for Administration in 196%' It was suggested that NATO should

produce a network capable of fully supporting pcdit and military needs.

The inherent vulnerability of the communication$wegk was noted by Kissinger's NSC
staff in 1971; they pointed out that the FBM fleeuld be neutralised in a conventional
war by ‘attacks on supply ships, bases, commumwicstf'® The Pentagon therefore
requested a ‘last-ditch reliable’ communicationstegn and the outcome was the
Minimum Essential Emergency Communications Netw(MEECN). This guaranteed

connectivity between the President and the stratetgterrent forces in stressed

environments*® MEECN used ELF/VLF transmission and provided ausecjam

313 PearsonThe World Wide Military Command and Control SysErolution and Effectiveness.287-9:
Extremely Low Frequency Communications Progr&ederation of American Scientisfaccessed 14
May 2006]: SIPRI Yearbook 1968/69, p.118.

$1YNATO telegram, to Department of State, Subject: KbACommunications, Challenges and
Opportunities, 3 May 1966, Confidential, NATTO A84Reproduced iDeclassified Documents
Reference System@ocument Number: CK3100051127, [accessed 27 MagR

315 National Security Council memorandum from K Waymeit to Dr Henry Kissinger, Subject: Special
Defense Panel Papers, 7 January 1971, Top Secrdfayhe Smith provides Henry Kissinger with four
papers prepared by the Special Defense Panels Tittude: "Defense Issues for FY 1973;" "Strategic
Nuclear Forces: Issues and Alternatives;" "The Nakgblems of the 1970s;" "Tactical Air Missions and
Issues.” Memo. National Security Council. TOP SECRIEsue Date: Jan 7, 1971. Complete. 90 page(s).
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference SystBracument Number: CK3100519574, [accessed
27 February 2006].

316 Exhibit R-2, RDT&E Budget Item Justification, Felary 2005, Appropriation/ Budget Activity
RDT&E, Defense-Wide/07, R-1 PE Title07 OperatioBgstem Development 0303131F Minimum
Essential Emergency Communications Network (MEECWE 0303131F. p.Department of Defense,
[accessed 29 May 2006].
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resistant, survivable systett.Again, the Scottish communications facilities wpeet of
essential US strategic operational communicatitinsugh their existing, sophisticated

network.

The MEECN system provided a presidential airborommand post that was able to
remain airborne for three days; this was basedratréws AFB, Washington and was
given the codeword ‘Night WatcR*® The emergency procedures were constantly
rehearsed, and in October 1969, a simulated pragdigoarty, consisting of senior

military officers, was airborne within 14 minuté¥’

President Nixon established the Office of Telecomizations Policy in February 1970.
All presidents since Truman had supported this epfydout communications had been
regarded as an element of the command functiororNhow designated it as a separate
activity and brought to an end the ad hoc managemhah had surrounded it for more
than 20 yeard?® As part of this overarching policy, the Worldwitilitary Command
and Control System (WWMCCS) was instituted in 197he chain of command of the
NCA was also officially delineated as running frahe President to the Secretary of

Defense and on to the JCS.

3174F Active Auroral Research Program University ofolehix [accessed 3 March 2006]: Weapons of
Mass Destruction (WMD)Globalsecurity [accessed 28 February 2006].

318 Campbell, 1986, p.183: National Military Command@e memorandum for the Record from
Brigadier General Paul Watson, Deputy Director@perations, NMCC, Subject: Alfa Prime with Opal
Drill Two (report on the military exercise designedfly the President and his party to safety ia ¢lvent
of a national emergency). Reproducederclassified Documents Reference Sysi@oecument Number:
CK3100515379. [accessed 18 May 2006].

319\ otification Procedures for Emergency action Messagmergency Employment of Army and other
Resources, OSC Regulation 50@¢partment of the Army February 2001, [accessed 15 June 2006]:
Campbell, p.183.

$20pearsonThe World Wide Military Commang@p.117-8; Department of Defense Directive Number
5100.30, 2 December 1971, Subject: World-Wide BiijtCommand and Control System (WWMCCS),
DoD Issuances and Administrative Instructions, Depent of Defense and WHS Online, [accessed 28
May 2006].
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Navigation at sea has always been a crucial mattérthe US Navy developed a long
navigation system (LORAN) during World War 2; thised land-based radio transmitters
to enable ships, or aircraft, to fix their posigonhen they were within 800 kilometres of
a LORAN station3?! After the war the technology improved to 1,20(kiktres, with
greater accuracy. The strategic necessity of LORIN highlighted in July 1958 when
the possible cancellation of a LORAN station in t@minican Republic prompted the
CNO, Admiral Burke, to write to the Under SecretafyState stressing its importanie.
This remained a cornerstone of US strategic datait ensured that all SLBM targeting

was accurate.

US Actions

The US support profile therefore required the $piéctrum of command centres, ballistic
missile warning systems and an integrated militamgd naval command infrastructure.
This was accomplished with the relentless appbeatof the US’ technological

advantages.

The importance of the communications frameworkht dtrategic actions of the US had
to overcome the unsuitability of any joint US/NAT®@twork. Communications networks
needed to be constructed solely on a US needs, bimsssrequiring good management of
the Anglo-American relationship for all componeotshe system required to be situated
in the UK..

The USA constructed its own Alternative Joint ComohaCentre (AJCC) national

emergency command post and it became operatiorE958 at Fort Ritchie, Maryland.

321LORAN, US Coast Guard Historian’s OfficdS Coast Guargaccessed 14 November 2005]: Loran-
C, Delft University of Technolog\gurofix, [accessed 21 June 2006]: Coast Guard Long Raiugeté
Navigation ProgramJS Coast Guardaccessed 18 December 2006].

322) etter from Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Navalp@rations, to Christian A. Herter, Under Secretary
of State, Subject: Trends in Caribbean and LatireAca, 11 July 1958, Secret, Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference Sysfameument Number: CK3100437726-8: Wilkes and G,
Loran-C and Omega, p.81), both cited in Tamned,(.1
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Another emergency headquarters was constructedh®rcivilian agencies, at Mount
Weather, Virginia and this housed the Presideimérgency Facility (‘Crystal Palace’).
323 The extension of this essential network to Eureme undertaken during the late
1950s and 1960s.

Fort Ritchie was America’s main strategic commaredtiee, with 6,000 staff and an
underground AJCC, and overseas commands were lvikedhdividual services’ ocean
cables. The NATO Standing Group communicated WRRIBANT and SACEUR from a
separate command centre in Maryland via commetei@phone lines and had access to
the DOD worldwide network; all of these links haskitience provided at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina®** The consolidation of all strategic command comrmatidons systems
had begun, but none of it appears to have considéfd O requirements, only American
needs.

The 1963 Orrick committee investigated the needffbexible, integrated
communications system; this restructured the mylitand civilian communications
systems to provide a national level command antrabinamework that would deliver a
crisis management capability to the NCA. This ipawated the National Military
Command Center (NMCC), the Alternate National Mitjt Command Center (ANMCC),
North American Air Defence (NORAD) and the natioralergency airborne command
posts (NEACP). Also integrated were BMEWS and o8®€ networks. It was the birth
of the new concept of command and control, McNamay@eat contribution to American

strategic management.

323 5ite-R Raven Rock, Alternate Joint Communicatioest€r (AJCC), Weapons of Mass Destruction,
Globalsecurity [accessed 9 December 2005]: Justification oRRadio Relay System from Alternate Joint
Communications Center to the Washington Area, 1@8hfidential, The AJCC Microwave Network,
Cold War Infrastructurg[accessed 28 November 2005he Mount Weather Emergency Operations
Center, Bluemont, VACold War Infrastructurg[accessed 28 November 2005].

324 Defense Communications Agency Memorandum to SegrefeDefense, Subject: Communications
Facilities at National Level, 1 March 1961, SecfeGecret Landscape, The Cold War Infrastructurinef
Nation’s CapitalCold War, pp. 9-12, [accessed 21 November 2005].
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It received its first live test when a USAF recoissance aircraft strayed into East
German air space and was shot down. The NationgbhhMi Command System (NMCS)
provided President Johnson with accurate and tinflgrmation. The system also
witnessed serious failures, as when the Isradbslkdd thdJSS LibertySIGINT ship in
1967, the North Koreans captured th8S Puebl®&IGINT ship in 1968, and a US Navy
reconnaissance plane was shot down over the Sdapain in 1969. These episodes
resulted in major changes. At no time during anyhee incidents was there other than

perfunctory liaison with NATO allies; US strategiterests were the only consideration.

In January 1965, the JCS submitted their propofaisan appropriate command and
control structure to support the President; thgypsuted the concept of the NEACP and
specified that direction of the Armed Forces wabeoexercised through the NMG3.

The construction of a system of national militarpezgency warning procedures was
integrated into military planning in March 1964 ankbe JCS devised new alert
procedures, including the requirement for a joiohference with the President and the

Secretary of Defense in times of cri&i8.

The main element for the WWMCCS was the NMCS; tiés the hub of the command
and control network and the Pentagon regularlyetedt under realistic conditions. The
NMCC, the ANMCC and the NEACP, were re-designed etwsure continuity of

command under war conditions. Particular emphaass given to the links with strategic
forces, i.e. SSBNs and missile sites, and one NEA@#aft was always on standby to
provide immediate command suppott’ At long last it appeared that McNamara’s

concept of a unified command and control systemiesh achieved.

32>Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense, from Johiefs of Staff, Subject: Conceptual Approach to
the National Military Command System (NMCS) (U), Rébruary 1965, Top Secret, Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference Sysfgmeument Number: CK3100074559 [accessed 15 NagR

326 Department of Defense cable regarding a uniforrtesyf progressive alert procedures to assure
national security, 5 March 1964, Secret, Reproduc&kclassified Documents Reference System
Document Number: CK3100138641, [accessed 15 Mag]200

327Department of Defense Directive Number 5100.30eg2dnber 197 IDepartment of Defense and WHS
Online And E-4B,Air Force Link [accessed 27 May 2006]. Also; Order 7610.4K, &ppddilitary
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This posed problems with NATO partners. The US laadigned five SSBNs for
integration into the overall NATO targeting plan 1864, the WWMCCS also included
these assets, plus other land-based systems, @dntbrmation was available to
SACEUR'’s headquarters. A separate computer link thade introduced to filter this
sensitive information and reserve it for US-eyely 6ff The Americans looked after their

own strategic interests first, regardless of NAT&@nmitments.

The first priority was the construction of a systemearly warning stations to detect
incoming Soviet missiles and by October 1960, tiMEBVS site at Thule, Greenland,
opened to give the USA the capability of detectamy ICBMs launched from central
USSR towards the continental USA. Each BMEWS sité four huge antennae, which
were highly visible and obvious targets for Sounéerdiction prior to any nuclear launch

situation®?°

Greenland formed part of the GIUK Gap. It had twainmbases; one was a DEW Line
extension, built on the ice-cap, and the BMEWS ladsEhule; it was also part of the US-
Canadian North American Air Defence Command (NORAIpgtem, directly linked to
Cheyenne Mountain, Wyoming. Thule was a dispersaklfor wartime B-52 nuclear
bombers, manned by Danish civilians, with anotl@¥F American civilians who covered
all the militarily sensitive matters. Needless tay,s these sites caused regular
disagreement between the USA and the U$8R.

The DEW Line stations had been activated in 195@sscCanada and Alaska and were
eventually upgraded into the North American Radgst&n (NARS). In 1960, five

Operations, Night Watch, Special Military FlightscaOperations, Air Traffic Publications, Effectilzate:
19 February 2004;ederal Aviation Administratigfaccessed 2 June 2006].

328 pearsonThe World Wide Military Command and Control Systmlution and Effectiveness.195.
329130 metres long and more than 90 metres high.

339 Simon Duke, 1989, pp. 44-8.
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Troposcatter sites were constructed to form the BARThere were two sites in Iceland
(Sites 41 and 42) and NATO Communications Unithie Faeroe Islands (Site 43) was

manned by US and Danish technicians; another tige giere in the UK..

Troposcatter technology could transmit over manydneds of kilometres by ‘bouncing’
signals from its AN/FRC-39A(V) antennae; convenéibaquipment would have required
several repeater stations to achieve this distaNéd&S was thus one of the USAF's
primary communications systems, with the role okilng the air defence systems to the
early warning systems. It also transmitted infororatfrom the US Navy's SOSUS

equipment, which served to provide early warninGofiet submarine?

The requirement for a separate US strategic commsgagtm and a combined NATO
command structure caused difficulties. Structurgsrlapped because SACEUR and
CINCEUR (Commander-in-Chief Europe) are Americatdhmosts; this was one of the
constraints imposed by the US Atomic Power Act,cihgompelled all decisions on the
use of US nuclear weaponry to be taken by Amermanmanders. All US forces that
were assigned to NATO similarly came under the rabrdf the President of the United
States; therefore, the US military network in Ewapas primarily intended to support
SACEUR and by extension the President. No allissrceS/UK requirements appear to
have interfered®®

NATO had different military communications systeraeme were based on commercial
networks and were vulnerable and insecure, suchas® in Scotland. The requirement

for a coordinated air defence plan in the 1950selacated the introduction of an

331 About the North Atlantic Radio Systdiamccessed 3 December 2005].

332 Duke, United States Military Force$.331. SOSUS, The Secret Weapon of Undersea iamnce,
Undersea Warfardaccessed 15 December 2005].

333 Duke,United States Military Force$.324-8.

119



Scotland the Brave? US Strategic Policy in Scotlk®&i3-1974

integrated command and control system; as a rdabeltAllied Command Europe (ACE

High) system was constructd.

ACE High's updated technology enabled voice comration over distances up to 700
kilometres. It was designed to provide ‘reliabéscure and virtually instantaneous
communications’ for SACEUR, by connecting both tmeilitary and national
headquarters, thus ensuring that the new concemgbwimand and control could be
exercised effectively by the NCE> Opening in Norway in 1958, ACE High was still
operating in 1988; the equipment used huge reflecad aerials more than 50 metres
high. It was the biggest communications projectt®fkind ever undertaken, extending

from Norway to eastern Turkey and linking 9 of tfEeNATO countries.

The United States also attempted to eliminate thaevabilities of the command and
communications process and provided an airborndraloffacility for all bomber,
Minuteman and Polaris launching8.This deployed a ‘take command and move out’
(TACAMO) aircraft that could remain airborne for B@urs during any time of increased
tension or nuclear confrontation, and were pathef'SILK PURSE’ command network

system.

334 For ACE information see50 Years of Infrastructure; NATO Security InvestinBrogramme, NATO,
2001.NATQ, [accessed 11 March 2006]. P.60-1: Duleited States Military Force$.329.

3% Source SIGNAL, November 1960 and January 1@8mmunications in the European TheatéS,
Army, Europe[accessed 9 May 2006]: DISA, JITC Networks, Traissions and Intelligence Division
High Frequency Test Facilit§COPE Commandaccessed 11 June 2006].

336 Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert S McNatefare the House Subcommittee on Department
of Defense Appropriations on the Fiscal Year 198%iid 1969 Defense Budget, Secret, 22 January 1968,
00474, 1968/01/22, p.4Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 6 January 2006]. Also, Draft
Presidential Memorandum on Strategic Offensive efénsive Forces, Tentative Record of Decision, 9
January 1969, 00476, 1969/01/@8gital National Security Archivegaccessed 6 May 2006]. pp.17, 32:
USSTRATCOM Attack Command and Control System (SCAGi&raft Operations, 12-2-1. SCACS
Aircraft, Chapter 12. Special Military Flights afperations, Order 7610.4K, Special Military Opara$,

Air Traffic Publications,The Federal Aviation Administratiofaccessed 16 June 2008]C. Jewell and J.

D. Geist, A Time and Frequency Reference SysterthioTACAMO Aircraft, 38th Annual Frequency
Control Symposium — 7984S Naval Research Lab Space Applications Brajatessed 16 June 2006].
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There was a need for a common user system thad soplport the entire command and
control network and remain invulnerable to enemiyoac Therefore, in April 1964, the
US Army and Air Force networks were combined tarfdhe Automatic Voice Network
(AUTOVON); this was a wholly military system, withppropriate physical defence

measures to resist enemy attatk.

AUTOVON controlled operational traffic by multi-lel; precedence pre-emption that
enabled high level users, such as the Presideatetdey of Defense and JCS to override
other users®® It was the most important telephone communicatimmgect undertaken
by the DOD; its mission was to provide ‘rapid, wbwide command and control
communications for the NCA and other high priorgybscribers,” as well as other
military and diplomatic user§® High-level users could access the world-wide newo
while others, less important, were limited to tHeiral area. The overseas section of the
system was eventually completed in 1970 and forthedinal segment of the command,
control and communications framework, &3.This major US strategic communications

network was routed through Scotland with littleaimhation being provided.

With the growing strategic importance of the FBMefl, underwater communications
assumed a higher priority. ELF meant that the sulravould not have to come close to
the surface and it guaranteed a direct, link betwte captain and the NCA during
wartime conditions. This led to Project Sanguméen-year programme to develop the
operational effectiveness of ELF, starting in 186& cost of £1.5 billion. However, the

ELF requirement for very large antennae provecdetaiintractable difficulty.

%37peter B Mersky, Autovon: The DoD Phone Compatg Department of the Navy Information
Technology Magazing¢accessed 16 June 2006]: Dr Martin J Fischerd eThee Circuit Switched Network
Design and Analysis ModeThe Telecommunications Revign91. [accessed 20 June 2006].

338 Mersky, The Department of the Navy Information Technologgatine AUTOVON - History and
description Bell System MemorigJaccessed 11 January 2006].

33%9Bel| System MemoriaAutovon

#0Communications in the European Theaté, Army, Europgaccessed 9 May 2006]: Exhibit R-2,
RDT&E Budget Item Justification, February 2004, Apgriation/ Budget Activity RDT&E, Defense-
Wide/07, R-1 Item Nomenclature: Minimum Essentialdegency Communications Network (MEECN),
PE 0303131K.p.1Department of Defensgaccessed 29 May 2006].
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Sanguine was incredibly ambitious and controversiadl was a good example of
Eisenhower’s prediction regarding the uncontrobaldxpenditure of the military-
industrial complex. The original design needed wwybmore than 9,500 kilometres of
wire antenna in Wisconsin State, approximately ddcent of the state. It also needed
240 underground transmitters and more than 80Gomilivatts of power, enough power
for a city the size of Edinburgh (400,000 popula}idrhis was reduced to 220 kilometres
and located in a remote area of the state. Howdlverhuge cost and the environmental
lobby limited the project and by the mid-1970s tNavy developed a reduced
specification, non-survivable system called Seafdre

The LORAN naval navigation system allowed the SSBts to ‘position themselves
with absolute precision’ and because of the devetog of submarine warfare,
particularly the FBM fleet, the US Navy constructedhain of LORAN-C stations in the
north east Atlantic, the Pacific and the Mediteemm during 19573* Because of the

Norwegian veto, LORAN was placed under the commahdhe US Coast Guard
(USCG), as the USCG was responsible for safetgat As part of this subterfuge, both
LORAN-C and Omega, its upgraded successor, weer kdsigned for use by both
military and civilian craft** By 1969 there were 79 LORAN -A stations in opematand

18 LORAN -C stations.

341 PearsonThe World Wide Military Command and Control SysErolution and Effectiveness.289.
also Department of Defense Appropriations for 19€arings before a Subcommittee of the Committee
on Appropriations. US House of Representativest G@bagress, 1st session. Part 4: Research,
development, test and evaluation. Washington 18p9.29, 244,269, cited f8IPRI Yearbook of World
Armaments and Disarmaments 1969/3tckholm: Almgvist & Wiksell, P.118.

342| ORAN-C IntroductionHyperbolic Radio Navigation Systenjgccessed 27 November 2005]:
Airworthiness approval of LORAN-C navigation systefor use in the US National Airspace System
(NAS) and Alaska, US Department of Transportatieddtal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular,
International Loran Associatiofaccessed 27 November 2005].

343 Campbell, 1986, p.228-9: All about LORAN-GS Coast Guardaccessed 20 June 2006]: Amb.
Anderson, to Secretary of State, Subject: Briefager] HAG/CP-2, May 1965, Confidential, Johnson
Library, NSF, International Meetings and Travel, N& Ministerial Meeting, The Hague, May 12-14,
1964. Reproduced iDeclassified Documents Reference SystBrmcument Number: CK3100435940-1,
[accessed 19 January 2006].
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The LORAN-C system was later upgraded for use bBMN&S this was codenamed
Clarinet Pilgrim and was introduced in the 197Q@swés a vital element of the US
strategic package; without LORAN-C it would havehémnpossible for the SSBNs to fix
their positions accurately.

As shown in Chapter Two, ‘there are no foreign tauily bases in Norway in peacetime’;
in reality there were more than 100 such basedserfinanced by the USA or NAT?

In particular America funded intelligence-gatheriagtivities, SOSUS and LORAN

stations. The official policy had consistently bemutflanked by placing the equipment
on Norwegian soil and operating it by Norwegian agnforces during peacetime, with

the proviso that it would then be operated by USIATO forces during wartime.

Because of the Norwegian veto, LORAN was placeceutite command of the US Coast
Guard (USCG), as the USCG was responsible forysatetea. As part of this subterfuge,
both LORAN-C and Omega, its upgraded successor \eder assigned for use by both
military and civilian craf®* Transit, the world’s first satellite navigationssgm was
launched in 1959 and by 1968 a fully operationaistellation was in place, providing
navigation to the US Navy's FBM fle&t®

Strategic airlift capability was also a major calesation and in the 1950s, America
began to modernise its small fleet of transportraft. During congressional hearings,
Congressman Mendel Rivers, chairman of the Armadi&@s Committee, pointed out
that flexible response required greater numbersoof/entional aircraft to support any

action by US conventional forcé¥. By extension, this policy would also require gegat

%44 Duke, United States Military Force$.215-30.

345 Campbell, 1986, p.228-9: All about LORAN-GS Coast Guardaccessed 20 June 200Bkclassified
Documents Reference SysteBocument Number: CK3100435940-1, [accessed i9aig 2006].

346Technology TransitiorDefense Advanced Research Projects Agdacgessed 22 June 2006] .p.120.

347 Eor transport aircraft information see: Roger Duiais and Betty R. Kennedy, A Revolution in Air
Transport: Acquiring the C-141 Starlifteir & Space Power Chroniclegaccessed 25 January 2006].
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numbers of airfields with longer runways; as a egpence, Prestwick and Machrihanish

were activated for US reinforcement needs.

The US reinforcement plan required an airlift cajpigbto transport a tactical airborne
assault force of four divisions. General LemnitzZ@nairman JCS, needed these forces in
Europe within four weeks. Surprisingly, there wateplans for the air force to have this
capability available and an appropriate rebuke @agn to the JCS for this major
oversight. Procedures were then formulated betv@®&CEUR and the commanders of

the USAF Europe and US Navy Europe for the deployrogan intra-theatre airlift*®

This matter arose during the 1960 presidential @agmpand Kennedy emphasised the
point during his first State of the Union speecldamuary 1961; a modern airlift capacity,
i.e. the concept of flexible response, was now gdpeimcked at the highest level.
McNamara accelerated the procurement and 284 ofaiheC-141 Starlifter aircraft were
provided by 1968. At the same time there was alsatgr development in Europe of
airfields to support America’s changed strategictdoe. Without the airlift capability,
the US could not achieve the NATO requirements; dw@x, the Vietham War also
created a huge operational demand for this capabili

According to McNamara in 1964, ‘our capability tolit tonnage to any part of Europe
has almost doubled.” This capacity would triple 1§70 and 11 divisions would be
delivered to Europe within 30 days. Logistical digs were also pre-positioned in

Europe. Several hundred aircraft would also bevdedid from the US to Europe within

348Report of Operations and Conditions of Commandlit 7958 to 31 March 1959 (U). United States
Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranea®-8/213, Adm. J.L. Holloway, Jr., CINCNELM, to
Chief of Naval Operations. Mar. 31, 1959, SecrefpiRduced iDeclassified Documents Reference
SystemDocument Number: CK3100343363, [accessed 22 Bepf006].
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three day$*® Scottish airfields were in an ideal location fénist purpose and were
regularly used™®

The first major reinforcement exercise, REFORGERiIi{Rrcement of Germany), took
place in 1963 and moved 150,000 personnel and iagstcstores from the US to
Germany in 63 hours. At the same time, as a comseguof the Vietham War, America
decided to withdraw almost 30,000 troops from Eerap 1968; however, to reassure
their nervous allies, an agreement was also mapgeatdice REFORGER annually.

These advances were driven by the Advanced ResPaoptcts Agency (ARPA) which

had been established in 1958 as a response thdlok of Sputnik. ARPA was a unique
organisation and reported directly to the Secretdripefense; its remit of ensuring that
the USA led the way with the application of statake art technology for military uses,
was outwith the standard military R&D structdré.lts most noteworthy achievement
was the invention of the Internet in 1969, when ARRsearched the problem of
command and control after a nuclear attack andldpgd a communications solution
named the ARPANET.

Soviet Threat

The development of the BMEWS and DEW systems wd#rexct US response to the
missile systems being deployed by the Soviet Unidms was a constant and ever-
growing threat as the USSR rapidly improved itssitescapability from a very poor base
in the early 1950s to one of almost parity by thd-&970s.

$9Document Four: Department of State Airgram enclpéBecretary McNamara's Remarks to NATO
Ministerial Meeting, December 15-17, 1964," 23 Daber 1964, National Security Archives, [accessed 16
November 2005]: Duke, 1989, p351: Sandars, p.2@BFEPGRGER, Military,Globalsecurity [accessed 22
June 2006].

30 See Berry.
% nternet HistoryBirth of the Internet[accessed 21 June 2006]: DARPA over the Ydaegense

Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARR&Lessed 21 June 2006]: Technology TransifigkRPA
pp.76-134, [accessed 22 June 2006].
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In 1958, the USSR possessed only R-5M (SS-3 Shyis@0 kilometres range) IRBMs;
48 were deployed after 1957 and there were alsg tange bombers. The ICBM R-7
(SS-6 Sapwood, 8,000 kilometres range) arrivedB0land remained in operational use
until 1968, but this was not fully adopted and ofilwere deployed? It was followed in
1961 by the R-16 (SS-7 Saddler, 11,000 kilometeasye); 186 were deployed up to
1979. Although these missiles were somewhat prmith their design and guidance

systems, the US nevertheless implemented signifa@amtermeasures such as BMEWS.

The Soviets produced the R-12 (SS-4 Sandal, 2,U06éhé&tres range) TBM; this was
deployed to Cuba, sparking the missile crisis inober 1962; a total of 608 were fully
deployed after 1960. Next came the R-14 (SS-5 Skdab00 kilometres) which
‘exhibited the maximum potential of a single-stégdlistic missile’ according to Podvig;

97 launchers were deployed between 1965 and 1969.

In addition, there were bombers such as the Tupblet6 (Badger), the mainstay of the
strategic bomber forces; this was designed as ladpged jet bomber for tactical use,
with a range of 5,800 kilometres. Large numbersewaoduced and it was still being
flown by the Russian Air Force in 1993. Howevée first ‘intercontinental’ strategic

bomber was the M-4 3M (Bison), with its range of@®) kilometres: this aircraft came

into service in 1958 and 93 were constructed byetiteof 1963.

The Tupolev Tu-95 (Bear) was designed to delivetear weapons into continental USA
and was a major Soviet strategic advance, but theme only one hundred ever in
operational use. The M-4 Molot (Bison) Strategionter had a combat range of 8,000
kilometres, but even after upgrading, less tharwé@e built as they could not properly

overcome the US air defences.

%2 7aloga,The Kremlin’s Nuclear Sworgp.251-73: Podvig, pp.177-398: Miller, pp.40738remy Isaacs
and Taylor DowningCold War, (London. Bantam Press, 1998), p.191.
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Other missiles were developed and the R-9A (SSsthpavas operational from 1963 to
1976, but only 23 were deployed. The major develaminwas the orbital ICBM R-36
(SS-9 Scarp, 40,000 kilometres range), with a cotiweal launch model, range 10,200
kilometres; a total of 268 launchers were deployetiveen 1965 and 1973. Soviet land-
based ICBMs improved with the UR-100 (SS-11 SedgQdO0 kilometres range) in 1966
and the RT-2 (SS-13 Savage, 9,400 kilometres raimg&éP68. The submerged launch
threat was upgraded by the R-27 (SSN-6 Serb, XKil®®etres range) SLBM; the SSN-
8, SLBM, (4,690 kilometres) further increased ttfiseat by 1973°° As a result, the
Soviet Union could almost claim strategic nuclearity by 1970 with their versatile

range of nuclear weapons and delivery systems.

A summary of Soviet missile development is showiable 5 below.

Table 5

Soviet Missiles

Soviet title NATO title Range Type | Year
R-5M SS-3 Shyster 1,200 kms IRBM 1958
R-7 SS-6 Sapwood| 8,000 kms ICBM 1960
R-16 SS-7 Saddler 11,000 kms ICBM 1961
R-12 SS-4 Sandal 2,000 kms IRBM 1960
R-14 SS-5 Skean 4,500 kms ICBM 1965
R-9A SS-8 Sassin 10,000 kms ICBM 1963
R-36 SS-9 Scarp 10,200 kms ICBM 1965
UR-100 SS-11 Sego 11,000 kms ICBM 1966
RT-2 SS-13 Savage 9,400 kms ICBM 1968
R-27 SSN-6 Serb 2,700 kms SLBM 197(
R-29 SSN-8 Sawfly | 4,690 kms SLBM 1972

%3 SIPRI 1974pp.98-103.
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US Activities in Scotland

The logistics required for fighting a conventiomar could only come from America and
therefore bases, airfields and ports needed twéiéahle in the UK. Scotland had played
a peripheral role in the US activities during WoWtr 2, therefore a new structure had to
be created®* However, less than one per cent of the Americacef had been in
Scotland because of its geographical remotenedisetefforts in Western Europe. The
post-war US requirements, however, propelled Sedtleapidly up the list of most
desirable locations for the sprawling network oftatlations and links that made US
policy work on the ground. Soviet strategic develept increased the threat and
therefore the importance of the Scottish bases.

By 1957 the US had a wide spectrum of military leisthments in the UK, including
airfields, personnel accommodation, anchorageg,faoitities, logistics bases, hospitals,
weather observation facilities, military headquestand navigation stations, as well as
army, navy and air live firing rangé¥ They also possessed an IRBM launch complex,
LORAN stations, a naval aviation site at Machrilsanias well as a variety of essential

communications networks.

The original specification for BMEWS included aesih Scotland; this site was proposed
for Thurso because of its excellent location and au#bsequently fully exploited to serve
the needs of US strategic policy’

%4 Duke,United States Military Forcep.368-9, 347-8.

5% Appendix to Frank C. Nash's White House reportyad®. Overseas Military Bases, Country Studies:
Great Britain. Miscellaneous, 1 November 1957. Rdpced inDeclassified Documents Reference System
Document Number: CK3100288057. [accessed 25 Jubg]20

#eDukeU.S. defence basgs.1:Status of Ballistic Missile Early Warning $sm (BMEWS) detailed.
Miscellaneous. WHITE HOUSE. SECRET. Issue Date: [2hy1958. Reproduced Declassified
Documents Reference Syst®ocument Number: CK3100322103: Status of Ballistissile Early

Warning System (BMEWS) outlined. DEPARTMENT OF DBEWEE. SECRET. Issue Date: Oct 10, 1958.
Reproduced ieclassified Documents Reference Sys@ocument Number: CK3100323174: Acting
Defense Secretary James H. Douglas' memo to Pnégitienhower on progress on the anti-Ballistic
Missile Weapons System for three-month period endi®y15/60, topics include: Ballistic Missile Early
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Improved communications were requested by senioerfkran officers in March 1959, to
overcome the lack of reserve capacity in naval camoations and specifically the
shortcomings of the Londonderry station in suppdmperations in the Norwegian Seas
area®™’ The US naval headquarters London had already lwegrated into the
UK/USAF Air Operations Net to facilitate air opamats in the Iceland to Londonderry
area. This HQ was also linked to the Admiralty toysde US traffic on the UK net. The
scene was set, therefore, for the constructionhef WS Navy facility at Thurso to
improve the communications network. By 1960, comications with submarines were
tested by aircraft from Prestwick, another exangblgood US/UK relations, but without

any specific quid pro quo for Britaifr?

The US Navy communications stations at Thurso asteeEE were involved in providing
ground resilience links for the TACAMO and SILK P8R systems, further evidence of
the geographical importance of these Scottish baskkS strategic operations” Little

evidence has been uncovered of any significant KQfhsultation on this matter.

Warning System (BMEWS); NIKE-ZEUS Anti-Missile G@d Missile Defense System; ATLAS.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. SECRET. Issue Date: Decl®B0. Reproduced iDeclassified
Documents Reference Syst®ocument Number: CK3100052940, [accessed 14 FebR0®6]: Thule
Air Base GreenlandAir Force Link [accessed 16 June 2006].

357 Report of Operations and Conditions of Commandilt 7958 to 31 March 1959 (U). United States
Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranea®-8/213, Adm. J.L. Holloway, Jr., CINCNELM, to
Chief of Naval Operations. Mar. 31, 1959, SecrefpiRduced iDeclassified Documents Reference
SystemDocument Number: CK3100343363, [accessed 22 Bepf006].

38EOK.LST 005.2, H A/E 4097/61, Colonel Ole Tob. Mehndersen, to Chief, Air Command North
Norway, 20 July 1961. (Forsvarets-Overkommando KF@orwegian Defence High Command), cited in
Tamnes, p.111.

359 Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert S McNatefare the House Subcommittee on Department
of Defense Appropriations on the Fiscal Year 198%iid 1969 Defense Budget, Secret, 22 January 1968,
00474, 1968/01/22, p.4Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 6 January 2006]: Draft Presidential
Memorandum on Strategic Offensive and DefensiveérTentative Record of Decision, 9 January 1969,
00476, 1969/01/0Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 6 May 2006]. pp.17, 32: USSTRATCOM
Attack Command and Control System (SCACS) Airc@ferations, 12-2-1. SCACS Aircraft, Chapter 12.
Special Military Flights and Operations, Order 781Q Special Military Operations, Air Traffic
Publications;The Federal Aviation Administratiofgccessed 16 June 2008}C. Jewell and J. D. Geist,

A Time and Frequency Reference Systfamcessed 16 June 2006].
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The deployment of the NATO-wide communications reto the UK, as highlighted
by Orrick, was not problematic because of the gabationship between the UK and US
governments, and it was duly implemented with thett®h links being integrated in a
confidential fashion®®®. At this stage, the US involved all NATO partnarsl achieved
a swift, operationally-viable outcome, a singulgample of unilateral requirement being
accomplished in a multilateral fashion. The segacatmputer information link required
for SACEUR was also transmitted via the Scottistiens>®*

The MEECN system also trained annually in Europd #re Scottish networks were
used. Emergency Action Messages (EAMs) from the NW&e transmitted to the
SSBNs in the northern waters from Thurso, which Was accomplishing its primary
wartime role. There can be no doubt about the ést@ature of these Scottish bases to
the US strategic communications requirements.

There were two NARS sites in the UK; one at Mormdtil, Scotland (Site 44) and
Fylingdales Moor, Yorkshire (Site 45) to providenoectivity for the BMEWS site
operated by the RAF. The UK sites had been estaalisvith little public announcement,
yet again demonstrating the ‘gentleman’s agreenasmiect of the US/UK relationship.

ACE used links in Scotland, including the Shetlangigh a major interconnect site at
Mormond Hill; as always, the Anglo-American relatship ensured that these Scottish
facilities were quietly provided and rapidly acted. The AUTOVON project had a
major presence in Scotland and a line of unmanned st Latheron, Inverbervie,

Kinnaber, Craigow! Hill, East Lomond, Kirk o’ ShsttBrowncarrick Hill and Seargeant

%0pRO, DEFE 25/65, Letter from Peter Thorneycrofgrseary of State for Defence, to Chief of the
Defence Staff, Subject: Use of UK Bases east oz ®yeJS Forces in War, 7 February 1963, Top Seeret
Guard. NATO telegram, to Department of State, SttbATO Communications, Challenges and
Opportunities, 3 May 1966, Confidential, NATTO A84Reproduced iDeclassified Documents
Reference System@ocument Number: CK3100051127, [accessed 27 NagR

%1 pearsonThe World Wide Military Commang.195.
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Law linked this network from the DEW Line to Engthand Londonderry. The Scottish

bases were in the essential category for US stategnmunications®?

By 1969 the UK Wideband Microwave System (UKMS) veasnpleted and Edzell was
linked to Londonderry; there were also another seSeottish UKMS sites, including
Mormond Hill 3% Edzell’s inclusion was an indication that the CRIDMM network
(communications supporting the National SIGINT nas$ had been incorporated into
this protected networf* The relevance and importance of Edzell in this exntould

not have been clearer.

AUTOVON and ACE HIGH were upgraded in the 1970shggihese microwave links,
providing secure voice and data capability; Scatldrad seven Digital European
Backbone (DEB) sites, including West Murkle and Mond Hill3**® Campbell has
claimed that other Scottish sites were also pathef'mission-critical’ network, but no
reliable sources have been found to support théerasn®® Regardless, the sites in
Scotland were used to broadcast US military comoaiiains, with a notable absence of

any NATO role; therefore Campbell’s claim may priolysbe accurate.

%2peter B Mersky, Autovon: The DoD Phone Compdae Department of the Navy Information
Technology Magazing¢accessed 16 June 2006]: Dr Martin J Fischerd eThee Circuit Switched Network
Design and Analysis ModeThe Telecommunications Revigm91. [accessed 20 June 2006].

383\WNY, NRS/2, 5750, Ser.09, OP Nav Report, 5750-Inf@and History) Thurso, 26 January 1970,
cited in Duke 1987.p.148.

364 Securing Record Communications, The TSEC/KW-26 t€dor Cryptologic HistoryNational
Security Agencyaccessed 19 June 2006] p.8.

365Duke,United States Military Force$.305: Digital European Backbone Compl&kectronicSystems
Center Public Affairs[accessed 3 December 2005]: Source: 5th Signaintand Briefing ,
Communications in the European Theaté$, Army, Europgaccessed 9 May 2006]. NAS, DD12/2518 =
P/SLR/11/ZT/9, Letter from Mrs HD Harrison, MOD S8 Air), to Miss JF Nicol, Scottish Development
Department, Subject: Service Land Requirementssitinof Defence (Air Force Department)
Safeguarding of Technical Sites, 23 June 1964, B&44250/61/11/S 13d (Air), Unclassified. NAS,
AF79/70, Letter from Mrs HD Harrison, MOD, to MisBcol, Scottish Development Department, 28th
May 1964, AF/A1629/64/S.13d (Air).

366 Campbell, 1986, p.117.
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The microwave system achieved its strategic objeadf rendering American military
communications completely independent of UK anceptiational systems. The unstated
purpose of this upgrading was to ensure that emeygeontact could be guaranteed with
the SSBNSs in northern watef¥. This was an excellent example of the USA identifya
strategic requirement, with its Scottish-based S§B&hd implementing a Scottish
communications solution. The USAF also operatetbargl-to-air link at Mormond Hill,
which was deployed as part of the Apollo space imissetwork’®® Scotland’s
attractiveness as a communications platform wagmewore apparent. The 1965 JCS
report which established the NEACP and NMCS requihe technical upgrading of the
existing Scottish links at Thurso and Mormond Hfif.

The Americans constructed a fully operational comizations system for their SSBN
fleet, using VLF and ELF; this was centred at Tburthe main VLF transmitter for
Europe.In Scotland, the US naval communications networls vedally independent of
any UK systems; this ensured that Thurso and retiayons in the north of the country
could guarantee links to the SSBNs in the Norwe@aa patrol ared$’ The US had

insisted on full support from the British governrherin addition, there was a group of
LF stations to provide resilience for the systemmlyoused for close-to-surface
communications, and also the TACAMO aircraft witheit ten kilometres trailing

antenna. All of these communicated with Thurso.

%7Duke, United States Military Force$.332.
388 press and Journatl4 December 1972.

%9 Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense, from Johiefs of Staff, Subject: Conceptual Approach to
the National Military Command System (NMCS) (U), Rébruary 1965, Top Secret, Reproduced in
Declassified Documents Reference Sysfgmeument Number: CK3100074559 [accessed 15 NagR
Department of Defense cable regarding a unifornesy®f progressive alert procedures to assuremstio
security, 5 March 1964, Secret, ReproducebDéglassified Documents Reference Sysfzmeument
Number: CK3100138641, [accessed 15 May 2006].

870 Duke,United States Military Forcepp.332-4: SIPRI Yearbook 1969/§0118: Submarine
Communications Shore InfrastructuFederation of American Scientisfaccessed 3 June 2006]:
Memorandum for the President from the Secretayafense, Subject: Defense Department Budget for FY
69 (U), 1 December 1967, Top Secret, Document Nun@€3100138481, [accessed 16 January 2006].
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Eight LORAN stations were established, includingtSta, in Shetland, and Bo and Jan
Mayen Island, both in Norway; as with previous besestruction, the Shetland base was
implemented quietlj’* By 1969 there were 79 LORAN -A stations in operagand 18
LORAN -C stations, including three stations in $mad, operated by the USCG. This

was another example of Scottish strategic achiemefoethe USA.

The LORAN-C transmission system was upgraded inl$#&s for use by SSBNs and
codenamed Clarinet Pilgrim. It was a vital elemehthe US strategic package and the
Scottish stations at Thurso and Edzell, who hatl bperated the previous Clarinet Betty
system for LORAN-A, were crucial participants>. Thurso and Edzell also linked the

Transit satellite navigation data to the SSBN$rtorthern waters.

Because of the strategic advances achieved by RBEBR the Pentagon decided to
reduce American air presence in the UK (see Ch&jteand this was announced by
General Landon, CINCUSAFEUR, in April 1963. VarioUSAF bases in the UK were
closed down, but this excluded the Scottish aatiePrestwick and Machrihanish, which

had become part of the US logistics chh.

Prestwick and Machrihanish had a long history ditamy aviation. In Prestwick’s case
this began in 1917 when the Number 1 School foigh&ighting was formed at nearby
Ayr Racecourse, and by 1933 Scotland’s first fencalgtain, Winifred Drinkwater flew
her first service flight from Campbeltown to Preista?’* In 1935 the Scottish College of

371 ORAN-C IntroductionHyperbolic Radio Navigation Systeniaccessed 27 November 2005]:
Airworthiness approval of LORAN-C navigation systefor use in the US National Airspace System
(NAS) and Alaska, US Department of Transportatieddtal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular,
International Loran Associatiofaccessed 27 November 2005]: Campbell, 1986, p228| about
LORAN-C, US Coast Guard, [accessed 20 June 2006p.AMnderson, to Secretary of State, Subject:
Briefing Paper] HAG/CP-2, May 1965, Confidentiadhéison Library, NSF, International Meetings and
Travel, NATO Ministerial Meeting, The Hague, May-12, 1964. Reproduced in Declassified Documents
Reference System.. Document Number: CK310043594&etessed 19 January 2006].

372Technology TransitiorDefense Advanced Research Projects Agdgacgessed 22 June 2006] .p.120.

373 Jackson, pp.102-03.

874 Berry, pp.9-17, 72-6, 139.
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Aviation was formed at Prestwick to train RAF pdpthe main personality involved was
Squadron Leader the Marquis of Clydesdale, who lbesh the first person to fly over
Mount Everest in 1933. Number 1 Civil Air Navigati®&chool (CANS) was formed in
1938.

Once World War 2 began, Prestwick's location asalimwveather, Atlantic side airfield
saw the arrival of various units: merchant navyvoynescort aircraft operated out of the
base, an aviation radio school was establishedfenng transport flew aircraft to other
UK bases. However, the most momentous event hagpen£940, when a ferry flight
from Gander, Newfoundland, landed at Prestwickr dftéel weather closed Aldergrove in
Northern Ireland”® During the war, almost 5,000 aircraft were deléepver the North
Atlantic via Prestwick and more than 37,000 mijitdlights were undertaken through
Prestwick. This was a portentous activity in vieisPoestwick’s later use by the United

States.

After the war, Prestwick remained the preferred-Wwadther diversion airfield for many
civil and military flights and was a staging andimi@nance base for USAF aircraft. It
was reactivated for USAF use in 1951, when the 463ir Base Group (USAF) arrived
to support MATS and Prestwick was also given a#r-sescue responsibility for the
eastern Atlantic. The site was rapidly re-develoged in May 1952, the 67th Air Rescue
Squadron moved in; the following month, Prestwidsted the completion of the first
transatlantic flight by helicopter, when two USAFRk&sky H-19s arrived from
Reykjavik. This helped cement its geographic rabeesto US aviation.

Jet fighter aircraft in transit to Europe parkedPegstwick and during Exercise Big Lift in
1961, more than 40 transport aircraft arrived: Wi&Navy also used Prestwick for early
warning operations, ASW surveillance and other morss Scotland was now playing a
full, operational part in delivering American stgic policy. There were no local

problems to be overcome and no strains on the AAglerican relationship as a result.

37 Jackson, pp.31-2, 43, 177.
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Shortly after the Cuban missile crisis, the Sodeputy premier Mr Mikoyan arrived at
Prestwick en route for Havana, highlighting theabiz situation of a senior Soviet
minister using an American strategic overseas lthseng a period of international
tension®’® The change over of FBM crews for the Holy Lochebasso took place at
Prestwick (see Chapter Three), and a Courier TearSfation was opened in January
1963 to facilitate the daily movement of SIGINT a@dtom Edzell to Washington DC
(see Chapter Two). International diplomacy, nuclear response and lligeace

activities were now regular US strategic activiae$restwick.

In 1965, the 1267th Airways and Communications Ber(AACS) Squadron MATS
arrived to handle the transit requirement to mo& tdilitary personnel to Europé®
Thel602nd Air Transport Wing arrived to support 1€3Air Base Group, and also
deployed were detachments of 18th Weather Squadnoh3rd Postal Squadron. In
addition, Prestwick was regularly used by othettsufiom MATS/MAC, e.g. 428 Air
Refuelling Squadron, 1370th Photo Mapping Wing,wadl as occasionally hosting

aircraft involved with Distant Airborne Early Wang and other operations.

Later that year, the 67th Air Rescue SquadronRedstwick and moved to Moron AFB
in Spain, as most of the sea traffic from the US&svineading through the sea waters
controllable from3”® Prestwick was then run down by the USAF, andd@0Lbecame
HMS Ganneta Royal Navy ASW base, which had been given mesipdity for ASW
defence of the Clyde area. However, the transthefBlue/Gold crews was still carried
out at Prestwick until 1992.

376 \Mikoyan’s Call at Prestwick’Glasgow Herald2 November 1962
$7Coletta and Bauer, p.105.

378 Berry, p.76: 18th Weather Squadron Unit HistoiypiBons Weathelort Bragg [accessed 1 June
2008].

379 Coletta and Bauer, 1985, p.278-80: Berry, p.83:34Ghnnet, HistoryRoyal Navy[accessed 14 June
2006].
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A summary of the US units deployed to Prestwickirdyithe research period is set out in
Table 6 below.

Table 6

USAF Units Based at Prestwick 1951-1970

Unit Dates Activities
163T" Air Base 1951-1970| Support of MATS;
Group

Changeover of SSBN crews 1961-1992

67" Air Rescue 1952-1965| Responsible for Eastern Atlantic.
Squadron

Courier Transfer 1963-1970| Under command CO Edzell.
Station, 632 Air
Base Group

1267" Airways & 1965-1970| Terminal operators to move US
Communications servicemen to Europe.
Service Squadron
MATS

1602™ Air Transport | 1965-1970| Support for 1632Air Base Group.
Wing

18" Weather 1966-1970| Weather reconnaissance
Squadron

3 Postal Squadron | 1966-1970| Postal duties.
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The Clyde area was considered suitable for thetnaign of additional US airfields at
Machrihanish and Stornoway in September 1959; atom@apons stockpile facilities
were also authorised for these sit&sAll of the facilities in the Clyde area, including
ammunition and oil storage depots, Machrihanishetdrand associated communications
sites were assigned to SACEUR for wartime use. Whis another sign of the importance
of Scottish operational facilities as forward basespecially at a safe distance from the
USA. %!

In 1906 Professor Fessenden, inventor of the echodgr, built a 150-metre tall radio
mast at Machrihanish and achieved the first radicestransmission across the Atlantic,
between Britain and the USA, Campbeltown airfielalsvexpanded during World War 2
and became one of the three busiest airfields & UK because of its strategically
important location as the nearest landfall for Aflantic naval convoy&®? This strategic
importance caused the US to request an upgraditigecdirfield in the 1960s. This was
achieved, despite opposition by the Duke of Argiylthe loss of some acres of one of his
nearby farm$®® Once again, the American strategic interests heehbcomfortably

accommodated without local difficulties or relatship strain.

380 Declassified Documents Reference Systemecument Number: CK3100343363. Also; Appendix to
Document Number: CK3100288057eclassified Documents Reference Sysfaotessed 23 December
2006].

3INAS, DD12/3064=P/SLR/10/AL/18/1, Urgent Telex frdtonayne, Admiralty, to Gillett, Room 505,
Subject: Machrihanish-Brief for Lord Forces’ Visit Campbeltown on"AMay 1959, dated 30 April 1959.

382 Alastair Jamieson, World War View, Heritage & Qui#, Scotsman.conjaccessed 14 November 2005]:
Radio MachrihanishThe Irish Erg [accessed 25 November 2005]: President paydériouFessenden,
Campbeltown Courier & Advertise26 January 2007.

383E0r the full correspondence see: NAS, DD12/3064ER/S0/AL/18/1, Letter from Chief Surveyor of
Lands, Civil Engineer-in-Chief's Department, Adntiyato Secretary, Department of Health for Scadlan
Subject: Notice of Proposed Acquisition of LandAgmiralty, 17 January 1958, 5030/2678/116a,
Confidential Enclosure. Also: ‘NATO Base for KinggrMachrihanish Airfield runway to be extended’,
Scotsman28 April 1959; ‘NATO Air Base in Kintyre’Glasgow Herald 28 April 1959: NAS,
DD12/3064=P/SLR/10/AL/18/1, Urgent Telex from RonayAdmiralty, to Gillett, Room 505, Subject:
Machrihanish-Brief for Lord Forces’ Visit to Camptoavn on 4" May 1959, dated 30 April 1959: NAS,
DD12/3064=P/SLR/10/AL/18/1, Letter from Lord SelkifFirst Lord of the Admiralty, to Duke of Argyll,
18 November 1958, Unclassified.
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When the development project began in January 188%cottish Office indulged in the
customary subterfuge, claiming that it was notative airfield’ and would ‘only be put
to very occasional use for defence exercises fort gieriods in peace timé&* In March
1962, a huge NATO fuel depot was constructed. TAE Bnnounced that they would be
deploying nuclear depth charges to a stockpiledotl@nd before September 1963; the
only site that could take these was Machrihanishsiatable bunkers had recently been
constructed. This action was definitely a strategguirement from the USA as the UK
did not possess its own nuclear depth charges ema@ined a matter of considerable
speculation regarding the presence of undisclos&dnuclear weapons in Scotland.
However, the research has been able to arrivgpasidive conclusion to this mystery.

A storage area was provided at Machrihanish fairggjanuclear depth charges for use by
the US Navy and the RAF in wartime; no documengasigence has been discovered that
these weapons were ever stored on the base, dthemtgsubmarine torpedoes were

stored on sité® Serving RAF personnel believe this to have beerctse.

In mid-1967, US naval personnel for a Mobile MinessAmbly Unit arrived at

Machrihanish. They were joined by a detachment filoenExplosives Ordnance Disposal
(EOD) Group, US Atlantic Fleet. The base was corsioieed on 7 March 1968 as US
Naval Aviation Weapons Facility Machrihanish, with mission to ‘receive, store,
maintain, issue and tranship classified weaponsupport of the US Navy and NATO

operations,’ and placed under the command of CINKLA®®

384NAS, DD12/3064=P/SLR/10/AL/18/1, Letter from JM Feais Department of Health for Scotland, to
JAM Mitchell and others, including the Scottishdrmhation Office, Subject: NATO Facilities Clyde Are
12 February 1959, OL3/505/6/238b, Secret: NAS, DBA@4=P/SLR/10/AL/18/1, Urgent Telex from
Ronayne, Admiralty, to Gillett, Room 505, Subjddfachrihanish-Brief for Lord Forces’ Visit to
Campbeltown on2May 1959, dated 30 April 1959. Also; ‘£2m. NATO®sfor Scotland'Glasgow
Herald, 17 March 1962: ‘Nuclear Depth Charges: New Weagdon Coastal CommandGlasgow Herald
2 April 1962.

3% |nterview with former RAF armourer inspection o on 30 June 2006.

3 Duke,U.S. defence basgsp.148-9.
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US Marines were deployed to the base in Januarg,®7provide physical security; the
British government agreed that this activity shobddtreated in a low-key fashion, with
little publicity, other than informing the local Mer of Parliament. Lord Carrington,
Defence Secretary, described it as a ‘re-deployrmémdS forces’ after the end of the
Vietnam War, who would relieve American sailors wiaxl been ‘misemployed hitherto

on this work.2®’

This was disingenuous as the US Marine Corps hadapy responsibility for the
security of all US Navy nuclear weapons; it hasnbstated that the Marine detachment
here had one primary function, namely ‘nuclear veeapsecurity.” Therefore, it is
probable that they carried out this mission; istiwas not so, there seems to be little
reason for replacing the US naval personnel andikgeyuiet about it. Further strength is
given to this theory by local residents who redladit US servicemen never appeared in
the local court, but were always moved to the U local police custodi*® Another
theory is that any nuclear munitions stored at Niaemish were for use by RAF
Nimrods; the US Navy was known to store such itemnSt Mawgan, Cornwall, for a

similar task for the RAE®®

The specific role of USAF Machrihanish is still s#fied, but it would appear that it had
a direct task of servicing nuclear armaments, giiredence to the belief that nuclear
armaments were stored on the base. Otherwise, Warkel have been no reason for the
presence of the USMC and EOD nuclear speciali$s g

%7 PRO, Memorandum from Lord Carrington, Secretargate for defence, to Lord Home, Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary, Subject: US Armed ForcéiserJK, 3rd January 1974, AMU 10/2, FCO
82/457, MO 14/2, Secret. Note: Lord Carrington \Basretary of State for Defence 1970-74, Foreign
Secretary 1979-82 and NATO Secretary-General 1834-8e Bulldog, Issue 5 Spring 2005, Scottish
Edition, www.mcl-london-uk.ordaccessed 2 February 2006].

388 |nterviews with two Campbeltown residents on 27\2806.
389 | nterview with former RAF armourer inspection o on 30 June 2006.

399 Dyke,U.S. defence basgsp.148-9.
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The agreement for deployment of these ASW nucleeapons was made between
President Johnson and Prime Minister Wilson in 1868 formed part of the long-
standing consultation procedures dating from 195i®; situation was reiterated in 1970

by the Secretary of State Rogers, to Prime Ministsath 3

This US involvement produced the longest runwayMestern Europe (3,049 metres) to
enable Machrihanish to receive large transportraiirdrom the USA®*®? The base was
regularly used by RAF Vulcan bombers (the UK’s airie nuclear delivery force) and
also by US Navy P-3 Orion ASW patrol aircraft (whicarried nuclear ASW weapons).
Machrihanish moved into an important position fanérican strategic reinforcement and
ASW activities.

In 1971 the JCS assessed that the USSR could @iaan donventional air attack on the
UK and use chemical weapons. Dual-purpose airfi@ds Prestwick and Machrihanish,
were vulnerable, along with conventional naval tmses. A NATO programme of

hardening of airfields against missile attacks wlas implementetf*

$1state Department telegram from Secretary of Staferierican Embassy London, Subject: Nuclear
Consultation with the British, 15 December 197@t&203272, Top Secret; ‘The following letter from
President Nixon should be transmitted urgentlydimnP Minister Heath prior to his departure for ths.’
Digital National Security Archivegaccessed 10 April 2006].

BQZWNY, Ser. 102-69, Command History: Machrihanislrebruary 1969, p.213, cited in DukieS.
defence basgs.148:Air Force Special Operations Commarjdccessed 19December 2005].

393 |_etter from JE Jackson to Mr Thomson, Subject: ifingications of the conventional threat to the WK’
reinforcement, air strike and defence capabilittepril 1974, Secret covering Top Secret UK Eyes A
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A summary of the US units deployed to Machrihamsséet out in Table 7 below.

Table 7

US Naval Aviation Weapons Facility Campbeltown Uni

Unit Dates Remarks

Mobile Mine | 1967-1996 Assembly team for nuclear depth
Assembly Unit charges.

Detachment 1968-1996 Servicing nuclear armaments.
Explosives

Ordnance

Disposal Group

6" US Fleet.

Detachment 1974-1996 Security protection for US Navy
USMC nuclear weapons.

Amusingly, the development of the US naval mungiatepot at Glen Douglas, Loch
Long, was beset with a non-military problem, whebacame embroiled in a parochial
dispute with the intransigent Scottish Office ovmwnership of a flock of sheep'

Despite a personal plea from the Civil Lord of fkamiralty, that his mission was to ‘run
ships, not sheep’, the saga lasted more than 2Ghsidsefore the construction could

commence. As well as Royal Navy munitions, Glen @as stored the munitions

394NAS, AF79/70, Letter from Graham-Campbell, Fore€&ommission Scotland, to J Walker, Department
of Agriculture for Scotland, Subject: Craggan fgPart) Glen Douglas, Dunbartonshire, 8 May 1956,
108680/L/SLR/ADI/GDIS, 229/25, Unclassified: Letteym lan Orr-Ewing MP, Civil Lord of the

Admiralty, to Gilmour Leburn MP, Department of Aguiture, 2 December 1959; letter from Gilmour
Leburn MP, Department of Agriculture, to lan OrriBgy MP, Civil Lord of the Admiralty, 15th December
1959. Also; Interview with former RAF armourer irgpion officer on 30 June 2006.
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requirement for a Marine Expeditionary Force. Thas yet another important front line
addition in Scotland to US strategic capabilities.

Conclusion

There has been plenty of good source materialadailfor this chapter, although several
areas are still not yet declassified. It has howdesn difficult to obtain much detailed

information of the individual communications sifesm UK sources, which is surprising

as all would have been required to be submittetbdal authority planning processes.
This may be explained by the probability that threguirements were piggybacked on to
existing run-of-the-mill UK applications.

To support their strategic aims, the US neededdtall a full network of support services
for their overseas activities. They had originaliyne this during World War 2 and the
UK had been the principal overseas location. Howelsss than one per cent of the
American forces had been in Scotland because ofatgraphical remoteness to the
military efforts in Western Europe. The post-war tguirements, however, propelled
Scotland rapidly up the list of most desirable tawas for the network of installations

and links that made US policy work on the ground.

This was completely due to its geographical sigaifce, i.e. in military parlance it was
‘vital ground.’ In all military operations, there isome ground which is designated as
vital ground; it is a formal term and simply medhat whichever side is able to dominate
the vital ground will have a major strategic/taati@dvantage. Throughout military,
including naval, history, the battle for vital gralihad been the aim of every campaign
and battle. Its possession is the imperative fanroanders and therefore Scotland’s
geography placed it in this category during thisque

During the 1960s and 1970s, there was a rapid dpuaof the American presence in
Europe; the command and control infrastructure wagroved with better links to

Washington. There was a separate US communicatietvgork which ensured that the
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NCA would always be able to exercise control over major US strategic functions in
any European-based conflict. This was accomplishedunilateral fashion by the USA,
without any real close inspection as radio relsgtiehs were trivial matters when

considered against Polaris-carrying submarines..

All aspects of the US military infrastructure werehanced, especially the links to the
strategic nuclear forces. There were better shightoe communications and greater
navigational facilities, principally based in therthern Atlantic area. The Scottish bases
had an important role in this structure, partidyl#nose at Thurso and in the Shetlands. It
became obvious that Europe’s role in US strategy twebe a ‘fire break’ to detain the
Warsaw Pact forces and provide time for Americanfoecements to be delivered in
time of need; the upgrading of facilities at Presknand Machrihanish bear testimony to
this strategy. This major refurbishment of the Uiitany profile was accomplished with

little objection from the UK, as befitting the jumipartner in the ‘special relationship.’

The United States amended its strategic policynguthis period, in most cases as a
result of its own requirements; these changes Wiseimplemented at communications
and logistics bases in Scotland, emphasising tlatléhd was vital in the overall

American strategic scenario.

The evidence in this chapter shows that the AngimeAcan relationship was not
damaged by the American use of Scottish basestfategic purposes; the bases also
enabled the US to fully deliver the strategic nratteequiring such bases in Scotland.
There is little evidence that there was any NAT®@olaement in any of these above
activities. On the other hand, there were defipited local problems that affected the US

strategic purpose of the bases in Scottish location
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION

This research has been possible because of the rardge of sources identified and
examined for the various topics. Many of these semiprovide excellent material from
extremely reliable sources. However, the sourcesmat a complete list and have many
omissions, particularly with regards to detailedemgional orders and mission
statements. All matters regarding national securétye long declassification procedures
and this has been the single fact which has limiked statement of various points. In
conjunction, the intelligence gathering communittds fast to a lifetime secrecy code

and this has hampered this particular topic.

Taken together, there is sufficient source mateaw@hilable to clearly state some
conclusions and make supported statements regaaditey matters. More research is

needed in many instances to uncover better materighose weaker areas.

* Why were the Americans present in Scotland dutwgyperiod in such strength?
* What were they doing there?

* How did this change over time?

* How does this study of policy implementation hedptoi understand the American

motives?

The Americans were present at Kirknewton, Edzedl @hurso as part of their worldwide
intelligence gathering requirements. Despite thigtssecrecy regime surrounding such
activities, there is sufficient evidence from tresearch to safely conclude that these
bases were key players in the European zone of dpésation.>*® Although such
constraints have necessarily restricted the availatformation, the US presence and
activities at these bases has been established.tibve the only changes at Edzell and

39° SECNAVINST 5212.SD, 22 April 1998, Chapter 2, Telmmunications Records, pp Ill-2-1 to I1I-2-
24.Navy Directives[accessed 3 March 2006].
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Thurso were the upgrading of facilities and greatezgration into overall US strategic
operations.

All of the US actions and decisions were drivenAmgerican requirements, which were
integrated into the overall defence of Western pardrhe Soviet Navy's biggest fleet,
with all its SSBNs, was being assembled in northeaters throughout the 1950s and
1960s and therefore the US needed to upgradedasepece at Edzell and Thurso to assist
its ASW strategy.

The US Navy was present at Holy Loch as part otiBestrategic policy of second-strike
capability; their sole purpose was to provide theAUwith the guarantee of a second-
strike and therefore ensure balance in the Cold $tfategic equation. Holy Loch was
required because of the forward defence implicatioinboth US strategy and the limited
range of the missiles. It was able to use Holy Lbebause of the strength of the US/UK
special relationship, but also because of the amflitbenefits that the UK was able to

accomplish by agreement.

However, it was predicated on a completely Amerioaiateral position regarding the
UK and the USSR; American policy required thesdlifees and they obtained them. It
was strategically essential to the USA, having atnpotent deterrent force at a location
as close to the enemy as possible and as far awaytheir own shores as they could
contrive. As one American sailor said about Holyclho ‘Imagine handling nuclear
weapons in a residential neighborhood (sic)! SofrtaeScots' complaints about us were
justified. Would you allow that in your neighbortbsic)?’>%°

The FBM fleet achieved its strategic purpose duriing Cuban Crisis and the only
changes were in the upgrading of the Polaris neisgike introduction of Poseidon and the
berthing of more submarines at Holy Loch than presiy agreed. Holy Loch was the

iconic example of the importance of Scotland toWSA for its strategic nuclear policy.

39 Sub Bases: Holy Loch Scotlaritender Tale[accessed 19 August 2005].
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The available evidence shows no damage to the i@feelationship’ from US
operations at the Holy Loch. The UK government gegeed reality and agreed to all US
requests. This pliability meant that the US Navyswhle to execute its strategic mission

from Scotland. The US actions at Holy Loch were not

The American use of Scottish facilities in their\WS®perations during this period was an
integral part of their overall strategic activitjowever, it needs to be borne in mind that
these activities were also aimed at the proteatiblVestern Europe and therefore the
exploitation of Scotland’s strategic geographiaadation would have been part of any
NATO operational plan. The Scottish bases at Thugsizell and Holy Loch were fully
involved in this plan. The accompanying officiallipg of misinformation was a natural

consequence of such a high value defence operation.

The upgrading of various pieces of equipment amtleases in manning levels at the
bases were also consistent with the prime taskwedo In general terms, it was a repeat
of Scotland’s one strategic function of World Wam2mely anti-submarine warfare, as
its geography was still pertinent and military Viggound. The American motives were

the same as from that period.

The Americans had a wide range of smaller facditie Scotland to enable them to
provide the full support and logistics network tbeir strategic plans for the defence of
Western Europe. However, the principal aim of th&sglities was in the defence of

mainland USA from Soviet missiles crossing the palane. The airfields at Prestwick
and Machrihanish both played a significant rolébath reinforcement plans and ASW
requirements; Machrihanish probably contained rarclASW munitions and was

therefore a significant UK location as the onlyestknown ASW storage facility was at

St Mawgan.

Scotland occupied vital ground both from strategperational perspective and also from
a logistical viewpoint. The upgrading of Americaonamunications systems throughout

the period meant that there was constant activitythee various Scottish sites, both
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manned and unmanned. The American motives werelysitapensure that they could
participate fully in the defence of Western Europhile at the same time reducing costs

to the USA, as demanded incessantly by the US @ssgr

Machrihanish is the only American base that stiéi@ates as a US facility, although this
is very limited and infrequent. It has been useplilaly since its official closure in 1998
for various specialist aircraft trials, becauseatsfvery long runway; these aircraft have
ranged from top secret spy planes to new heavitifiraft. It is also used for annual
exercises by major USAF logistics units. Howevie teason behind these activations is
the remoteness of the airfield from any main centkpopulation; on one side is the
Atlantic Ocean and the nearest large inhabited mredmost 200 kilometres away in
Glasgow. In this aspect at least it could be claitiat Scotland still has a geographical

uniqueness for the American forces.

It needs to be remembered that the overall focuthefresearch is US strategic policy
during the period and therefore documentation iggrits implementation in Scotland
is scarce. This identifies an area of research nieats to be undertaken to provide a

much more definitive appraisal of US activitiesScotland at this time.

Without doubt, Scotland was an important placeU& strategic operations during the
period 1953-1974. Its geographic position meant thhad great saliency. During the
Second World War, Scotland had only housed aboeitpem cent of the entire American
forces who passed through Britain; it was not gaplgically relevant as the war was
some distance away. The situation changed withCible War and Scotland became a
central piece of the US strategic solution: it wiaal ground for the operations required

in the Northern Seas, reinforcement locations amngsunications facilities.

These facts rebut Duncan Campbell’s claim that Acaerbases were in the UK mainly
for political reasons; Scotland was sought outheyWS Navy for essential facilities and
this was the case throughout the research periodekier, the facts also show that there

were political advantages in having Scottish baaeghis enabled the US to keep a tight
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rein on the UK’'s strategic, and especially nucleatentions. The Scottish bases
undoubtedly provided sound military advantagestlier USA, and by extension NATO,

as they were and important part of the vital gromhith governs all military actions.

This was the reason for having bases in Scotlanweas because of the geographic
importance in relation to the military technologyriently available. It was a very good
fit and has been shown by the research sources/@worked well throughout the
period. Other countries had been chosen for USamnilbases through occupation after
World War 2 (Japan and West Germany) and othergusecof economic and political
reasons (Cold War politics): this was certainly that case for Scotland. It was vital
ground as previously explained and Scotland wagrgedbically vital, but its use was
eased by political amity between the two governsedhce its usefulness as vital
ground had diminished in the 1980s onwards, Scotleas gradually abandoned by the
USA.

In the final analysis, the answers to the researestions have been established. Why
were the Americans present in Scotland duringgbisod in such strength? The research
has shown that the United States chose to have baSeotland during this period of the
Cold War because of its excellent geographic locafifhere was no other reason for the
choice of Holy Loch, Edzell, Thurso, Prestwick althchrihanish. The matter needs
more detailed research, perhaps along the linesvehtually finding operational
information regarding submarines, intelligence gatly, communications, and nuclear

weapons storage.

What were they doing there? The USA introducedSB8N to the Atlantic in 1961 and
this strategic tool operated at all times in fudtardance with its plan, especially during
the Cuban missile crisis. The build up of intelige gathering, submarine
communications, logistics, navigation equipment amdmmand and control
communications all occurred at the rate of incrahse had been planned. The Scottish
bases were essential to these matters. The USAogetpla unilateralist approach, but

they were acting in defence of Europe as well amtelves.
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How did this change over time? Was American strat@glicy a unilateral activity
driven by the centrality of technical military i€s? Was it an effort to reach a state of
balance with the Soviet Union, or was it a unilat&kmerican process that would have
been enforced in any case? Was the United Stalesaabse its Scottish facilities in line
with the unilateral changes it had made to itststia defence policy? The evidence

examined during the research can only provide d@ipeseply on this matter.

How does this study of policy implementation help 1@ understand the American
motives? America’s main concern was that all nuclaanches would be controlled by
the US president. They attempted some multilateamhouflage, such as the NATO
multilateral force (MLF), which was unacceptableBotain and France, but led to the
creation of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG1968%’ The two reasons for US
overseas bases were ‘to provide support for ford@es engaged in war and to support
American foreign policy worldwide3® In 1943 the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) stated
that American overseas bases were ‘essential’bgrk®70 there was ‘little initiative’ by
the Americans to discard any bases. The Americaivesoremained constant throughout

the period.

397 Miller, pp.116-7: Freedmaiuclear Strategypp.311-3.

398 Coletta and Bauer, p.xvii; and, R Harka®reat Power Competition for Overseas Bag€sford;
Pergammon, 1982), pp.6 & 16.
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